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SECTION 1.0 INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY 

1.1 INTRODUCTION 

The NorthLake Specific Plan Draft Supplemental EIR (2019 Draft SEIR) was eased on May 2, 
2017, and circulated for a 45-day public review and comment period ending on June 15, 2017. 
Following the close of the public comment period on the 2019 Draft SEIR on June 15, 2017, 
detailed responses to all public agency comments and comments received from members of the 
general public received regarding the Project and the analyses of the 2019 Draft SEIR were 
prepared and are contained in the 2019 Final SEIR.  

An Errata was released in February 2018, prior to the County Regional Planning Commission 
(Regional Planning Commission) hearing to make minor technical corrections to the 2019 SEIR 
and to provide further information in response to public comments received prior to the Regional 
Planning Commission meeting. The Errata included only minor technical changes to the SEIR 
and additional information to support the SEIR’s conclusions, and the Errata merely clarified or 
amplified or made insignificant modifications to the adequate SEIR. At the February 21, 2018, 
public hearing, the Regional Planning Commission requested that the Applicant include an 
affordable housing component in the Project. Based on this request, the Applicant made minor 
revisions to the Project analyzed in the 2019 SEIR to include an affordable component. An Errata 
dated April 4, 2018 was prepared which concluded that the revisions involve only minor changes 
to the distribution of land uses and an overall reduction in density and intensity or use, and the 
Errata merely clarified or amplified or made insignificant modifications to the adequate 2019 SEIR. 
On April 18, 2018, the Regional Planning Commission adopted the required findings, certified the 
SEIR, and granted the requested Project approvals. On April 23, 2018, appeals were filed by the 
Center for Biological Diversity, the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy, and the Golden State 
Environmental Justice Alliance. A Second Errata dated August 2018 was prepared to make minor 
technical corrections in the 2019 SEIR and to provide further information in response to public 
comments at the Regional Planning Commission meeting. 

On September 25, 2018, the County Board of Supervisors (Board) held a public hearing on the 
Project and the appeals and voted to reject the appeals, uphold the Regional Planning 
Commission approvals, and certify the 2019 SEIR. On April 2, 2019, the Board adopted the 
Project entitlements, CEQA findings and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, and 
Project conditions. 

A Petition for Writ of Mandate was filed in May 2019 challenging the Project. The Los Angeles 
Superior Court’s ruling in the Center For Biological Diversity and Endangered Habitats League v. 
County of Los Angeles, et al, Case No. 19STCP01610, dated January 11, 2021 (Court Ruling) 
granted in part and denied in part the petitioner’s Petition for Writ of Mandate. Specifically, the 
Court Ruling held that the SEIR for the Northlake Specific Plan Project failed to comply with CEQA 
because it contained: (1) inadequate alternatives analysis (for failing to fully analyze a creek 
avoidance alternative); (2) inadequate Western Spadefoot Toad (WST) baseline assessment and, 
therefore, inadequate mitigation (to recreate baseline conditions; mitigation inadequate in detail 
and commitment); and (3) improper deferred mitigation as to rare plants (measure lacked 
sufficient detail). The Court denied the Petition for Writ of Mandate regarding: (1) impacts to 
mountain lions/wildlife crossings, (2) aesthetics, (3) air quality/public health, (4) wildfire impacts, 
and (5) recirculation. 

The Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning prepared a Recirculated Partial Draft 
SEIR (RPDSEIR). The RPDSIER did not revise the SEIR in any respect other than as directed 
by the Court and was limited to a few portions of the 2019 SEIR. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15088.5(c), the County only needed to recirculate the portions of the 2019 SEIR that were 
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modified by the RPDSEIR. The County did not recirculate the other portions of the SEIR for public 
review and comment because those portions were not modified.  

Before approving a project, CEQA requires that the Lead Agency prepare and certify a Final EIR 
per State CEQA Guidelines Section 15090. As Lead Agency, the County has the principal 
responsibility for approval of the project. According to Section 15132 of the State CEQA 
Guidelines, the Final EIR must include: 

• The Draft EIR or a revision of the Draft EIR; 

• Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR either verbatim or in 
summary; 

• A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR; 

• The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the 
review and consultation process; and 

• Any other information added by the Lead Agency.  

This Recirculated Partial Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (RPFSEIR) has been 
prepared by the County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning, acting in the capacity 
of “Lead Agency” under Los Angeles County’s (County) Environmental Guidelines, for the 
NorthLake Specific Plan Project (Project). This RPFSEIR has been prepared consistent with 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) statutes (Cal. Pub. Res. Code, Sections 21000 et 
seq., as amended) and implementing guidelines (Cal. Code Regs., Title 14, Sections 15000 et 
seq.). 

1.2 PUBLIC REVIEW PROCESS 

The RPDSEIR was made available for public review and comment pursuant to State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15087. Copies of the RPDSEIR and appendices were available for a review 
period of 45 calendar days from April 14, 2025 to May 29, 2025. As CEQA Guidelines Section 
15088.5, subdivision (f)(2) permits, the County requested that the scope of public comment be 
limited to the material that was addressed within the text of the revised portions and the 
appendices included in the RPDSEIR. 

The RPDEIR was available to the general public for review at the following locations: 

County of Los Angeles Building and Safety 
Antelope Valley Field Office 
335 East Avenue K-6 #A 
Lancaster, CA 93535 
Hours: Monday through Friday, 
8:00 a.m.to 4:30 p.m. 
Saturday and Sunday, Closed 

Castaic Library 
27971 Sloan Canyon Road 
Castaic, CA 91384 
Hours: Monday through Thursday, 10:00 a.m. 
to 8:00 p.m.  
Friday and Saturday, 10:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. 
Sunday, Closed. 

 

The RPDSEIR was also available for review online at:  

https://lacdrp.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=7297239&GUID=8CCA3A7D-4458-4A58-
970D-251E36B9454F&Options=ID|Text|&Search=25-092 
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Electronic files related to this Project were also made available for download from the Project 
website provided above. Written comments regarding the RPDSEIR were required to be 
submitted no later than May 29, 2025 at 5:00 p.m., and were able to be submitted in-person, by 
mail and by e-mail. 

On April 14, at the beginning of the public review period, an electronic copy of the RPDSEIR with 
appendices, was submitted to the State Clearinghouse located in the Governor’s Office of Land 
Use and Climate Innovation along with a Notice of Availability (NOA) of a RPDSEIR (Appendix A), 
Notice of Completion & Environmental Document Transmittal (NOC) form, and a Summary Form 
for Electronic Document Submittal (i.e., SCH Summary Form). Also on April 14, 2025, the NOA 
was mailed to public entities and interested parties and was filed with the Los Angeles County 
Clerk-Recorder and remained posted through the end of the public review period. The NOA 
described where the RPDSEIR was available and how to submit written comments on the 
RPDSEIR. 
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SECTION 2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

The following is a list of public agencies, organizations, and persons that submitted comments on 
the RPDSEIR. Comments have been numbered and responses have been developed with 
corresponding letters/numbers. Appendix B, Comment Letters, contains all comments received 
from public agencies, persons, and organizations.  

2.1 LIST OF WRITTEN COMMENTERS 

A list of the public agencies and the persons and organizations that submitted written comments 
on the RPDSEIR is provided in Table 2-1. Public agency comments are provided below in 
Section 2.2 of this RPFSEIR. 

TABLE 2-1 
COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE RPDSEIR FROM 
AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS, AND INDIVIDUALS 

 
Comment 

Letter Date Name 
Public Agencies 

A.1 May 28, 2025 California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
A.2 May 29, 2025 Department of Transportation, District 7 
A.3 May 29, 2025 County of Los Angeles, Office of the Sheriff 

Persons and Organizations 
B.1 April 22, 2025 Reylene Borrego, Yuhaaviatam of San Manuel Nation 
B.2 April 22, 2025 Dan Silver, Endangered Habitats League 
B.3 May 14, 2025 Francis Tinney, Center for Biological Diversity 
B.4 May 29, 2025 Francis Tinney and Tiffany Yap, Center for Biological Diversity 
B.5 May 29, 2025 Paul Edelman, Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy 

 

2.2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

All comment letters received by the County during the 45-day public review period for the 
RPDSEIR have been included and responded to in this RPFSEIR. Comments that raise 
environmental issues have been addressed in these responses. Comments that do not require a 
response include those that (1) do not address material within the text of the revised portions and 
the appendices included in the RPDSEIR, (2) do not address the adequacy or completeness of 
the RPDSEIR; (3) do not raise substantive environmental/CEQA issues; (4) do not address the 
Project; or (5) request the incorporation of additional information not relevant to environmental 
issues.  

Regarding the evaluation and response to comments, Section 15088 of the State CEQA 
Guidelines states:  

a) The lead agency shall evaluate comments on environmental issues received 
from persons who reviewed the Draft EIR and shall prepare a written response. 
The Lead Agency shall respond to comments raising significant environmental 
issues received during the noticed comment period and any extensions and 
may respond to late comments;  

b)  The Lead Agency shall provide a written proposed response, either in a printed 
copy or in an electronic format, to a public agency on comments made by that 
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public agency at least 10 days prior to certifying an environmental impact 
report; 

c) The written response shall describe the disposition of significant environmental 
issues raised (e.g., revisions to the proposed project to mitigate anticipated 
impacts or objections). In particular, the major environmental issues raised 
when the Lead Agency’s position is at variance with recommendations and 
objections raised in the comments must be addressed in detail giving reasons 
why specific comments and suggestions were not accepted. There must be 
good faith, reasoned analysis in response. Conclusory statements 
unsupported by factual information will not suffice. The level of detail contained 
in the response, however, may correspond to the level of detail provided in the 
comment (i.e., responses to general comments may be general). A general 
response may be appropriate when a comment does not contain or specifically 
refer to readily available information, or does not explain the relevance of 
evidence submitted with the comment; and 

d)  The response to comments may take the form of a revision to the Draft EIR or 
may be a separate section in the Final EIR. Where the response to comments 
makes important changes in the information contained in the text of the Draft 
EIR, the lead agency should either:  

1.  Revise the text in the body of the EIR; or  
2.  Include marginal notes showing that the information is revised in the 

response to comments.  

With respect to comments letters received, aside from certain courtesy statements, introductions, 
and closings, individual comments within the body of each letter have been identified and 
numbered. A copy of each comment letter is included in Section 2.2 of this RPFSEIR, preceding 
the response. Brackets delineating the individual comments and a numeric identifier have been 
added to the right margin of the letter. The County’s responses to each applicable comment are 
included in this section. Responses are delineated to match the numeric identifier of each 
comment letter. In the process of responding to the comments, there were minor revisions to the 
text of the RPDSEIR shown in this section and in Section 3.0, Corrections, Clarifications, and 
Additions to the RPDSEIR, of this RPFSEIR. None of the comments or responses constitute 
“significant new information,” and none of the conditions set forth in Section 15088.5 of the State 
CEQA Guidelines that would require recirculation of the RPDSEIR have been met. Therefore, this 
Response to Comments section, the Corrections, Clarifications, and Additions to the RPDSEIR 
section, and the Mitigation Monitoring Program section are included as part of this RPFSEIR along 
with the RPDSEIR for consideration by the Regional Commission. 
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Response to Comment Letter A.1 

Victoria Tang, Environmental Program Manager 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
May 28, 2025 

Response A.1-1  

The comment acknowledges receipt of the RPDSEIR for review. The comment does not address 
the content or adequacy of the RPDSEIR under CEQA or the State CEQA Guidelines; no 
additional response is required. The comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decision-makers for review and consideration. 

Response A.1-2  

The comment contains introductory language regarding CDFW. The comment does not address 
the content or adequacy of the RPDSEIR under CEQA or the State CEQA Guidelines; no 
additional response is required. The comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decision-makers for review and consideration. 

Response A.1-3  

The comment contains introductory language regarding Project. The comment does not address 
the content or adequacy of the RPDSEIR under CEQA or the State CEQA Guidelines other than 
to note that “CDFW has reviewed and approved the Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan for 
special-status plants (July 2022 [Revised October and December 2022 and February 2023) and 
western spadefoot toad (July 2022 [Revised March and June 2023])”; no additional response is 
required. The comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for 
review and consideration. 

Response A.1-4  

The commenter requests CDFW be added to Mitigation Measures MM 5.2-6 through 5.2-8 for 
review and approval of the Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Program (HMMP) regarding Crotch’s 
bumble bee. Mitigation Measures MM 5.2-6 through 5.2-8 have been revised to include CDFW 
for review and approval of the HMMP. Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 783.2, subd. (a)(8) requires the 
proposal of measures to minimize and fully mitigate the impacts of the proposed taking; 
implementation of measures MM 5.2-6 through 5.2-8 fully mitigate the impacts to Crotch’s bumble 
bee. In addition, commenter requests that an additional mitigation measure be included requiring 
focused surveys by qualified biologists at mitigation sites for Crotch’s bumble bee. This is not 
needed to fully mitigate impacts to Crotch’s bumble bee. However, Mitigation Measure MM 5.2-
22 has been added based on the commenter’s recommendation.  

As further discussed in Section 3.0, Corrections, Clarifications and Additions to the RPDSEIR, 
the following text is modified as part of the RPFSEIR. The change in text signified by strikeouts 
(strikeouts) where text has been removed and by bold underlining (underline) where text has 
been added. The revisions reflect minor updates or clarifications to the content of the RPDSEIR, 
and thus and do not represent material changes or revisions that modify the findings. 

MM 5.2-6 The loss of sage scrub habitat within the impact area is considered a significant 
impact. Sage scrub habitat shall be preserved, restored, or enhanced on site 
and/or off site at a ratio to be determined by the County of Los Angeles Department 
of Regional Planning (LACDRP), but shall be no less than 2:1 for habitat 
restoration, enhancement or preservation, or combination thereof. A total of 634.70 
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acres of sage scrub would be impacted by Project implementation, which includes 
Purple sage scrub, California sagebrush–California buckwheat scrub, Black sage 
scrub, California sagebrush–California buckwheat scrub/Foothill needlegrass 
grassland, California sagebrush–California buckwheat scrub/California annual 
grassland, and the burned sage scrub areas: burned Purple sage scrub, burned 
California sagebrush–California buckwheat scrub, burned Black sage scrub, and 
burned California sagebrush–California buckwheat scrub/California annual 
grassland. Habitat restoration is the creation of native target habitat that does not 
currently exist; enhancement is the improvement of existing, disturbed native 
habitat areas through the removal of exotic plant species, the addition of native 
plants and/or seeds, or other measures. Preservation is conservation of existing 
habitat that exhibits the functions needed to support target species such as the 
CBB. The mitigation ratio for habitat restoration, enhancement, and preservation 
shall depend on the initial quality of the habitat area to be restored, enhanced or 
preserved and would be determined by the Project Applicant and the LACDRP. 
Sage scrub habitat restoration/enhancement implementation shall begin not more 
than one year following project impacts to this habitat type. Where restoration or 
enhancement is the proposed mitigation, the Project Applicant shall develop a 
Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Program (HMMP) and shall submit it to the 
LACDRP and the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) for review 
and approval. The HMMP shall be developed by a qualified restoration ecologist, 
submitted for review and approval to the LACDRP prior to the issuance of grading 
permits, and shall be implemented by a qualified restoration ecologist and a 
qualified restoration contractor (as defined below). Habitat 
restoration/enhancement will consist of seeding and/or installing container plants 
of suitable sage scrub species. If it is ecologically appropriate for the selected 
mitigation site (e.g., soil types), Peirson’s morning-glory will be incorporated into 
the restoration/enhancement planting and/or seeding palettes. The Project 
Applicant shall implement the HMMP as approved by the LACDRP and CDFW 
and according to its specified materials, methods, and performance criteria, which 
shall include the following items: 

MM 5.2-7 The loss of California annual grassland/wildflower fields within the impact area is 
considered to be a significant impact. California annual grassland/wildflower fields 
shall be preserved, restored, or enhanced on site and/or off site at a ratio to be 
determined by the County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning 
(LACDRP), but the ratio shall be no less than 2:1 for habitat restoration, 
enhancement, or preservation or combination thereof. A total of 24.23 acres of 
Foothill needlegrass grassland and burned Foothill needle grass grassland would 
be impacted by Project implementation. Habitat restoration is the creation of native 
target habitat that does not currently exist; enhancement is the improvement of 
existing, disturbed native habitat areas through the removal of exotic plant species, 
the addition of native plants and/or seeds, or other measures. Preservation is 
conservation of existing habitat that exhibits the functions needed to support target 
species such as the CBB. The mitigation ratio for habitat restoration, 
enhancement, or preservation shall depend on the initial quality of the habitat area 
to be restored, enhanced, or preserved and would be determined by the project 
applicant and the LACDRP. The mitigation ratio shall also be no less than 6.5 acres 
of habitat preserved/restored per burrowing owl location impacted (individual or 
pair using the same burrows) or greater than 6.5 acres of habitat enhancement per 
burrowing owl location impacted, depending on the ratio applied to the 
enhancement site(s). California annual grassland/wildflower fields habitat 
restoration/enhancement implementation shall begin not more than one year 
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following project impacts to this habitat type. The project applicant shall develop a 
HMMP and shall submit it to the LACDRP and the California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife (CDFW) for review and approval. The HMMP shall be developed by 
a qualified restoration ecologist submitted for review and approval to the LACDRP 
prior to issuance of grading permits, and shall be implemented by a qualified 
restoration ecologist and a qualified restoration contractor (as defined below). The 
HMMP shall also provide mitigation for the loss of burrowing owl habitat; therefore, 
mitigation site selection criteria shall include the suitability of the potential site(s) 
for burrowing owls. Habitat restoration/enhancement shall consist of seeding of 
suitable California annual grassland/wildflower fields plant species. If it is 
ecologically appropriate for the selected mitigation site (e.g., soil type), Peirson's 
morning-glory will be incorporated into the restoration/enhancement palette. The 
Project Applicant shall implement the HMMP as approved by the LACDRP and 
CDFW and according to its specified materials, methods, and performance criteria, 
which shall include the following items: 

MM 5.2-8 The loss of foothill needlegrass grassland within the impact area is considered to 
be a significant impact. Foothill needlegrass grassland shall be preserved, 
restored, or enhanced on site and/or off site at a ratio to be determined by the 
County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning (LACDRP), but the ratio 
shall be no less than 2:1 for habitat restoration, enhancement, or preservation or 
combination thereof. A total of 342.85 acres of California annual 
grassland/Wildflower fields would be impacted by Project implementation. Habitat 
restoration is the creation of native target habitat that does not currently exist; 
enhancement is the improvement of existing, disturbed native habitat areas 
through the removal of exotic plant species, the addition of native plants and/or 
seeds, or other measures. Preservation is conservation of existing habitat that 
exhibits the functions needed to support target species such as the CBB. The 
mitigation ratio for habitat restoration, enhancement, or preservation shall depend 
on the initial quality of the habitat area to be restored, enhanced, or preserved and 
would be determined by the project applicant and the LACDRP. The mitigation 
ratio shall also be no less than 6.5 acres of habitat preserved/restored per 
burrowing owl location impacted (individual or pair using the same burrows) or 
greater than 6.5 acres of habitat enhancement per burrowing owl location 
impacted, depending on the ratio applied to the enhancement site(s). Foothill 
needlegrass grassland habitat restoration/enhancement implementation shall 
begin not more than one year following project impacts to this habitat type. The 
project applicant shall develop a HMMP and shall submit it to the LACDRP and 
the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) for review and approval. 
The HMMP shall be developed by a qualified restoration ecologist, submitted for 
review and approval to the LACDRP prior to issuance of grading permits, and shall 
be implemented by a qualified restoration ecologist and a qualified restoration 
contractor (as defined below). The HMMP shall also provide mitigation for the loss 
of burrowing owl habitat; therefore, mitigation site selection criteria shall include 
the suitability of the potential site(s) for the burrowing owl. Habitat 
restoration/enhancement shall consist of seeding of suitable foothill needlegrass 
grassland plant species. If it is ecologically appropriate for the selected mitigation 
site (e.g., soil type), Peirson's morning-glory will be incorporated into the 
restoration/enhancement palette. The Project Applicant shall implement the 
HMMP as approved by the LACDRP and CDFW and according to its specified 
materials, methods, and performance criteria, which shall include the following 
items: 
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MM 5.2-22 The project applicant shall retain a qualified biologist with the appropriate 
handling permits to conduct focused surveys for Crotch’s bumble bee within 
the proposed habitat restoration/enhancement sites prior to implementation 
of the HMMP as set forth in MM 5.2-6 through MM 5.2-8. Focused surveys 
shall follow California Department of Fish and Wildlife’s (CDFW) Survey 
Considerations for California Endangered Species Act Candidate Bumble 
Bee Species (CDFW 2023). Focused surveys shall also be conducted 
throughout the entire proposed mitigation areas and during the appropriate 
flying season to ensure no missed detection of Crotch’s bumble bee occurs. 
Survey results, including negative findings, shall be submitted to CDFW and 
LACDRP prior to the start of a monitoring program. 

Response A.1-5  

The comment states that focused surveys for Crotch’s bumble bee were performed without 
coordination and review of the survey methodology by CDFW. The focused surveys conducted 
(see RPDSEIR Appendix J) were for the purpose of determining the presence of CBB and if 
mitigation was necessary in accordance with CEQA. The surveys were not performed specifically 
as part of the Incidental Take Permit (ITP) process but do provide baseline information that will 
be incorporated into the ITP permitting process. Focused surveys will be conducted following 
CDFW’s protocols as part of the ITP process. Please note that GLA biologists have been 
approved by CDFW for conducting focused surveys for Crotch’s bumble bee in support of ITPs, 
in coordination with CDFW on a case-by-case basis and that currently, three GLA biologists have 
valid Memorandums Of Understanding from CDFW for Crotch’s bumble bee surveys. No further 
analysis is necessary or required. 

Response A.1-6  

The comment states that the Project’s CEQA document should fully identify the potential impacts 
to Crotch’s bumble bee to minimize additional requirements by CDFW as part of the 
ITP. RPDSEIR Appendix J fully identifies the potential impacts to CBB as set forth at  
pages 2-27 – 2-28 of the RPDSEIR. As set forth in Response A.1-4, mitigation measures 
MM 5.2-6 through MM 5.2-8 have been revised as per the commenter’s direction and mitigation 
measure MM 5.2-22 has been added. Nothing more is required to comply with the requirements 
of CEQA. All ITP requirements will be followed when an ITP application is submitted. No further 
analysis is necessary or required. 

Response A.1-7  

The commenter claims the evaluation of the CAA did not include “meaningful creek avoidance 
that leaves a hydrologically functioning Grasshopper Creek.” The Court Ruling (RPDSEIR 
Appendix A) required that the CAA be recirculated with a complete alternatives analysis. The CAA 
was previously screened out from full alternatives analysis as it was determined to be infeasible. The 
Court Ruling does not require any specific parameters of the CAA to be revised, including providing 
for a hydrologically functioning Grasshopper Creek. Rather, the Court Ruling only requires there to be 
a complete alternatives analysis. The RPDSEIR CAA analysis complies with the Court Ruling and the 
mandates of CEQA. The comment states that the RPDSEIR erroneously states that some of the 
ephemeral channels are fed by surface and subsurface runoff from landslide formations, which 
contradicts the definition of ephemeral. The commenter is incorrect that the RPDSEIR is 
inconsistent with the definition of ephemeral. As set forth in the Geotechnical/Hydrogeologic 
Review of the Creek Avoidance Alternative Design (RPDSEIR Appendix F-2), “Surface flows have 
become ephemeral with extended dry periods and only occasional flows ranging from a trickle 
following typical rain events to a torrent following extreme rain events. Sources of water to the 
creek include surface water directed by tributaries and transient groundwater / moisture stored 
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largely within landslide debris and, to a lesser extent, along bedding planes and other structure 
that is hydraulically favorable (see Glossary).” Thus, the subsurface flows are a result of rainfall 
events, consistent with the definition provided by the commenter. In any event, the CAA is 
infeasible for numerous reasons, including from an engineering geologic and geotechnical 
perspective. (See RPDSEIR pages 2-79 through 2-80.) No further analysis is necessary or 
required. 

Response A.1-8  

The comment states that the CAA cannot sustain the hydrology necessary to support the riparian 
vegetation post-development and RPDSEIR did not provide necessary details such as surface 
flow contributions from the tributaries that support the hydrology of Grasshopper Creek. The 
information requested is not necessary to conclude that the CAA is not a feasible alternative. The 
RPDSEIR and its supporting technical appendices provide substantial evidence that the CAA is 
not feasible from an engineering geologic, geotechnical, and hydrologic perspective. The 
comment regarding additional alternatives is addressed below. No further analysis is necessary 
or required. 

Response A.1-9  

The comment advocates for the avoidance and preservation of ephemeral streams as provided by 
the CAA. As set forth in Response A.1-7, above, the RPDSEIR is not inconsistent with the definition 
of ephemeral. With respect to habitat quality, the determination of poor habitat quality was based on 
an evaluation of existing conditions, not as to whether that are ephemeral streams. (See RPDSEIR 
Appendix F-2, pages 2-3 and Glossary Figure 2a-d.) Moreover, the CAA is infeasible for numerous 
reasons, including from an engineering geologic and geotechnical perspective. As per the Court 
Ruling (RPDSEIR Appendix A), the CAA was to be recirculated with a complete alternatives analysis. 
The RPDSEIR CAA analysis complies with the Court Ruling and the mandates of CEQA. CDFW’s 
support for the CAA is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and 
consideration. No further analysis is necessary or required. 

Response A.1-10  

The comment claims the RPDSEIR does not “entirely satisfy” the avoidance of Grasshopper 
Creek and its potential associated species impacts. As noted in Response A.1-9, above, as per 
the Court Ruling (RPDSEIR Appendix A), the CAA was to be recirculated with a complete alternatives 
analysis. None of the project objectives was to avoid impacts to Grasshopper Creek. Moreover, all 
biology and hydrology impacts were determined to be Less Than Significant with mitigation. CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.6 is clear that alternatives to be considered need to be able to “feasibly 
attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the 
significant effects of the project.” The CAA, as compared to the previously approved Project would 
have reduced impacts regarding biological resources: 

In summary, impacts to Foothill needlegrass, black sage scrub, California annual 
grassland/Wildflower fields, California sagebrush–California buckwheat scrub, California 
sagebrush–California buckwheat scrub/Foothill needlegrass grassland, slender/club-haired 
mariposa lily, and southern California walnut, California gnatcatcher, and an open water area 
would be reduced but would remain significant. Impacts to CBB would be reduced as impacts 
to suitable habitat would be less than the previously approved Project. Impacts to WST would 
be similar to the previously approved Project. Indirect impacts to Grasshopper Creek would 
remain significant. Impacts to southwestern spiny rush would remain the same as the 
previously approved Project. Impacts to paniculate tarplant would be avoided; therefore, 
implementation of MM 5.2-5(b), above, would not be required. 
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(RPDSEIR, page 2-79.) See also RPDSEIR Table 2-12 for a comparison of the CAA impacts 
compared to the previously approved Project. The analysis of the CAA contained in the RPDSEIR 
complies with the Court Ruling and the mandates of CEQA. See also Response A.1-11, below. No 
further analysis is necessary or required. 

Response A.1-11  

The comment requests reevaluation of the CAA and suggests various revisions to the CAA. The 
RPDSEIR provides a complete analysis of the CAA supported by numerous technical reports. 
Based on those technical reports, it was determined that the CAA was not feasible from an 
engineering geologic and geotechnical perspective, as well as hydrologic perspective. The 
commenter’s redesign suggestions will not eliminate the significant geologic and geotechnical issues 
that render the CAA infeasible. Moreover, CEQA does not require analysis of modified versions of the 
same alternative. (See Village Laguna of Laguna Beach, Inc. v. Board of Supervisors (1982) 134 
Cal.App.3d 1022, 1028-1029 [EIR not required to evaluate variation of an alternative that fell within 
the continuum of alternatives discussed in the EIR)]; Planning & Conservation League v. Department 
of Water Resources (2024) 98 Cal.App.5th 726, 760 [an EIR need not consider every conceivable 
alternative; rejecting request for analysis of an additional alternative that was a part of two analyzed 
alternatives]; Salton-stall v. City of Sacramento (2015) 234 Cal.App.4th 549, 577 [EIR not required to 
study alternative that would have impacts similar to another alternative that was studied in the EIR]; 
Town of Atherton v. California High-Speed Rail Authority (2014) 228 Cal.App.4th 314, 356 [EIR not 
required to evaluate additional alternative routes similar to those evaluated in EIR].) The alternatives 
analysis of the CAA contained in the RPDSEIR complies with the Court Ruling and the mandates of 
CEQA. No further analysis is necessary or required. 

Response A.1-12  

The comment states that the final CEQA document should contain an alternative that protects 
Grasshopper Creek in place. See Response to Comment A.1-11, above. Additional analysis or 
modification of the CAA is not required. The alternatives analysis of the CAA contained in the 
RPDSEIR complies with the Court Ruling and the mandates of CEQA. No further analysis is 
necessary or required. 

Response A.1-13  

The comment requests a comparison of vegetation alliances as between the CAA, PCAA, and 
the previously approved Project. Such information is not needed to compare potential vegetation 
impacts from the various alternatives. Extensive vegetation mapping was conducted across the 
entire Project Site, and the RPDSEIR contains biology resource impact analysis for the CAA and 
PCAA as compared to the previously approved Project. For example, regarding the CAA, “As with 
the previously approved Project, the CAA would continue to have the potential to significantly 
impact biological resources. However, due to the reduced development footprint, impacts to 
Foothill needlegrass, black sage scrub, California annual grassland/Wildflower fields, California 
sagebrush–California buckwheat scrub, California sagebrush–California buckwheat 
scrub/Foothill needlegrass grassland, slender/club-haired mariposa lily, and southern California 
walnut as well as impacts to California gnatcatcher and an open water area would be reduced 
under this alternative.” (RPDSEIR, page 2-78.) Regarding the PCAA, “as with the previously 
approved Project, the PCAA would continue to have the potential to significantly impact biological 
resources but due to the reduced development footprint, impacts to Foothill needlegrass, black 
sage scrub, California annual grassland/Wildflower fields, California sagebrush–California 
buckwheat scrub, California sagebrush–California buckwheat scrub/Foothill needlegrass 
grassland, slender/club-haired mariposa lily, and southern California walnut as well as impacts to 
California gnatcatcher and an open water area would be reduced under this alternative. Impacts 
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to the paniculate tarplant would be similar to the previously approved Project.” (RPDSEIR, 
page 2-90.) No further analysis is necessary or required. 

Response A.1-14  

The comment recommends design changes to the CAA to reduce the edge effect and preserve 
more biologically valuable open space. As set forth in Response A.1-11, the commenter’s redesign 
suggestions will not eliminate the significant geologic and geotechnical issues that render the CAA 
infeasible. Moreover, CEQA does not require analysis of modified versions of the same alternative. 
The alternatives analysis of the CAA contained in the RPDSEIR complies with the Court Ruling and 
the mandates of CEQA. No further analysis is necessary or required. 

Response A.1-15  

The comment states that the final CEQA document should address why the CAA includes 
remediation of landslides on the western side of Grasshopper Creek. Landslide remediation only 
takes place on the eastern side of Grasshopper Creek, above the 300-foot setback from 
Grasshopper Creek. The proposed development only occurs on the eastern side of Grasshopper 
Creek, but for proposed bridges that span the creek. Regarding the suggestion for an additional 
avoidance alternative, as set forth in Response A.1-11, the commenter’s redesign suggestions to 
reduce the edge effect and impacts to the proposed open space will not eliminate the significant 
geologic and geotechnical issues that render the CAA infeasible. Moreover, CEQA does not require 
analysis of modified versions of the same alternative. The alternatives analysis of the CAA contained 
in the RPDSEIR complies with the Court Ruling and the mandates of CEQA. No further analysis is 
necessary or required. 

Response A.1-16 

The comment states that the final CEQA document should discuss how fuel modification 
requirements would impact any avoided stream and open space habitat. The Los Angeles County 
Fire Department (LACFD) requires distances up to 200 feet of fuel modification, depending on 
the adjacent fire potential as measured by the slope, aspect, fuel characteristics, fire history and 
weather data (wind, temperature and relative humidity). (RPDSEIR Appendix D-1 (Wildfire 
Technical Report), page 81.) Based on the proposed Site Plan for the previously approved 
Project (RPDSEIR Figure 1, page 1-2), the 200-foot distance from proposed structures would 
not intrude into avoided stream and open space habitat. In addition, the determination of 
biological impacts, including mitigation, is based on the ultimate grading limits of the Project 
(disturbance area), which includes all construction activities (including staging, grading, 
equipment areas) and fuel-modification areas. (See 2019 Draft SEIR Appendix D (Biological 
Technical Report), page 58.) No further analysis is necessary or required. 

Response A.1-17 

The comment references Exhibit 3, NorthLake Partial Creek Avoidance Alternative (RPDSEIR 
page 2-87), to address the inclusion of debris basins and other in-line water quality features as 
part of the PCAA and recommends that these features be located outside of the stream with a 
300-foot buffer. However, there is no rule or regulation that requires this. Moreover, as set forth 
in Response A.1-11, variations of an analyzed alternative do not need to be analyzed. The 
downstream basins are designed to attenuate volume-related discharge changes and mitigate 
potential hydromodification impacts to the downstream watercourse. Basin locations are 
determined by existing topographic constraints, and their effects have been evaluated and 
incorporated within the development’s defined disturbance limits. The basins are a project feature 
and have been evaluated as part of the previously approved Project. No further analysis is 
necessary or required. 
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Response A.1-18 

The comment suggests coordinating with CDFW’s CEQA Program to determine if take 
authorization is necessary for the burrowing owl. The comment correctly notes that multiple 
mitigation measures address the burrowing owl (MM 5.2-7 through MM 5.2-9). Coordination with 
CDFW’s CESA Program will be pursued if take authorization is necessary. No further analysis is 
necessary or required. 

Response A.1-19 

The comment recommends inclusion of mitigation measures identified in the comment letter. 
Please refer to Responses A.1-4 and A.1-6, above, that address each of the recommended 
mitigation measures. No further analysis is necessary or required. 

Response A.1-20 

The comment states that all information collected be reported to the appropriate repositories. All 
required survey reporting will be complied with, including submittal of information to the California 
Natural Diversity Database. No further analysis is necessary or required. 

Response A.1-21 

The comment states the Project is subject to CDFW fees upon filing the Notice of Determination. 
The project Applicant will pay the required fees at the appropriate time. No further analysis is 
necessary or required. 

Response A.1-22 

The comment acknowledges the opportunity to comment on the RPDSEIR. The commenter will 
be provided with this document, the RPFSEIR, containing the responses to the comment letter. 
Notice of project hearings will also be provided.  
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Response to Comment Letter A.2 

Miya Edmonson, LDR/CEQA Branch Chief 
California Department of Transportation, District 7 
May 29, 2025 

Response A.2-1  

The comment contains introductory language regarding the Project. The comment is noted for 
the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration. 

Response A.2-2  

The comment contains introductory language regarding Caltrans and Senate Bill 743 and the 
requirement to include a Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) analysis. As discussed in Section 2.2 of 
the RPDSEIR, a VMT analysis was prepared and is included as Appendix C-1 to the RPDSEIR. 

Response A.2-3  

The comment expresses support for the County's recognition of impacts on State transportation 
facilities in the 2019 Final SEIR traffic analysis. The County will coordinate and collaborate with 
Caltrans as needed. No further analysis is necessary or required. 

Response A.2-4  

The comment requests clarification for the basis of using the NorthLake Specific Plan (NLSP) 
VMT per service population (27.03) as the significance threshold for determining an impact. The 
NLSP VMT per Service Population (27.03) is the baseline for comparison to the previously 
approved Project VMT per Service Population (25.70) per the methodology required by the 
County Department of Public Works. Per the County Department of Public Works, this threshold 
is appropriate because the NLSP approval occurred before SB 743 and modifications are being 
made after SB 743. Therefore, the previously approved Project does not need to be evaluated 
against the County baseline like a brand new project. Because the previously approved Project 
VMT per Service Population is less than the NLSP, VMT impacts were determined to be less than 
significant. Public Works approved the VMT Transportation Analysis. (See RPDSEIR Appendix 
C-2 (Department of Public Works December 2, 2024 Transportation Impact Analysis Approval 
Letter).) No further analysis is necessary or required. 

Response A.2-5  

The comment recommends that the County incorporate a Transportation Demand Management 
(TDM) program and identifies potential TDM strategies. While TDM programs are effective in 
reducing VMT, here, VMT impacts were determined to be less than significant, and therefore no 
mitigation is necessary or required. As set forth in the Northlake Specific Plan Transportation 
Impact Analysis for CEQA (RPDSEIR Appendix C-1), there are a number of project features of 
the previously approved Project that tend to reduce VMT such as constructing a pedestrian 
network, integrating affordable housing, constructing bicycle trails and expanding the transit 
network which the previously approved Project is not taking quantitative credit for. No further 
analysis is necessary or required. 

Response A.2-6  

The comment states that an Encroachment Permit from Caltrans will be required for any work 
performed in the State right-of-way. As required, an Encroachment Permit will be applied for and 
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the work will meet all mandatory design standards and specifications. Commenter made a similar 
comment to the 2019 SEIR that was responded to. (2019 Final SEIR Response to Comment 3-
12 (page 2-40).)  

Response A.2-7  

The comment states that any transportation of heavy construction equipment and/or materials 
that require use of oversized transport vehicles on State highways will need a Caltrans 
transportation permit. As discussed in Section 2.2 of the RPDSEIR, a Construction Traffic Control 
Plan would be required as detailed in Mitigation Measure MM 5.11-3, which includes scheduling 
construction activities that affect traffic flow to off-peak hours. Additionally, all construction truck 
loads would be covered with a tarpaulin cover. Commenter made a similar comment to the 
2019 SEIR that was responded to. (2019 Final SEIR Response to Comment 3-11 (pages 2-39 
to 2-40).)  

Response A.2-8  

The comment states that projects should be designed to discharge clean run-off water and that 
discharge of storm water is not permitted onto State highway facilities. In accordance with the 
Court Ruling and CEQA Guidelines section 15088(c), the RPDSEIR was not required to 
recirculate the impact analysis related to stormwater because those portions of the SEIR were 
not modified. As such, the SEIR contains the final analysis related to stormwater, and the 
doctrines of res judicata and collateral estoppel preclude litigation and/or relitigation of that issue. 
(See Ione Valley Land, Air, and Water Defense Alliance, LLC v. County of Amador (2019) 33 
Cal.App.5th 165, 171; Sierra Club v. County of Fresno (2020) 57 Cal.App.5th 979, 990-991; 
Citizens For Open Government v. City of Lodi (2015) 205 Cal.App.4th 296, 325; see also 
Response B.4-1.) Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5(f)(2), the County requested that 
reviewers limit their comments to the material included in the RPDSEIR and the County is not 
required to respond to comments that are not related to the material included in the RPDSEIR. 
The Project will implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (see Mitigation Measure 
MM 5.2-21). Discharge will not be to State highway facilities. (2019 Draft SEIR page 5.8-75.) 
Commenter made a similar comment to the SEIR which was responded to. (2019 Final SEIR 
Response to Comment 3-10 (page 2-39).)  

Response A.2-9  

The comment states that a truck/traffic construction management plan may be needed for the 
Project. Please refer to Response A.2-7, above. 
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Response to Comment Letter A.3 

Robert Luna, Sheriff 
County of Los Angeles, Office of the Sheriff 
May 29, 2025 

Response A.3-1  

The comment acknowledges receipt of the RPDSEIR for review, and contains introductory 
language regarding the Project and the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department (Sheriff’s 
Department). The comment does not address the content or adequacy of the RPDSEIR under 
CEQA or the State CEQA Guidelines; no additional response is required. 

Response A.3-2  

The comment states concerns regarding potential for wildland fire incidents. The RPDSEIR 
wildfire analysis and the Wildfire Technical reports (RPDSEIR Appendices D-1, D-2 and K) 
comport with the requirements of CEQA and the California Attorney General’s “Best Practices for 
Analyzing and Mitigating Wildfire Impacts of Development Projects Under the California 
Environmental Quality Act” guidelines. The wildfire analysis includes assessment of the 
Ridge Route Fire which the Wildfire Technical Report referred to as the “Route Fire.” (RPDSEIR 
Appendix D-1 (Wildfire Technical Report), pages 25-30.) The Wildland Fire Risk Report was 
prepared in December 2024, a month before the Hughes Fire. As such, it was not included in the 
fire history section of the report as it had not occurred at the time the report was prepared. 
Inclusion of that wildfire does not change any of the impact conclusions in the RPDSEIR or the 
Wildland Fire Risk Report. In fact, the Hughes Fire was predicted by Scenario 6 - LakeSpotsat40, 
with the origin within the County Recreation Area (RPDSEIR Appendix D-1, page 65, 68 
and Appendix B), and the Evacuation Report determined that there would be sufficient time to 
evacuate the previously approved Project (RPDSEIR Appendix D-1, Table 6; see also RPDSEIR 
Appendix D-1, page 68) with no impediment to all three evacuation points. The fact that the 
Hughes Fire happened, which was predicted, does not change the analysis, conclusion, or 
determination that the wildfire impact is less than significant. The Wildfire Technical report 
contains numerous precautionary measures, regulatory compliance measures, and 
project design features that will be implemented as part of the Project to reduce fire hazards and 
the need for emergency responses. (RPDSEIR Appendix D-1 (Wildfire Technical Report), 
pages 77-78.) Impacts will be less than significant, and no further analysis is required. 

Response A.3-3  

The comment identifies that the Pitchess Detention Center is located southeasterly of the Project 
site and states mitigation may be required to ensure that facility security is maintained. In 
accordance with the Court Ruling and CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5(c), the RPDSEIR was 
not required to recirculate the impact analysis related to law enforcement services or impacts to 
surrounding land uses, including the Pitchess Detention Center, because those portions of the 
SEIR were not modified. As such, the SEIR contains the final analysis related to law enforcement 
services and impacts to surrounding land uses, and the doctrines of res judicata and collateral 
estoppel preclude litigation and/or relitigation of that issue. (See Ione Valley Land, Air, and Water 
Defense Alliance, LLC v. County of Amador (2019) 33 Cal.App.5th 165, 171; Sierra Club v. County 
of Fresno (2020) 57 Cal.App.5th 979, 990-991; Citizens For Open Government v. City of Lodi 
(2015) 205 Cal.App.4th 296, 325; see also Response B.4-1.) Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
section 15088.5(f)(2), the County requested that reviewers limit their comments to the material 
included in the RPDSEIR and the County is not required to respond to comments that are not 
related to the material included in the RPDSEIR. The commenter states that impacts to the 
detention center would need to be further evaluated, but does not identify any impacts to this off-
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site facility. To the extent required, these impacts were addressed in the SEIR. The comment is 
acknowledged; no further response is required. 

Response A.3-4  

The comment states that the Project would contribute to the cumulative areawide impacts related 
to law enforcement services. (See Response A.3-3.) Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 
15088.5(f)(2), the County requested that reviewers limit their comments to the material included 
in the RPDSEIR and the County is not required to respond to comments that are not related to 
the material included in the RPDSEIR. These impacts were addressed in the SEIR to the extent 
required. The project Applicant will be conditioned to pay all required development impact fees. 
However, any increased costs on governmental agencies related to the provision of public 
services is not considered a project impact. In City of Hayward v. Board of Trustee of California 
State University (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 
and fire protection and emergency medical services, and that it is reasonable to conclude that the 
city (here the County) will comply with that provision to ensure that public safety services are 
provided. The Hayward ruling also concluded that “assuming the city continues to perform its 
obligations, there is no basis to conclude that the project will cause a substantial adverse effect 
on human beings” and the “need for additional fire protection services is not an environmental 
impact that CEQA requires a project proponent to mitigate.”  
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Response to Comment Letter B.1 

Raylene Borrego, Cultural Resources Technician 
Yuhaaviatam of San Manuel Nation 
April 22, 2025 

Response B.1-1 

The comment acknowledges receipt of the RPDSEIR for review and states that the Project is 
located outside of Serrano ancestral territory. The comment does not address the content or 
adequacy of the RPDSEIR under CEQA or the State CEQA Guidelines; no additional response 
is required. 
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Response to Comment Letter B.2 

Dan Silver 
Endangered Habitats League 
April 22, 2025 

Response B.2-1 

The comment states that, according to the RPDSEIR, the project’s previous entitlements were 
“rescinded” by the County due to the Court Ruling, therefore, zoning must have reverted to a prior 
baseline. As a result, the comment states that the new project entails a density increase. Similarly, 
the comment states that rescission of the prior Specific Plan entitlements means that there is now 
no “existing” Specific Plan. The commenter is incorrect; the NLSP was not rescinded. The NLSP 
was approved in 1992; it was not part of the 2019 Project approvals. The County did not rescind 
the approval of the NLSP as part of its action on May 18, 2021, nor did the Court order the County 
to do so. (See RPDSEIR pages 1-4.) In accordance with the Court Ruling, the County's action on 
May 18, 2021, was limited to setting aside the 2019 Project approvals, and the NLSP remains in 
place. Thus, the correct baseline is the NLSP. The previously approved Project did not increase 
density from the NLSP. 

Response B.2-2 

The comment states that there is no analysis of consistency with General Plan Policies S4.1, 
S4.20 and L1.10 in the RPDSEIR, which should be rectified. The SEIR Land Use Section was not 
subject to legal challenge and was not modified. Accordingly, pursuant to the Court Ruling and 
CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5(c), the SEIR Land Use Section was not required to be 
recirculated. As such, the SEIR contains the final analysis related to land use impacts, and the 
doctrines of res judicata and collateral estoppel preclude litigation and/or relitigation of that issue. 
(See Ione Valley Land, Air, and Water Defense Alliance, LLC v. County of Amador (2019) 33 
Cal.App.5th 165, 171; Sierra Club v. County of Fresno (2020) 57 Cal.App.5th 979, 990–991; 
Citizens For Open Government v. City of Lodi (2015) 205 Cal.App.4th 296, 325; see also 
Response B.4-1.) Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5(f)(2), the County requested that 
reviewers limit their comments to the material included in the RPDSEIR and the County is not 
required to respond to comments that are not related to the material included in the RPDSEIR. 
This comment is beyond the scope of the RPDSEIR and the County does not need to respond to 
it. The following response is for informational purposes only. 

Regarding Policy LU 1.10, that policy provides: “Prohibit plan amendments that increase density 
of residential land uses within mapped fire and flood hazard areas unless generally surrounded 
by existing built development and the County determines the adjoining major highways and street 
networks can accommodate evacuation as well as safe access for emergency responders under 
a range of emergency scenarios, as determined by the County.” This policy is not applicable as 
the NLSP was not rescinded, and the proposed Project is not seeking a plan amendment. 
Additionally, the proposed Project is consistent with this policy in that the Project Site is generally 
surrounded by existing built development including the 5-freeway to the west, urban development 
to the south and State recreational areas to the east, and the RPDSEIR Wildfire Impact Analysis 
established that there is capacity for safe evacuation on the existing roadways under all modelled 
wildfire scenarios, as well as emergency access for first responders. See RPDSEIR Section 2.3, 
Wildfire, and RPDSEIR Appendices D-1, D-2 and K. 

Regarding Policy S4.1, that policy provides: “Prohibit new subdivisions in VHFHSZs unless: 
(1) the new subdivision is generally surrounded by existing or entitled development or is located 
in an existing approved specific plan or is within the boundaries of a communities facility district 
adopted by the County prior to January 1, 2022, including any improvement areas and future 
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annexation areas identified in the County resolution approving such district; (2) the County 
determines there is sufficient secondary egress; and (3) the County determines the adjoining 
major highways and street networks are sufficient for evacuation as well as safe access for 
emergency responders under a range of emergency scenarios, as determined by the County. 
Discourage new subdivisions in all other FHSZs.” The proposed Project is consistent with this 
policy as the NLSP is an existing approved specific plan approved in 1992, and the RPDSEIR 
Wildfire Impact Analysis confirms there is sufficient secondary egress as well as capacity on the 
highway and street network for safe evacuation, as well as access for first responders. See 
RPDSEIR Section 2.3, Wildfire, and RPDSEIR Appendices D-1, D-2 and K. 

Regarding Policy S4.20, that policy provides: “Prohibit new and intensification of existing general 
assembly uses in VHFHSZs unless: (1) the use is located in an existing approved specific plan 
or (2) the County determines there is sufficient secondary egress and the County determines the 
adjoining major highways and street networks are sufficient for evacuation, as well as safe access 
for emergency responders under a range of emergency scenarios, as determined by the County. 
Discourage new general assembly uses in all other FHSZs.” The proposed Project is consistent 
with this policy for the same reasons it is consistent with Policy S4.1, including that the proposed 
Project is located in an existing approved specific plan – the NLSP. 
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Response to Comment Letter B.3 

Francis Tinney  
Center for Biological Diversity 
May 14, 2025 

Response B.3-1 

As set forth in the Notice of Completion and Availability, the County only circulated for review and 
comment the Recirculated Partial Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (“RPDSEIR”), 
which revises the SEIR as directed by the Court. Given that the revision is limited to certain 
chapters and portions of the SEIR, CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5(c) only requires the County 
to recirculate the RPDSEIR. 

Further, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5(f)(2), the County requested that reviewers 
limit their comments to the material included in the RPDSEIR. 

The County does not agree to your request for an extension. 

  



 NorthLake Specific Plan Project 
 

 
 2-20 Response to Comments 

This page intentionally left blank  



































































































































































































































































































































































































B.4-193



B.4-194



B.4-195



B.4-196



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

Petitioners’ Third Supplemental Request for Judicial Notice

John Rose (SBN 285819)
CENTER FOR BIOLOGICAL DIVERSITY
660 S. Figueroa Street, Suite 1000
Los Angeles, California 90017
Telephone: (213) 785-5400
Facsimile: (213) 785-5748
jrose@biologicaldiversity.org

John Buse (SBN 163156)
Aruna Prabhala (SBN 278865)
Ross Middlemiss (SBN 323737)
CENTER FOR BIOLOGICAL DIVERSITY
1212 Broadway, Suite 800
Oakland, California 94612
Telephone: (510) 844-7100
Facsimile: (510) 844-7150
jbuse@biologicaldiversity.org
rmiddlemiss@biologicaldiversity.org
aprabhala@biologicaldiversity.org

Attorneys for Center for Biological Diversity and 
Endangered Habitats League

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

CENTER FOR BIOLOGICAL DIVERSITY 
and ENDANGERED HABITATS LEAGUE,

Petitioners,

v.

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES; BOARD OF 
SUPERVISORS OF THE COUNTY OF LOS 
ANGELES; PLANNING COMMISSION OF 
THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES; and
LOS ANGELES COUNTY DEPARTMENT 
OF REGIONAL PLANNING,

Respondents.

Case No. 19STCP01610

PETITIONERS’ THIRD
SUPPLEMENTAL REQUEST FOR 
JUDICIAL NOTICE

Action Filed: May 1, 2019

Assigned for all purposes to the Honorable 
Richard L. Fruin

Department: 15

NORTHLAKE ASSOCIATES, LLC; NLDP 
ASSOCIATES, LLC; CASTAIC 
DEVELOPMENT PARTNERS, LLC; 
WOODRIDGE CAPITAL PARTNERS, LLC;
and MICHAEL ROSENFELD, an individual,

Real Parties in Interest.

B.4-197



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

Petitioners’ Third Supplemental Request for Judicial Notice-Case No. 19STCP01610                      2       

TO THE COURT AND ALL PARTIES:

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that Petitioners Center for Biological Diversity and Endangered 

Habitats League (“Petitioners”) hereby request that, in accordance with California Evidence Code 

sections 452(c) and 453, the Court take judicial notice of the photos of a mountain lion crossing one of 

the culverts adjacent to the Northlake development site (the “Mountain Lion Photos”), true and correct 

copies of which are attached to the attached Declaration of Chad Christensen (“Christensen Dec.”):

I. Background on the Mountain Lion Photos

The Mountain Lion Photos depict a mountain lion crossing from the east side of the southbound 

direction of the separated I-5 freeway from Grasshopper Canyon and westerly into the Marple Canyon

on November 5, 2020 approximately between 2:49 a.m. and 2:59 a.m. (Christensen Dec. ¶ 3.) The 

single-lane box culvert for the Marple Canyon access road that crosses under this southbound section of 

I-5 is identified as “Tunnel 2” and “Underpass 2” in Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy’s April 17, 

2018 letter on the Northlake Project (AR010051-59). (Christensen Dec. ¶ 3.) Underpass 2 is one of two 

freeway crossing structures along a ten-mile section of I-5 between Templin Highway and Castaic 

Creek. (AR010053; Christensen Dec. ¶ 3.) The Mountains Recreation and Conservation Authority 

(“MRCA”)1 owns 245 acres of Marple Canyon west of Underpass 2 between the separated north-

/southbound sections of I-5 and six acres east of Underpass 2 that connect with Grasshopper Canyon.

(Christensen Dec. ¶ 3.) 

II. Judicial Notice of the Mountain Photos Is Proper

Petitioners acknowledge that extra-record evidence may not be submitted to contradict evidence 

in the administrative record. (See Western States Petroleum Assn. v. Superior Court (1995) 9 Cal.4th 

559, 579 [“extra-record evidence can never be admitted merely to contradict the evidence the 

administrative agency relied on in making a quasi-legislative decision . . . .”].) However, here Petitioners 

request judicial notice of the Mountain Lion Photos to confirm what the EIR had already acknowledged 

in other sections—namely that “mountain lions may occur on the Project site” (AR007642; 7635) and 

1 MRCA is a local government public entity established pursuant to Joint Powers Act and is a 
partnership between the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy, a state agency established by the 
legislature and two local park agencies. See https://mrca.ca.gov/about/.
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Petitioners’ Third Supplemental Request for Judicial Notice-Case No. 19STCP01610 3

“are expected to move between the Angeles National Forest through the study area to Castaic Lake in 

search of water in the summer . . .” (AR 3641.) (See Petitioners’ Reply Brief at p. 8.) 

More specifically, Petitioners are seeking judicial notice of the Mountain Lion Photos because 

Respondents argued in their Opposition Brief (and during the hearing on September 24, 2020) that the 

existing crossings adjacent to Project site are not currently used by mountain lions and are of no value to 

mountain lions. In particular, Respondents allege “mountain lions are not using Project site crossings as 

confirmed by expert studies, including a wildlife camera study” and “there is no evidence that mountain 

lions are using the off-site undercrossings adjacent to or crossing the Project Site.” (Joint Opposition 

Brief at p. 8 & 17.) Petitioners are seeing judicial notice of the Mountain Lion Photos to show that the 

absence of evidence claimed by Respondents does not demonstrate an absence of mountain lions from 

the area. (See Petitioners’ Reply Brief at p. 8.) Indeed, the Mountain Lion Photos confirm recent use of 

the area and the crossing adjacent to the Project site by a mountain lion.

Judicial notice of the Mountain Lion Photos also is proper because they qualify as an official act 

of a department of a public agency. (Cal. Evid. Code § 452(c); see also Cooke v. Superior Court (1989) 

213 Cal.App.3d 401, 416 [overruled on other grounds in County of San Diego v. State of California

(1997) 15 Cal.4th 68] [Evidence Code section 452(c) applies to legal subdivisions of the state].) In 

particular, the Mountain Lion Photos were taken by a wildlife camera that Mr. Christensen placed on

MRCA conservation lands on June 9, 2020 in his official capacity as Deputy Chief of Natural Resources 

and Planning and as Project Manager for the MRCA’s Marple Canyon I-5 Wildlife Crossing 

Enhancement Project (the “Wildlife Crossing Enhancement Project”). (Christensen Dec. ¶ 4.) 

Courts may also allow judicial notice of post-approval documents in CEQA cases when they are

helpful to an understanding of the issues. In Tuolumne County Citizens for Responsible Growth, Inc. v.

City of Sonora (2007) 155 Cal.App.4th 1214 [“Tuolumne County”], the Court of Appeal granted Real

Parties’ request for judicial notice of a county transportation council resolution, even though the

resolution “did not exist at the time [the] City approved” the project. (Id. at 1221.) The Court of Appeal

granted the request “so that we have a better picture of the issues that will confront the superior court on

remand,” and noted that the trial court had also taken judicial notice of the resolution. (Id. & fn. 3.)  

B.4-199



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

Petitioners’ Third Supplemental Request for Judicial Notice-Case No. 19STCP01610

Other authorities support judicial notice of post-approval documents in some circumstances.

Petitioners brought this action under Code of Civil Procedure section 1094.5 (see Verified Petition at ¶

20), and CEQA specifically provides that challenges should be brought via this section. (See Pub. Res.

Code § 21168 [any action or proceeding to set aside a decision of a public agency on the grounds of

non-compliance with CEQA “shall be in accordance with the provisions of Section 1094.5 of the Code

of Civil Procedure.”].) In turn, section 1094.5 provides that extra-record evidence may be admissible “if

the evidence was unavailable at the time of the hearing ‘in the exercise of reasonable diligence’. . . .”

(Eureka Citizens for Responsible Government v. City of Eureka (2007) 147 Cal.App.4th 357, 367, citing

Code Civ. Proc. § 1094.5, subd. (e).) Here, Petitioners could not have requested judicial notice of the 

Mountain Lions Photos prior to the hearing on the Project because the Mountain Lion Photos did not yet 

exist.

III. Judicial Notice of the Mountain Lion Photos is Timely

Judicial notice of the Mountain Lion Photos is timely because Respondents have sufficient notice 

of this request and ample time to respond, given that the Court has taken the case under consideration 

and not yet issued any final rulings. 

IV. Conclusion

Petitioners respectfully request that this Court take judicial notice of the Mountain Lion Photos. 

DATED:  December 17, 2020 CENTER FOR BIOLOGICAL DIVERSITY

By:
John Rose
Ross Middlemiss
Aruna Prabhala
John Buse

Attorneys for Petitioners CENTER FOR 
BIOLOGICAL DIVERSITY and ENDANGERED 
HABITATS LEAGUE

JJJJoJJJJJJJ hn Rose
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Response to Comment Letter B.4 

Francis Tinney and Tiffany Yap 
Center for Biological Diversity 
May 29, 2025 

Response B.4-1 

Commenter provides an introduction to its comment letter. Regarding comments on sections of 
the RPDSEIR, specific comments are addressed below. With respect to the portions of the SEIR 
that were not recirculated, the doctrines of res judicata and collateral estoppel preclude litigation 
and/or relitigation of those issues. See Ione Valley Land, Air, and Water Defense Alliance, LLC v. 
County of Amador (2019) 33 Cal.App.5th 165, 171 (“Res judicata bars all of LAWDA’s objections 
to the partially recirculated EIR certification and project approval, except for those issues arising 
from the partially recirculated EIR concerning traffic impacts, because the remaining issues were 
litigated and resolved, or could have been litigated and resolved, in connection with the first 
petition, and the writ of mandate did not require the County to revisit issues other than traffic 
impacts.”); Sierra Club v. County of Fresno (2020) 57 Cal.App.5th 979, 990 (“[A]n order of partial 
decertification is not necessary to protect Developer from relitigating the CEQA compliance of 
parts of the EIR not affected by the errors relating to air quality impacts. Instead, Developer is 
protected by res judicata, collateral estoppel and the requirement for the exhaustion of 
administrative remedies.”); Citizens for Open Government v. City of Lodi (2015) 205 Cal.App.4th 
296, 325-327 (res judicata barred claim that EIR failed to disclose cumulative water supply 
impacts as that claim was based on the same conditions and facts in existence when the original 
action was filed.); San Franciscans for Reasonable Growth v. City and County of San Francisco 
(1989) 209 Cal.App.3d 1502, 1517–1518 (rejected a challenge to an EIR’s impacts analysis after 
the issuance of a peremptory writ of mandate as beyond the scope of the additional environmental 
review ordered in the writ); Ballona Wetlands Land Trust v. City of Los Angeles (2011) 201 
Cal.App.4th 455, 481 (“Because those challenges asserted in the new petition could have been 
asserted before the entry of judgment in the prior proceeding and the material facts have not 
changed, BEEP’s challenges to the project description and to the finding on land use consistency 
asserted in its latest petition for writ of mandate are barred by res judicata.”); Town of Atherton v. 
California High-Speed Rail Authority (2014) 228 Cal.App.4th 314, 354 (“Collateral estoppel 
precludes relitigation of issues argued and decided in prior proceedings.”). The comment is noted 
for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration. 

Response B.4-2 

This is an introductory comment that is acknowledged. The comment does not address the 
content or adequacy of the RPDSEIR under CEQA or the State CEQA Guidelines; no additional 
response is required. The comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-
makers for review and consideration. 

Response B.4-3 

The commenter is incorrect that the County cannot limit public comment to only those issues 
required for recirculation. The Los Angeles Superior Court’s ruling in Center for Biological 
Diversity and Endangered Habitats League v. County of Los Angeles, et al, Case 
No. 19STCP01610, dated January 11, 2021(Court Ruling; RPDSEIR Appendix A) granted in part 
and denied in part the petitioner’s Petition for Writ of Mandate. Specifically, the Court Ruling held 
that the SEIR for the Northlake Project failed to comply with CEQA because it contained: (1) 
inadequate alternatives analysis (for failing to fully analyze a creek avoidance alternative); (2) 
inadequate Western Spadefoot Toad (WST) baseline assessment and, therefore, inadequate 
mitigation (to recreate baseline conditions; mitigation inadequate in detail and commitment); and 
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(3) improper deferred mitigation as to rare plants (measure lacked sufficient detail). The Court 
denied the Petition for Writ of Mandate regarding (1) impacts to mountain lions/wildlife crossings, 
(2) aesthetics, (3) air quality/public health, (4) wildfire impacts, and (5) recirculation. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(c) provides:  

If the revision is limited to a few chapters or portions of the EIR, the lead agency need only 
recirculate the chapters or portions that have been modified. 

The RPDSEIR does not revise the 2019 SEIR in any respect other than as directed by the Court. 
As the RPDSEIR is limited to a few portions of the 2019 SEIR, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15088.5(c), the County elected not to recirculate the 2019 Draft SEIR or the 2019 FSEIR 
for public review and comment. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(f)(2) provides: 

When the EIR is revised only in part and the lead agency is recirculating only the revised 
chapters or portions of the EIR, the lead agency may request that reviewers limit their 
comments to the revised chapters or portions of the recirculated EIR. The lead agency 
need only respond to (i) comments received during the initial circulation period that relate 
to chapters or portions of the document that were not revised and recirculated, and 
(ii) comments received during the recirculation period that relate to the chapters or 
portions of the earlier EIR that were revised and recirculated. The lead agency’s 
request that reviewers limit the scope of their comments shall be included either within the 
text of the revised EIR or by an attachment to the revised EIR. (Emphasis added.) 

Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(f)(2), page 1-1 of the RPDSEIR states: 

This document has been made available for public review and comment in accordance 
with the procedures contained in the Notice of Availability. Written comments may be 
submitted to Mr. Jodie Sackett, Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning, 
320 West Temple Street, Los Angeles, California 90012. As CEQA Guidelines Section 
15088.5, subdivision (f)(2) permits, the County requests reviewers to limit the scope 
of their comments to that material which is addressed within the text of the revised 
portions and the appendices included in this RPDSEIR. The County also requests 
that reviewers not make new comments on matters not included in this RPDSEIR. 
(Emphasis added.) 

Therefore, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(f)(2), the County will not respond to 
comments related to the chapters or portions of the SEIR that were not modified and were not 
revised and recirculated in the RPSDEIR. Moreover, as set forth in Response B.4-1, the doctrines 
of res judicata and collateral estoppel preclude litigation and/or relitigation of issues there were or 
could have been raised in the prior proceeding. 

Commenter is correct that the County will need to recertify the SEIR (which will be comprised of 
the 2019 SEIR (Draft and Final), the RPDSEIR and the RPFSEIR); however, that recertification 
does not open up chapters and sections of the 2019 SEIR that were not recirculated for public 
comment or litigation challenge as the doctrines of res judicata and collateral estoppel preclude 
litigation and/or relitigation of those issues. None of the cases cited by the commenter reach a 
different conclusion. In Woodward Park Homeowners Assn., Inc. v. City of Fresno (2007) 150 
Cal.App.4th 683, the Court of Appeal ordered the trial court to issue a writ of mandate to the city 
to reverse its certification of the EIR; this case did not involve recirculation of only portions of the 
EIR and thus is inapplicable. The same is true regarding King & Gardiner Farms, LLC v. County 
of Kern (2020) 45 Cal.App.5th 814 – it did not involve a challenge to recirculated sections of an 
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EIR. And while Ukiah Citizens for Safety First v. City of Ukiah required recirculation, it was limited 
to only one section of the EIR; it did not require recirculation of the entire EIR nor allow for public 
comment on the sections not recirculated: “Because the EIR certified in this case was inadequate 
in its analysis of energy impacts of the project, recirculation and consideration of public comments 
concerning the energy analysis will be necessary before the EIR may be certified and the project 
approved.” Ukiah Citizens for Safety First v. City of Ukiah (2016) 248 Cal.App.4th 256, 266–267. 
In fact, in response to the Court of Appeal’s decision in Ukiah Citizens for Safety First v. City of 
Ukiah, the City of Ukiah prepared and recirculated a "Recirculated Partial Draft Environmental 
Impact Report" for the project (SCH No. 2011112025),1 which only revised the energy section 
and did not revise and recirculate any other portion of the final EIR that the court ordered the city 
to set aside. The City of Ukiah's project (a Costco Wholesale warehouse) was subsequently 
approved and the Costco in Ukiah opened its doors in July 2018.2 The County here took the exact 
same corrective action that the City of Ukiah did – it revised and recirculated the portions of the 
2019 SEIR that the Court ruled did not comply with CEQA. Contrary to the commenter's incorrect 
legal opinion, recertification of an EIR based on limited recirculation does not open up non-
recirculated sections to public comment or legal challenge. The comment is noted for the record 
and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration. 

Response B.4-4 

The RPDSEIR complies with the Court Ruling as to those issues that had to be recirculated. As 
set forth in Response B.4-1, above, the doctrines of res judicata and collateral estoppel preclude 
litigation and/or relitigation of issues there were raised or could have been raised in the prior 
proceeding. As set forth in Response B.4-3, CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(f)(2) expressly 
permits the County to limit comments to the material included in the RPDSEIR and only provide 
responses to those comments. Commenter’s prior comments letters were responded to as part 
of the prior administrative proceeding. No additional response is required. 

Response B.4-5 

The RPDSEIR complies with CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 (c) as the RPDSEIR recirculated 
those sections of the 2019 SEIR that were required to be revised by the Court Ruling. New 
information has not been added to sections or chapters of the SEIR that were not recirculated. 
Moreover, Section 15088.5 does not trump the principles of res judicata and collateral estoppel. 
(See Response B.4-1.) To the extent that the commenter tries to revive its claim that additional 
sections of the 2019 SEIR need to be recirculated, that claim is barred by collateral estoppel as 
that claim was litigated as Cause of Action Two in Center for Biological Diversity and Endangered 
Habitats League v. County of Los Angeles, et al, Case No. 19STCP01610 and the Court denied 
that claim. (RPDSEIR Appendix A (Court Decision) at pages 8 through 11.) No additional 
response is required. 

Response B.4-6 

As set forth in Response B.4-5, above, the RPDSEIR complies with CEQA Guidelines Section 
15088.5 (c) as the RPDSEIR recirculated those sections of the SEIR that were required to be 
revised by the Court Ruling. New information has not been added to sections or chapters of the 
2019 SEIR that were not recirculated including climate change impacts and water supply. 

 
1 The City of Ukiah's Recirculated Partial Draft EIR is available at https://cityofukiah.com/wp-

content/uploads/2021/12/RevisedEnergyAnalysisCostco020917.pdf. The City of Ukiah's final Recirculated Partial 
Environmental Impact Report for the project is available at https://cityofukiah.com/wp-
content/uploads/2021/12/FEIR_COSTCO_04272017.pdf. 

2  See https://cityofukiah.com/costco-in-ukiah/. 
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Moreover, Section 15088.5 does not trump the principles of res judicata and collateral estoppel. 
Wildfire impacts were included in RPDSEIR. No additional response is required.  

Response B.4-7 

See Responses B.4-1, B.4-3, B.4-5 and B.4-6. In addition, commenter raised claims of inadequate 
GHG/climate change impacts in its Petition for Writ of Mandate, but chose not to present those 
claims to the Superior Court. Res judicata bars that claim now. No additional response is required. 

Response B.4-8 

See Responses B.4-1, B.4-3, B.4-5, B.4-6 and B.4-7.  

Response B.4-9 

See Responses B.4-1, B.4-3, B.4-5, B.4-6 and B.4-7.  

Response B.4-10 

See Responses B.4-1, B.4-3, B.4-5, and B.4-6. In addition, the commenter raised claims of 
inadequate water supply in its Petition for Writ of Mandate, but chose not to present that claim to 
the Superior Court. Res judicata bars that claim now. No additional response is required. 

Response B.4-11 

Collateral estoppel bars relitigation of the mountain/wildlife movement and connectivity issues. 
See Responses B.4-1, B.4-3, B.4-5, and B.4-6. The Court Ruling denied all of the commenter’s 
claims regarding mountain lions and wildlife crossings finding that “The use of the undercrossings 
by large animals was thoroughly discussed in the SEIR … The County had the best available 
information on the topic when it approved the Project in April 2019. The County’s implied 
determination that the Project will not interfere with mountain lion crossings of the I-5 is supported 
by substantial evidence.” (RPDSEIR Appendix A (Court Ruling), pages 19 through 21.) No 
additional response is required. 

Response B.4-12 

See Responses B.4-1, B.4-3, B.4-5, and B.4-6. In addition, CBD raised claims of inadequate 
analysis of impacts to the burrowing owl in its Petition for Writ of Mandate, but chose not to present 
that claim to the Superior Court. Res judicata bars that claim now. The commenter is correct 
regarding the changed status for the burrowing owl as of October 10, 2024; however, the change 
in status to State Candidate does not affect the adequacy of the previous SEIR’s determination 
of significance. The burrowing owl was a California Species of Concern at the time of the 
significance determination and there is no need to change this determination or to update the 
mitigation measures. All the burrowing owl detections were of “wintering” owls and no breeding 
owls were detected. (See 2019 Draft SEIR Table 5.2-4 (Special Status Wildlife Species Known 
To Occur In The Project Region), page 5.2-23.) Thus, it may be possible for project construction 
in burrowing owl habitat to take place outside the winter season such that an Incidental Take 
Permit (ITP) would not be required as no owls would be impacted or otherwise harmed. As stated 
in the 2019 Draft SEIR:  

The burrowing owl winters on the Project site. This is an unusual wintering location for this 
species, since it is located in the foothills rather than on the valley floor. The focused 
surveys determined that the Project site is only used by the burrowing owls for wintering 
and not breeding. Breeding or wintering populations of burrowing owl have been almost 
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completely extirpated from the coastal slope of southern California; therefore, impacts to 
this wintering population would be considered potentially significant. Implementation of 
MM 5.2-12, MM 5.2-13, and MM 5.2-143 would reduce impacts to less than significant. 
These mitigation measures require pre-construction wintering owl surveys, and if active 
wintering burrows are detected within the Project impact boundary, artificial burrows 
outside the impact boundary within suitable habitat would be constructed at a 1:1 ratio, 
ensuring a substantial reduction in potential impacts during and after Project 
implementation.” (2019 Draft SEIR, page 5.2-39.)  

Nevertheless, the Applicant will consult with CDFW and should CDFW determine that an ITP 
would be warranted, an ITP will be obtained. In any event, the proposed 2:1 Mitigation for all 
areas of suitable habitat fully mitigates the impact in accordance with CEQA.  

Response B.4-13 

See Responses B.4-1, B.4-3, B.4-5, B.4-6 and B.4-11. 

Response B.4-14 

See Responses B.4-1, B.4-3, B.4-5, B.4-6 and B.4-11. 

Response B.4-15 

See Responses B.4-1, B.4-3, B.4-5, B.4-6 and B.4-11. 

Response B.4-16 

The RPDSEIR, including Appendices D-1 (Wildland Fire Risk Report), D-2 (Northlake Specific 
Plan Wildland Fire Evacuation Scenarios – Evacuation Time Estimates Memorandum) and K 
(Wildland Fire Risk Report Northlake Project Addendum #1), complied with all of the mandates of 
CEQA (Appendix G, Section XX, subsection a, b and c requirements) and the California Attorney 
General’s “Best Practices for Analyzing and Mitigating Wildfire Impacts of Development Projects 
Under the California Environmental Quality Act” regarding wildfire impact analysis. Commenter 
provides no credible evidence of a significant wildfire impact. 

Response B.4-17 

Commenter claims the RPDSEIR does not include substantial evidence supporting the 
determination that “[n]either construction nor operation of the Project would exacerbate wildfire 
risks, thereby exposing occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or uncontrolled 
spread of a wildfire.” The substantial evidence is contained in RPDSEIR Appendices D-1 
(Wildland Fire Risk Report), D-2 (Northlake Specific Plan Wildland Fire Evacuation Scenarios – 
Evacuation Time Estimates Memorandum), and K (Wildland Fire Risk Report Northlake Project 
Addendum #1). These are expert technical reports, cited in and attached to the RPDSEIR, that 
provide the substantial evidence for all of the wildfire impact determinations. Commenter is 
incorrect that the RPDSEIR did not adequately disclose or assess the area’s baseline conditions. 
The Wildland Fire Risk Report (RPDSEIR Appendix D-1) provides an extensive discussion of the 
baseline environmental conditions, including climate history, vegetation and wind history. 

 
3  MM 5.2-14 Prior to the initiation of any grading and/or construction-related activity involving the disturbance 

and/or removal of potentially suitable wintering burrowing owl habitat, the area shall be assessed. If 
the habitat assessment concludes that the area lacks potentially suitable burrowing owl burrows, no 
additional action is required. However, if potentially suitable burrows are located in the assessment 
area, any burrows that may be impacted by the project will be replaced with artificial burrows within 
on-site or off-site (if applicable) preserved areas with potentially suitable burrowing owl habitat. 
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(RPDSEIR Appendix D-1, pages 13 through 25; see also Response B.4-18, below.) RPDSEIR 
Appendix K (Wildland Fire Risk Report Northlake Project Addendum #1) specifically addresses 
risk from new human presence in high fire-prone areas and the wildlife-urban interface (WUI) and 
concludes that “the increased wildfire risk from human-ignited wildfire is less than significant.” 
(Appendix K at page 7.) The RPDSEIR, including Appendices D-1, D-2, and K, complied with all 
of the mandates of CEQA (Appendix G, Section XX, subsection a, b, and c requirements) and the 
California Attorney General’s “Best Practices for Analyzing and Mitigating Wildfire Impacts of 
Development Projects Under the California Environmental Quality Act” regarding wildfire impact 
analysis. Commenter provides no credible evidence of a significant wildfire impact. 

Response B.4-18 

Commenter claims the Wildland Fire Risk Report fails to mention the Hughes Fire in January 2025 
and did not account for climate change. Regarding the Hughes Fire, the Wildland Fire Risk Report 
was prepared in December 2024, a month before the Hughes Fire. As such, it was not included 
in the fire history section of the report as it had not occurred at the time the report was prepared. 
The Hughes Fire was predicted by Scenario 6 - LakeSpotsat40, with the origin within the County 
Recreation Area (RPDSEIR Appendix D-1, page 65, 68), and the Evacuation Report determined 
that there would be sufficient time to evacuate the previously approved Project with no 
impediment to all three evacuation points (RPDSEIR Appendix D-1, Table 6; see also RPDSEIR 
Appendix D-1, page 68). The fact that the Hughes Fire happened, which was predicted, does not 
change the analysis, conclusions or determinations that the wildfire impacts are less than 
significant. Regarding climate change, the Wildland Fire Risk Report contains an extensive 
discussion of weather, temperature, humidity and wind history based on years of reported 
meteorological data for the Project Site that were added into the extensive modeling of the 10 
wildfire scenarios. (RPDSEIR Appendix D-1, pages 25 through 50.) The sources cited by 
commenter are not Project Site specific. For modeling purposes, local (i.e., Project Site) historical 
data trends provide the only credible data to predict future change. Thus, the comment that the 
Wildland Fire Risk Report failed to account for climate change is incorrect. Commenter provides 
no credible evidence of a significant wildfire impact. 

Response B.4-19 

Commenter claims the RPDSEIR fails to adequately mitigate the wildfire risk, yet submits no 
credible evidence of a wildfire significant impact. The RPDSEIR, and the supporting technical 
appendices (RPDSEIR Appendix D-1, D-2 and K), provide substantial evidence that the wildfire 
risk is less than significant. The RPDSEIR, including Appendices D-1, D-2 and K, complies with 
all of the mandates of CEQA (Appendix G, Section XX, subsection a, b and c requirements) and 
the California Attorney General’s “Best Practices for Analyzing and Mitigating Wildfire Impacts of 
Development Projects Under the California Environmental Quality Act” regarding wildfire impact 
analysis. The County is not required to impose mitigation measures where there is a less-than-
significant impact. Applicable case law prohibits the imposition of mitigation measures unless they 
have a nexus to and are proportional to a project’s significant impacts. (Nollan v. California 
Coastal Comm. (1987) 483 U.S. 825; Dolan v. City of Tigard (1994) 512 U.S. 374.) Commenter’s 
claim that project design features cannot be used to avoid impact analysis citing Lotus v. 
Department of Transportation (2014) 223 Cal.App.4th 645 is inapplicable. The Wildland Fire Risk 
Report sets forth wildland fire protection measures (including regulatory compliance measures) 
that were previously required or integrated into the previously approved Project and additional fire 
protection measures or project design features all of which contribute to avoiding or reducing 
wildfire impacts and were considered in the wildfire impact analysis. (RPDSEIR Appendix D-1, 
pages 77 – 78.) The RPDSEIR, including Appendices D-1, D-2, and K, contains detailed analysis 
that is substantial evidence supporting the determination of a less than significant wildfire impact. 
There is no missing analysis (and the commenter does not identify any missing analysis); thus, 
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Lotus is inapplicable in this case. In Lotus, the issue was adoption of mitigation absent impact 
analysis or a significance threshold for determining a significant impact that required mitigation. 
Commenter provides no credible evidence of a significant wildfire impact. 

Response B.4-20 

Commenter claims the RPDSEIR and its wildfire technical reports fail to mention or discuss the 
Project area’s “historical fire regimes and the role Indigenous communities likely played in shaping 
the fire ecology of habitats in and adjacent to the Project area,” yet identifies no requirement to 
include such in the technical impact analyses. There is no such requirement. The RPDSEIR, 
including Appendices D-1, D-2, and K, complies with all of the mandates of CEQA (Appendix G, 
Section XX, subsection a, b, and c requirements) and the California Attorney General’s “Best 
Practices for Analyzing and Mitigating Wildfire Impacts of Development Projects Under the 
California Environmental Quality Act” regarding wildfire impact analysis. The Wildland Fire Risk 
Report (Appendix D-1) provides an extensive discussion of the baseline environmental conditions 
and reported fire history. Commenter provided no credible evidence of a significant wildfire 
impact. 

Response B.4-21 

Commenter states that the proposed project could increase unintentional human-driven wildfires 
that disrupt natural fire regimes and further degrade ecosystems, yet provides no evidence in 
support. The RPDSEIR, including Appendices D-1, D-2, and K, complies with all of the mandates 
of CEQA (Appendix G, Section XX, subsection a, b and c requirements) and the California 
Attorney General’s “Best Practices for Analyzing and Mitigating Wildfire Impacts of Development 
Projects Under the California Environmental Quality Act” regarding wildfire impact analysis. 
Appendix K (Wildland Fire Risk Report Northlake Project Addendum #1) specifically addresses 
risk from new human presence in high fire-prone areas and the wildlife-urban interface (WUI) and 
concluded that “the increased wildfire risk from human-ignited wildfire is less than significant.” 
(Appendix K at page 7.) Commenter provided no credible evidence of a significant wildfire impact. 

Response B.4-22 

Commenter raises concerns regarding unintentional wildfires and associated air quality. 
Addendum #1 to the Wildland Fire Risk Report specifically addresses risk from new human 
presence in high fire-prone areas and concluded that “the increased wildfire risk from human-
ignited wildfire is less than significant.” (RPDSEIR Appendix K at page 7.) Moreover, the 
RPDSEIR concludes that “Neither construction nor operation of the Project would exacerbate 
wildfire risks, thereby exposing occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or 
uncontrolled spread of a wildfire.” Commenter speculates that an unintentional wildfire in the 
Project Area would result in poor air quality; none of the commenter’s citations are Project Site 
specific. CEQA does not require the analysis of speculative impacts. (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15145.) Commenter provided no credible evidence of a significant wildfire impact. 

Response B.4-23 

Commenter states that development in fire-prone areas increases firefighting costs due to 
unintentional ignitions. RPDSEIR Appendix K provides an assessment of exacerbation of wildfire 
risk (CEQA Guidelines section 15126.2(a)) from increased human habitation in a wildlife-urban 
interface and concluded that the increased wildfire risk from human-ignited wildfire associated 
with the previously approved Project is less than significant. Any increased costs on governmental 
agencies related to the provision of public services is not considered a project impact. In City of 
Hayward v. Board of Trustee of California State University (2015) 242 Cal. App. 4th 833, the court 
found that Section 35 of Article XIII of the California Constitution requires local agencies to provide 
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public safety services, including fire protection and emergency medical services, and that it is 
reasonable to conclude that the city (here the County) will comply with that provision to ensure 
that public safety services are provided. The Hayward ruling also concluded that “assuming the 
city continues to perform its obligations, there is no basis to conclude that the project will cause a 
substantial adverse effect on human beings” and the “need for additional fire protection services 
is not an environmental impact that CEQA requires a project proponent to mitigate.” Commenter 
provided no credible evidence of a significant wildfire impact. 

Response B.4-24 

Commenter claims the RPDSEIR (though it cites the SEIR) fails to adequately assess and 
mitigate the Project’s impacts to wildfire risk, yet fails to identify an error or omission in the 
extensive analysis. Stating that “wildfire impacts disproportionately affect low-income and minority 
communities,” while may be true, is not a critique of the RPDSEIR wildfire impact analysis and in 
no way undermines the RPDSEIR’s analysis. Moreover, commenter fails to cite any guideline or 
requirement for the wildfire impact analysis to address “the aftermath of a wildfire.” The 
RPDSEIR wildfire analysis and the Wildfire Report comport with the requirements of CEQA and 
the California Attorney General’s “Best Practices for Analyzing and Mitigating Wildfire  
Impacts of Development Projects Under the California Environmental Quality Act” guidelines. 
Commenter submitted no credible evidence of a potential significant wildfire impact. See also 
Response B.4-22. 

Response B.4-25  

While the commenter claims the WST impact analysis failed to take into account certain factors, 
the commenter fails to identify anything that was omitted from the WST analysis and does not 
provide any credible evidence of a potential significant impact that was not already addressed in 
the WST analysis. GLA prepared a detailed Western Spadefoot Toad (Spea hammondii) Impact 
Analysis and Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (HMMP) in coordination with the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), which included review by CDFW, with comments 
provided by CDFW in the WST Plan dated between August 31 and September 30, 2022, with 
additional comments dated April 28 and May 1, 2023. Upon their final review, following requested 
revisions on April 28 and May 1, 2023, CDFW provided an email confirming that all requested 
modifications to the WST Plan had been completed and that CDFW had no additional comments, 
thus confirming the adequacy of the WST Plan. (See RPDSEIR Appendix B-1 (Western 
Spadefoot Toad Impact Assessment and Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan).) Importantly, 
CDFW submitted a comment letter on the RPDSEIR (Letter A.1, above) and stated “CDFW has 
reviewed and approved the Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan for special-status plants (July 
2022 [Revised October and December 2022 and February 2023) and western spadefoot toad 
(July 2022 [Revised March and June 2023]).” Commenter provided no credible evidence of a 
significant WST impact. 

Response B.4-26  

As referenced by the commenter, WST was not detected in VP6 in 2004/2005 when the species 
was at the same time observed in two other pools at the site (SP1 and VP1). However, the 
RPDSEIR determined that VP6 is potentially suitable during above-average rainfall years, 
meaning that the pool would need to inundate for an adequate duration to allow WST larvae to 
complete its lifecycle to the metamorph stage. VP6 is a very shallow pond that in some years 
contains sufficient water for at least the deposition of eggs and the presence of larvae. As 
referenced from the RPDSEIR by the commenter, western toad larvae were observed in the pool 
in 2004/2005. However, the pool was not observed in 2004/2005 to pond for sufficient duration to 
allow larvae to reach sufficient size to emerge as metamorphs. The commenter further questions 
why the presence of “tadpoles” in VP6 in 2004/2005 is not considered as a detection of WST, or 
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why the RPDSEIR concluded that VP6 is “potentially suitable” for WST and not “occupied”. But 
the commenter themselves noted that it was western spadefoot larvae (and not WST) that was 
detected in VP6. As such, VP6 was not occupied by WST in 2004/2005, and therefore, the 
RPDSEIR did not recognize it as occupied. Therefore, the commenter’s statement that the 
characterization of VP6 as being unoccupied by WST as “unfounded” is incorrect, as the WST 
was clearly not present in VP6 in 2004/2005 and the determination of presence/absence of any 
species is based on the year in which surveys are conducted. That WST was detected in other 
pools at the same time is not a basis for concluding that VP6 was occupied, as WST was clearly 
not present in VP6 during that season, and that is an important distinction. However, that the pool 
could support WST in the future, based in part on the detection of the larvae of another toad 
species (western toad) in the pool, was the basis for the RPDSEIR to conclude that VP6 
represents suitable habitat for WST and to conservatively propose mitigation for the pool. This is 
an accurate depiction of VP6 and does not “downplay the importance of the existing pools to the 
spadefoot population present on the Project site” as was stated by the commenter. Nevertheless, 
the commenter is correct that VP6 was included in the ponds for which impacts are considered 
significant. Thus, impacts are fully mitigated as determined in coordination with CDFW, which 
reviewed and approved the WST HMMP. (See Response B.4-24.)  

Response B.4-27  

As noted in Response B.4-25, GLA prepared a detailed Western Spadefoot Toad (Spea 
hammondii) Impact Analysis and Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan in coordination with 
CDFW. CDFW expressly acknowledged that it approved the WST HMMP. (RPDSEIR Comment 
Letter A.1, Response A.1-3.) Commenter provides no credible evidence of a potential significant 
impact not already addressed in the WST analysis or fully mitigated to CDFW’s satisfaction.  

Response B.4-28  

See Response B.4-25 and B.4-27.  

Response B.4-29  

See Response B.4-25 and B.4-27.  

Response B.4-30  

See Response B.4-25 and B.4-27. Commenter’s claims of inadequate mitigation are incorrect. 
CDFW approved the WST HMMP. (See RPDSEIR Comment Letter A.1, Response A.1-3.) 

Response B.4-31  

The mitigation identified in the CDFW-approved HMMP (onsite ponds) is alone sufficient to 
mitigate the project impacts to WST. The “contingency sites” are identified specifically for that 
purpose, as contingencies to be utilized as necessary if criteria could not be fulfilled with the onsite 
pools. However, the contingency sites are not presently needed to create additional artificial pools 
as part of the proposed mitigation. If the contingency sites are later needed to satisfy mitigation 
criteria, then activities performed, including additional artificial pool creation, would be undertaken 
as required under the HMMP which is enforceable mitigation (Mitigation Measure MM 5.2-9). It is 
speculation to assume that the onsite pools will not be successful and thus additional ponds at 
different locations will be needed. CEQA does not require the analysis of speculative impacts. 
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15145.) The HMMP provides detailed performance criteria for both 
success criteria for the onsite ponds and contingency site criteria should additional pools be 
required. (See Response B.4-25 and B.4-27.)  
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Response B.4-32  

Commenter requests a higher percentage of affordable units. This is not a comment that 
addresses impact issues that were required to be recirculated in the RPDSEIR, nor is it a CEQA 
issue. Moreover, the doctrines of res judicata and collateral estoppel preclude litigation and/or 
relitigation of this issue. (See Response B.4-1.) Comment will be forwarded to the decision-
makers. 

Response B.4-33  

Commenter provides background information on VMT but does not provide any credible evidence 
of a potential VMT impact. The RPSDEIR contains adequate VMT analysis, approved by Public 
Works. (RPDSEIR pages 2-53 through 2-60, RPDSEIR Appendices C-1 and C-2.) 

Response B.4-34  

Commenter claims the use of the NLSP is an invalid baseline for the VMT analysis. Commenter 
is incorrect. The NLSP is the approved specific plan for the Project Site. The approvals are valid, 
and the plan could be constructed as approved; as it was approved and still valid, it is not 
hypothetical. As such, the NLSP is the correct baseline to compare the previously approved 
Project to. The County Department of Public Works expressly approved the VMT analytic 
approach, including using the NLSP as the baseline. The NLSP VMT per Service Population 
(27.03) is the baseline for comparison to the previously approved Project VMT per Service 
Population (25.70) per the methodology required by the County Department of Public Works. Per 
the County Department of Public Works, this threshold is appropriate because the NLSP approval 
occurred before SB 743 and modifications are being made after SB 743. Therefore, per the 
County, the previously approved Project does not need to be evaluated against the County 
baseline like a brand new project. Because the previously approved Project VMT per Service 
Population is less than the NLSP, VMT impacts were determined to be less than significant. Public 
Works approved the VMT Transportation Analysis. (See RPDSEIR Appendix C-2 (Department of 
Public Works December 2, 2024 Transportation Impact Analysis Approval Letter.) 

Response B.4-35  

Commenter claims mitigation needs to be adopted to reduce significant VMT impacts, yet the 
VMT analysis, approved by Public Works, demonstrates that there will be no VMT impact. As 
such, mitigation is not necessary or required. The County is not required to impose mitigation 
measures where there is a less-than-significant impact. Applicable case law prohibits the 
imposition of mitigation measures unless they have a nexus to and are proportional to a project’s 
significant impacts. (Nollan v. California Coastal Comm. (1987) 483 U.S. 825; Dolan v. City of 
Tigard (1994) 512 U.S. 374.) Moreover, as set forth in the Northlake Specific Plan Transportation 
Impact Analysis for CEQA (RPDSEIR Appendix C-1), there are a number of project features of 
the previously approved Project that tend to reduce VMT, such as constructing a pedestrian 
network, integrating affordable housing, constructing bicycle trails and expanding the transit 
network which the previously approved Project is not taking quantitative credit for. Commenter 
provided no credible evidence of a VMT impact. 

Response B.4-36  

Commenter repeats its comment that the VMT analysis used the wrong baseline. As set forth in 
Response B.4-34, that is incorrect; the VMT analysis, approved by Public Works, used the correct 
baseline. Moreover, as noted in Response B.3-35, there are a number of project features of the 
previously approved Project that tend to reduce VMT such as constructing a pedestrian network, 
integrating affordable housing, constructing bicycle trails, and expanding the transit network which 
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the previously approved Project is not taking quantitative credit for, all of which demonstrates 
consistency with the General Plan policies to reduce VMT. Commenter provided no credible 
evidence of a VMT impact. 

Response B.4-37  

Commenter takes issue with the rejection of Alternative C and refers to financially viable luxury 
resort. Neither the 2019 SEIR nor the RPDSEIR contain an Alternative C, and a luxury resort is 
not a proposed project use. The 2019 SEIR identified Alternative 4 (Phase 1 Development) as 
the environmentally superior alternative. The RPDSEIR identified the Partial Creek Avoidance 
Alternative (PCAA) (RPDSEIR Alternative 2) as the environmentally superior alternative. The 
Court Ruling only required recirculation of the Creek Avoidance Alternative (CAA) as a fully 
analyzed alternative. The RPDSEIR alternatives analysis of the CAA and the PCAA complies with 
the Court Ruling and CEQA’s requirements.  

Response B.4-38  

Commenter claims that the rejection of the CAA needed to include cost information as to why it 
is infeasible. Not so. Rejection of an alternative can be based on economic, legal, social, or other 
considerations. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15091 (a) (3).) And only a single basis for rejection, 
supported by substantial evidence, is required. (See Save Panoche Valley v. San Benito Cnty. 
(2013) 217 Cal.App.4th 503, 523 [upholding rejection of alternative as one finding of infeasibility 
was supported by substantial evidence; court did not review the other infeasibility findings as only 
one supported finding was needed].) Here, the RPDSEIR determined that the CAA was infeasible 
due to its “engineering geologic, geotechnical and hydrologic issues.” (RPDSEIR, page 2-80.) 
That determination was supported by the Geotechnical/Hydrologic Review of the Creek 
Avoidance Alternative (RPDSEIR Appendix F-2) which provided expert substantial evidence: 

Our review found that the CAA configuration results in significant increased geotechnical, 
engineering hydrogeologic, and safety / critical access risks to the development. The CAA 
was also found to seriously impact Grasshopper Creek as well. It is our opinion that the CAA 
approach, in an attempt to “save” the creek, would likely result in the ultimate degradation and 
destruction of the creek and canyon habitat. We also conclude that the engineering geologic 
/geotechnical adversities that would develop as a result of implementing the CAA approach 
would result in unacceptable increases in risk and, as a result, would not be feasible.  

Commenter also claims that the RPDSEIR states that the CAA is not feasible “without 
elaboration.” The RPDSEIR and the Geotechnical/Hydrologic Review of the Creek Avoidance 
Alternative (RPDSEIR Appendix F-2) provide extensive analysis demonstrating that the CAA is 
infeasible. Commenter provided no credible evidence to the contrary.  

Regarding the PCAA, as set forth in the RPDSEIR,  

The PCAA provides the same number of residential units as the previously approved Project, 
but on a smaller Phase 2 development area. As such, the PCAA contributes the same as the 
previously approved Project regarding the County’s RHNA allocation as the previously 
approved Project. As with the previously approved Project, the affordable unit count would be 
maintained at 315 units. However, the PCAA provides significantly less active recreational 
and open space area (37 fewer acres). Accordingly, the PCAA does not meet the following 
objective to the same degree as the previously approved Project: 

• Specific Plan 4, Open Space/Recreational Area, Goal i: To improve opportunities 
for a variety of outdoor recreational experiences 
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Rejection of an alternative for failing to meet project objectives as compared to the proposed 
project is legally permissible. (See Sierra Club v. County of Napa (2004) 121 Cal.App.4th 1490, 
1503; Save San Francisco Bay Ass’n v. San Francisco Bay Conserv. & Dev. Comm’n (1992) 10 
Cal.App.4th 908, 929.) Commenter provided no credible evidence to the contrary. Both 
determinations that the CAA and the PCAA are infeasible are supported by substantial evidence 
and consistent with the mandates of CEQA. 

Response B.4-39  

Commenter summarized its comments, threatens litigation, and requests notice and document 
retention. All of Commenter’s comments were addressed above. Commenter is on the project 
notice list. No further response is required. 

  



STATE OF CALIFORNIA–THE NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY GAVIN NEWSOM, Governor 
 

SANTA MONICA MOUNTAINS CONSERVANCY 
KING GILLETTE RANCH 
26800 MULHOLLAND HIGHWAY 
CALABASAS, CA  91302 
PHONE (310) 589-3200 
WWW.SMMC.CA.GOV  
 

 

  
 

May 29, 2025 
 
 
Jodie Sackett 
Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning 
320 West Temple Street 
Los Angeles, California  90012 
 

Via Electronic Mail 
 

Comments on Partial Recirculated Draft Supplement EIR 
NorthLake Specific Plan  -  SCH 2015031080 

 
Dear Mr. Sackett: 
 
The Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy offers the following comments on the Partial 
Recirculated Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (PRDSEIR) for the proposed 
NorthLake project.  All the EIR alternatives to date, after all proposed mitigations, would still 
result in significant biological impacts to habitat for the State listed mountain lion population, 
Western spadefoot toad habitat, and habitat connectivity to existing underpasses used by 
wildlife under the southbound lanes of Interstate 5.   One such underpass has protected public 
land on both sides of the southbound lanes. 
 
The cumulative impacts analysis for biological impacts remains inadequate and free of any 
facts as demonstrated by this concluding PRDSEIR paragraph: 
 

The cumulative impact on biological resources would be considered greater than the 
Project alone. However, when considering all the proposed and existing projects in the 
Project area, the previously approved Project contributes a relatively small portion of 
the impacts in the area due to its relatively small impact acreage, and the location 
adjacent to existing development. The Project is not expected to contribute a significant 
impact to the Project area. Incremental impacts would not be cumulatively 
considerable, and no additional mitigation is required. 

 
A project with 33 million cubic yards of grading that extends development over three miles 
into core National Forest and State Park adjacent habitat is none of the above, it is cumulatively 
significant.  It is an avoidable tragedy to wildlands and the viewsheds of many public viewing 
areas. 
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The Conservancy urges the County not to certify the PRDSEIR.  If the County does certify the 
PRDSEIR, the Conservancy urges that only the Partial Creek Avoidance Alternative  
Recirculated Alternative 2 be considered for adoption as the environmentally superior 
alternative in the PRDSEIR.  The County should also trim the northern development footprint 
boundary of this alternative to include just enough grading to allow just the shown northern 
access road to Ridge Route but no other northward development shown in the Phase Two 
project area.   The County has the power to shape this and all other alternatives. They are not 
at all set in stone.   The long-term ecological value of this referenced Alternative 2 and of the 
Phase One Only Alternative is wholly dependent on all open space both to the north and to the 
periphery of the development being permanently protected by conservation easements 
recorded as conditions of any map recordation and with substantial monitoring endowments.  
Expansion of the project would be permanently precluded. 
 
The County has no obligation to approve more development than that immediately above- 
described footprint of a trimmed down PRDSEIR Alternative 2.  The applicant failed to include 
specific measurable Project Objectives in both the DEIR and all subsequent EIR documents.  
The official EIR Project Objectives are subjective with no set minimum baseline numbers for 
any development components.  In addition, the sum all EIR material to date leading up to the 

PRDSEIR does not conclude that any specific number of any type of housing is necessary for 
the County meet its RHNA numbers.   
 
Because the sum of EIR materials and PRDSEIR to date conclude that the project will still result 
in many unavoidable significant adverse environmental impacts, the County does not have to 
adopt a Statement of Overriding Conditions if it chooses to negotiate a reduction of any adverse 
impacts.  With this above laid out complete capacity to legally shape the project, the County 
should balance new housing in the Specific Plan area with the needs of the existing greater 
public such as--traffic reduction, open space, wildfire prevention, viewshed protection, air 
pollution avoidance, water supply, landfills, and access to quality nature.  
 
The PRDSEIR environmentally superior alternative (Alternative 2) provides over 1500 mixed 
housing units.  The best argument in the PRDSEIR against this PRDSEIR Alternative 2 is that 
there would 37 acres less of active recreational and open space area.  What short sighted 
thinking.  There instead actually would be hundreds of more acres of open space, and any lost 
recreational area could simply be integrated into the Alternative 2 footprint.  The upper half of 
Grasshopper Canyon would not need to be filled in with 10 million cubic yards of fill. 
 
Times have changed.  Big fires have burned.  Home insurance has permanently gone up and 
become scarce to obtain in Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones which this project is and 
will remain in.  Ecological resources have more protection.   Citizens value viewsheds from 
freeways and parklands with more expectations of preservation.   The physical and biological 
constraints of the subject property are immense. The proposed project makes a mockery of the 
County planning policies and objectives to protect open space and sensitive resources.  It is 

chaise.lapierre
Rectangle

chaise.lapierre
Rectangle

chaise.lapierre
Rectangle

chaise.lapierre
Rectangle

chaise.lapierre
Text Box
B.5-3 

chaise.lapierre
Text Box
B.5-4 

chaise.lapierre
Text Box
B.5-5 

chaise.lapierre
Text Box
B.5-6 



Mr. Jodie Sackett 
SMMC NorthLake PRDSEIR Comments 
May 29, 2025 
Page 3 

 

  
 

1990s idea in 2025 and must be substantially reduced to respect lessons learned in the January 
2025 fires. 
 
What is going to happen to the oil pipelines that traverse the length of the project on the east 
side of Grasshopper Canyon? 
 
The PRDSEIR shows land in Marple Canyon owned by the Mountains Recreation and 
Conservation Authority (MRCA) as potential mitigation areas.  The MRCA has not provided any 
approval or made any arrangement with the applicant. 
 
The Conservancy works with the MRCA on many habitat restoration projects in the Santa Clara 
River watershed.   Temperatures will continue to get hotter as the climate changes, and water 
will become progressively more expensive and evaporate more rapidly.    Habitat restoration 
is hard and fraught with failure from drought, herbivory, and onslaughts of aggressive non-
native weeds.  To our staff knowledge, there are no known successful upland restoration 
projects in the Santa Clara River watershed.  Hydroseeded manufactured slopes with v-ditches 
adjacent to residential subdivisions do not qualify.   
 
The entire PRDSEIR mitigation program for the loss of sensitive plant species depends on upland 
habitat restoration of plants that are rare.  They are rare because they have a tough time growing 
in very many places. No one knows how viable the seeds of these species are when collected 
and what percentage if any will germinate when finally sown years later in protected open 
spaces. With the total absence of proven success doing upland habitat restoration, or creation, 
the only way to ensure adequate mitigation is hold bonds for each separate required plant 
species restoration that would be held for 10 years or until proven success.  If there is 
restoration failure after 10 years, the County would keep the bond funding and purchase open 
space as a second-best mitigation alternative.   A sliding scale can be worked out in which for 
example every quarter-acre of failed restoration, the County would recoup $100,000 of funds.  
That type of ratio is vital to generate enough funding to purchase properties because of the cost 
of land now, the pre-acquisition costs to find willing sellers at appraised values, and the 
increased cost of land 10 years hence. 
 
The Conservancy, the MRCA, and the Desert and Mountain Conservation Authority (DMCA) 
work extensively together to accept and record conservation easements for mitigation lands.  
The legal costs of negotiations, title review, title reports, monitoring, reporting, and potential 
legal defense again violators over decades (all in a hyper-inflation period) are significant given 
that conservation easements are in perpetuity instruments.  A qualified conservation easement 
holder that accepts conservation easements without substantial funding is doing a disservice 
to itself and the citizens of California.  The MRCA and the DMCA have both learned the hard 
way. 
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The bulk of the PRDSEIR biological mitigation measures depend on the recordation of multiple 
conservation easements potentially spread between watersheds miles apart with marginal 
access.  The Final PRDSEIR should be modified to state that the applicant must be willing to 
pay all Grantee expenses for the acceptance of conservation easements and provide 
endowments that will fund adequate oversight in perpetuity with inflation adjustors.  The 

PRDSEIR language must also be enhanced to definitively state that no other uses besides 
restoration would be allowed in any conservation easement, including any fire department 
required fuel modification. If necessary to avoid fuel modification requirements, the project 
must make the conservation easements larger. 
 
The PRDSEIR requires an endowment for the Incidental Take Permit of Crotch’s bubble bee 
(CBB).  There is no CDFW approved mitigation bank for CBB.  As a result, the endowment must 
cover the care and protection of over 1,000 acres of semi-disparate open space, in perpetuity, 
even if a percentage of the land is within the Specific Plan area.  For such onsite habitat, the 

PRDSEIR fails to address what entity would hold fee title.  Would it be a HOA with limited long-
term interest in habitat protection? With all the costs of labor in 2025, endowments to cover 
care of over 1,000 acres of conservation easement protection potentially spread over multiple 
properties in different sub-watersheds must be well into the seven-figure range.  The Final 
PRDSEIR must include detailed discussion about conservation easement costs because the 
easements are essential to the document’s biological mitigation measures. 
  

Sincerely, 
 

 
PAUL EDELMAN 
Deputy Director 
Natural Resources and Planning 
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Response to Comment Letter B.5 

Paul Edelman 
Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy 
May 29, 2025 

Response B.5-1 

Commenter claims that all of the EIR alternatives result in significant biological impacts to 
mountain lion habitat, Western spadefoot toad (WST) habitat, and habitat connectivity to the 
existing underpasses used by wildlife. Commenter is incorrect. First, the Court Ruling only 
required recirculation of the CAA, to be a fully analyzed alternative as opposed to a screened out 
alternative. Second, the Court denied the claims regarding impacts to mountain lions and wildlife 
crossings; as such, the doctrines of res judicata and collateral estoppel preclude litigation and/or 
relitigation of those issues. (See Response B.4-1, B.4-11, and B.4-13 through B.4-15.) Third, the 
RPDSEIR provides recirculated WST mitigation that demonstrates impacts to WST habitat is less 
than significant. Finally, the PCAA:  

would eliminate approximately 2,200 feet of development in the northern portion of the site 
when compared to the previously approved Project, which would enable wildlife movement 
along multiple paths between the northern I-5 under-crossing and Castaic Lake. 
Additionally, the PCAA would also enable wildlife movement along the more southerly of 
the two I-5 undercrossings, connecting wildlife movement to Castaic Lake. The PCAA 
would also enable wildlife movement along pathways through the southerly part of the 
Project’s development area, consistent with the preliminary Wildlife Connectivity Plan 
adopted as a condition of approval of the Project. By eliminating development at the 
northern end of the Project Site, the PCAA would enable enhanced wildlife movement 
when compared with the previously approved Project, resulting in a less than significant 
impact related to wildlife movement.  

(RPDSEIR pages 2-90 – 2-91.) 

Response B.5-2 

Commenter claims the previously approved Project’s biological impacts are cumulatively 
significant, but does not provide any credible evidence of a significant cumulative biological 
impact; rather, the commenter concludes that there must be a cumulative impact because of the 
33 million yards of grading. The RPDSEIR provides a fulsome cumulative impact determination 
that finds that, because the project-specific biological resource impacts are less than significant 
with mitigation, the “incremental impacts would not be cumulatively considerable.” All of the 
RPDSEIR’s impact analyses (as well as the 2019 SEIR impact analyses) took into account the 
amount of grading as necessary and applicable. 

This cumulative impact analysis considers potential impacts to sensitive biological 
resources that would result from combined, incremental impacts of the Project when 
added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects having closely 
related impacts. The following cumulative impact analysis is based on a review of related 
projects in the vicinity of the Project Site, the Project’s direct and indirect impacts with 
implementation of mitigation measures, existing conditions in the Project vicinity, and an 
analysis of aerial photographs. 

The Project would have potentially significant adverse impacts on biological resources. 
Several mitigation measures (MM 5.2-1 through MM 5.2-22, including as modified above) 
would be implemented to reduce these impacts to less than significant levels. Cumulative 
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projects in the area are expected to have similar potential impacts to the Project on 
biological resources in the Project vicinity due to similar development activity and/or similar 
existing conditions. The cumulative impact on biological resources would be considered 
greater than the Project alone. However, when considering all the proposed and existing 
projects in the Project area, the previously approved Project contributes a relatively small 
portion of the impacts in the area due to its relatively small impact acreage, and the 
location adjacent to existing development. The Project is not expected to contribute a 
significant impact to the Project area. Incremental impacts would not be cumulatively 
considerable, and no additional mitigation is required. 

(RPDSEIR Section 2.1.9 Cumulative Impacts, page 2.52.) The cumulative impact determination 
comports with the mandates of CEQA. 

Response B.5-3 

Commenter asks that the PCAA be adopted as the environmentally superior alternative. In 
compliance with Section 15126.6(e)(2) of the State CEQA Guidelines, the PCAA is identified as 
the environmentally superior alternative in the RPDSEIR: 

Based on the alternatives analysis in this RPDSEIR, in compliance with Section 
15126.6(e)(2) of the State CEQA Guidelines, Recirculated Alternative 2, the Partial Creek 
Avoidance Alternative, would be the environmentally superior alternative among all six 
Project alternatives summarized in Table 2-12 above as it reduces the development 
footprint, thus reducing biology impacts and greenhouse gas emissions and would have 
less construction noise impacts (though construction noise would still be significant and 
unavoidable). However, the significant and unavoidable impacts to air quality would not 
be reduced to below a level of significance. All other impacts would be similar to the 
previously approved Project. On balance, Recirculated Alternative 2 would result in the 
greatest reduction in impacts compared to the previously approved Project while 
maintaining the same amount of housing. For these reasons, Recirculated Alternative 2 is 
the environmentally superior alternative. As compared to project objectives, the PCAA 
provides significantly less active recreational and open space area (37 fewer acres). 
Accordingly, the PCAA does not meet the following objective to the same degree as the 
previously approved Project:  

• Specific Plan 4, Open Space/Recreational Area, Goal i: To improve 
opportunities for a variety of outdoor recreational experiences. 

Commenter’s support for adoption of the PCAA as the proposed project, instead of the previously 
approved Project, will be forwarded to the decision-makers. 

Regarding commenter’s suggested revisions to the PCAA, CEQA does not require analysis of 
modified versions of the same alternative. (See Response A.1-11 and A.1-12.) Commenter’s 
suggestions will be forwarded to the decision-makers. 

Response B.5-4 

Commenter claims there needed to be specific measurable Project Objectives, but fails to cite 
any CEQA requirement that project objectives be measurable. Rather, CEQA Guidelines Section 
15124(b) states “[t]he statement of objectives should include the underlying purpose of the project 
and may discuss the project benefits.” (See also California Oak Found. v. Regents of Univ. Cal. 
(2010) 188 Cal.App.4th 227, 276 (a lead agency has broad discretion to formulate project 
objectives).) In addition, including measurable objectives with minimum baseline numbers for 
development components would violate the principle that project objectives cannot be too project-
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specific. (See North Coast Rivers Alliance v. Kawamura (2015) 243 Cal.App.4th 647, 668 (project 
objective “artificially narrow”); We Advocate Through Envt’l Review v. County of Siskiyou (2022) 
78 Cal.App.5th 683, 692 (project objectives were so narrowly defined lead agency “dismissively 
rejected” any alternatives other than the proposed project).) Moreover, a challenge to the Project 
Objectives is barred by doctrines of res judicata and collateral estoppel. (See Response B.4-1 
and B.4-3.) 

Response B.5-5 

Commenter claims that the County does not need to adopt a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations “if it chooses to negotiate a reduction of any adverse impacts.” Commenter is 
incorrect. Reduction of significant and unavoidable impacts to less than significant is not a 
negotiation. In any event, all significant and unavoidable impacts would need to be reduced to 
less than significant such that a Statement of Overriding Considerations was not required. (See 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15093.) The County has the discretion to adopt a Statement of 
Overriding Considerations if it finds that the project benefits outweigh the environmental impacts. 
(Id.) If adopted, the Statement of Overriding Considerations will provide the balancing the 
commenter requests; the Statement of Overriding Considerations is not required to be included 
in the RPDSEIR or the RPFSEIR. 

Response B.5-6 

Commenter is advocating for the adoption of the PCAA. Commenter’s support for adoption of the 
PCAA as the proposed project, instead of the previously approved Project, will be forwarded to 
the decision-makers. 

Response B.5-7 

Commenter asks about the oil pipelines located on the Project Site. As set forth in the RPDSEIR 
Project Description, “an existing crude oil pipeline easement containing two oil pipelines that 
traverse the entire north-south length of the Project Site would be relocated to an alignment along 
the eastern boundary of the proposed development area and within the identified grading 
footprint.) (RPDSEIR, page 1-2.)  

Response B.5-8 

Commenter is correct that Marple Canyon has been identified as a potential mitigation site for 
certain habitat. In coordination with Mountains Recreation and Conservancy Authority, the 
applicant’s biologists have evaluated Marple Creek and mapped southwestern spiny rush for 
purposes of conservation and mitigation. While formal arrangements have not been made, 
discussions are anticipated to recommence if and when the Project receives its approvals. 

Response B.5-9 

Commenter provides comments as to potential additions to the Rare Plant mitigation measures 
(Mitigation Measures MM 5.2-5(a) – MM 5.2-5(c) and MM 5.2-4) in terms of bonds, conservation 
easement etc. It should be noted that the County and the project Applicant reviewed these 
mitigation measures with CDFW and incorporated all of their comments and revisions to CDFW’s 
satisfaction and approval. (See Response A.1-3 (CDFW approval of Habitat Mitigation and 
Monitoring Plan for special-status plants (July 2022 [Revised October and December 2022 and 
February 2023]).) Commenter speculates that the mitigation measures may be ineffective, but 
fails to provide any credible evidence in support. The Rare Plant HMMPs, approved by CDFW, 
contain contingency plans to ensure the performance standards are achieved, which include the 
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potential for an additional 10-year program at alternative sites. Commenter’s suggestions will be 
forwarded to the decision-makers.  

Response B.5-10 

Commenter raises questions with the potential need for an endowment for the Incidental Take 
Permit of Crotch’s bubble bee. Both the County and the applicant recognize that this is a standard 
requirement for mitigation and associated conservation. To this end, the RPDSEIR provided the 
following: 

If mitigation is not purchased through a mitigation bank, and lands are conserved 
separately, a cost estimate will be prepared to estimate the initial start-up costs and 
ongoing annual costs of management activities for the management of the conservation 
easement area(s) in perpetuity. The funding source will be in the form of an endowment 
to help the qualified natural lands management entity that is ultimately selected to hold 
the conservation easement(s). The endowment amount will be established following the 
completion of a project-specific Property Analysis Record to calculate the costs of 
in-perpetuity land management. The Property Analysis Record will consider all 
management activities required in the Incidental Take Permit to fulfill the requirements of 
the conservation easement(s), which are currently in review and development. 

As noted above, a “qualified natural lands management entity” will be selected to hold the 
conservation easement(s), and the endowment amount will be established following the 
completion of a project-specific Property Analysis Record to calculate the costs of in-perpetuity 
land management, if needed.  
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SECTION 3.0 CORRECTIONS, CLARIFICATIONS, 
AND ADDITIONS TO THE RPDSEIR 

Any corrections, clarifications and additions to the RPDSEIR text, tables, and figures generated 
either from responses to comments or independently by the County, are stated in this section. 
Various corrections regarding figure/table numbers and names, grammatical, punctuation, 
spelling and typographical errors in the RPDSEIR are not called out separately in this document; 
however, any substantive changes are individually addressed.  

These RPDSEIR corrections, clarifications and additions are provided to clarify and amplify the 
RPDSEIR. Changes may be corrections or clarifications to the text and tables of the RPDSEIR. 
Other changes to the RPDSEIR clarify that the analysis is based upon the information and 
concerns raised by comments during the public review period. None of the information contained 
in these RPDSEIR revisions constitutes significant new information or changes to the analysis or 
conclusions of the RPDSEIR.  

The information included in these revisions that resulted from the public comment process does 
not constitute substantial new information that requires recirculation of the RPDSEIR. Section 
15088.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines states in part:  

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

mitigation measure proposed to be implemented.  
(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result 

unless mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of 
insignificance.  

(3) A feasible Project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from 
others previously analyzed would clearly lessen the significant environmental 
impacts of the Project, but the Project’s proponents decline to adopt it.  

(4) The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in 
nature that meaningful public review and comment were precluded.  

(b)  Recirculation is not required where the new information added to the EIR merely 
clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR.  

The changes to the RPDSEIR included in this section do not constitute “significant” new 
information. Therefore, recirculation of the RPDSEIR is not required because the new information 
added to the RPDSEIR through these revisions only clarify or amplify information already provided 
or make insignificant modifications to the already adequate RPDSEIR. 

Specifically, three mitigation measures were modified and one additional mitigation measure has 
been added at the request of CDFW. The modifications simply included CDFW as an approving 
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agency, along with County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning, for plant habitat 
plans called for in mitigation measures MM 5.2-6 through MM 5.2-8. New mitigation measure 
MM 5.2-22 requires additional Crotch’s bumble bee surveys at the mitigation sites called for in 
mitigation measures MM 5.2-6 through MM 5.2-8. However, impacts to Crotch’s bumble bee were 
fully mitigated with mitigation measures MM 5.2-6 through MM 5.2-8, as required by Cal. Code 
Regs., tit. 14, § 783.2, subd. (a)(8). There are no changes to impact determinations. 

The revisions contained in the following pages are in the same order as the information appears 
in RPDSEIR. Changes in text are signified by strikeouts (strikeouts) where text has been removed 
and by bold underlining (underline) where text has been added. The applicable page numbers 
from the RPDSEIR are also provided where necessary for ease of reference. 

RPDSEIR Page 1-2 is revised as follows: 

However, 3231 units would be reallocated from the Phase 2 area of the Project to the Phase 1 
area (for a total of 2,297 Phase 1 units). 

RPDSEIR Page 2-43 is revised as follows: 

MM 5.2-6  The loss of sage scrub habitat within the impact area is considered a significant 
impact. Sage scrub habitat shall be preserved, restored, or enhanced on site 
and/or off site at a ratio to be determined by the County of Los Angeles Department 
of Regional Planning (LACDRP), but shall be no less than 2:1 for habitat 
restoration, enhancement or preservation, or combination thereof. A total of 634.70 
acres of sage scrub would be impacted by Project implementation, which includes 
Purple sage scrub, California sagebrush–California buckwheat scrub, Black sage 
scrub, California sagebrush–California buckwheat scrub/Foothill needlegrass 
grassland, California sagebrush–California buckwheat scrub/California annual 
grassland, and the burned sage scrub areas: burned Purple sage scrub, burned 
California sagebrush–California buckwheat scrub, burned Black sage scrub, and 
burned California sagebrush–California buckwheat scrub/California annual 
grassland. Habitat restoration is the creation of native target habitat that does not 
currently exist; enhancement is the improvement of existing, disturbed native 
habitat areas through the removal of exotic plant species, the addition of native 
plants and/or seeds, or other measures. Preservation is conservation of existing 
habitat that exhibits the functions needed to support target species such as the 
CBB. The mitigation ratio for habitat restoration, enhancement, and preservation 
shall depend on the initial quality of the habitat area to be restored, enhanced or 
preserved and would be determined by the Project Applicant and the LACDRP. 
Sage scrub habitat restoration/enhancement implementation shall begin not more 
than one year following project impacts to this habitat type. Where restoration or 
enhancement is the proposed mitigation, the Project Applicant shall develop a 
Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Program (HMMP) and shall submit it to the 
LACDRP and the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) for review 
and approval. The HMMP shall be developed by a qualified restoration ecologist, 
submitted for review and approval to the LACDRP prior to the issuance of grading 
permits, and shall be implemented by a qualified restoration ecologist and a 
qualified restoration contractor (as defined below). Habitat 
restoration/enhancement will consist of seeding and/or installing container plants 
of suitable sage scrub species. If it is ecologically appropriate for the selected 
mitigation site (e.g., soil types), Peirson’s morning-glory will be incorporated into 
the restoration/enhancement planting and/or seeding palettes. The Project 
Applicant shall implement the HMMP as approved by the LACDRP and CDFW 
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and according to its specified materials, methods, and performance criteria, which 
shall include the following items: 

RPDSEIR page 2-46 is revised as follows:  

MM 5.2-7 The loss of California annual grassland/wildflower fields within the impact area is 
considered to be a significant impact. California annual grassland/wildflower fields 
shall be preserved, restored, or enhanced on site and/or off site at a ratio to be 
determined by the County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning 
(LACDRP), but the ratio shall be no less than 2:1 for habitat restoration, 
enhancement, or preservation or combination thereof. A total of 24.23 acres of 
Foothill needlegrass grassland and burned Foothill needle grass grassland would 
be impacted by Project implementation. Habitat restoration is the creation of native 
target habitat that does not currently exist; enhancement is the improvement of 
existing, disturbed native habitat areas through the removal of exotic plant species, 
the addition of native plants and/or seeds, or other measures. Preservation is 
conservation of existing habitat that exhibits the functions needed to support target 
species such as the CBB. The mitigation ratio for habitat restoration, 
enhancement, or preservation shall depend on the initial quality of the habitat area 
to be restored, enhanced, or preserved and would be determined by the project 
applicant and the LACDRP. The mitigation ratio shall also be no less than 6.5 acres 
of habitat preserved/restored per burrowing owl location impacted (individual or 
pair using the same burrows) or greater than 6.5 acres of habitat enhancement per 
burrowing owl location impacted, depending on the ratio applied to the 
enhancement site(s). California annual grassland/wildflower fields habitat 
restoration/enhancement implementation shall begin not more than one year 
following project impacts to this habitat type. The project applicant shall develop a 
HMMP and shall submit it to the LACDRP and the California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife (CDFW) for review and approval. The HMMP shall be developed by 
a qualified restoration ecologist submitted for review and approval to the LACDRP 
prior to issuance of grading permits, and shall be implemented by a qualified 
restoration ecologist and a qualified restoration contractor (as defined below). The 
HMMP shall also provide mitigation for the loss of burrowing owl habitat; therefore, 
mitigation site selection criteria shall include the suitability of the potential site(s) 
for burrowing owls. Habitat restoration/enhancement shall consist of seeding of 
suitable California annual grassland/wildflower fields plant species. If it is 
ecologically appropriate for the selected mitigation site (e.g., soil type), Peirson's 
morning-glory will be incorporated into the restoration/enhancement palette. The 
Project Applicant shall implement the HMMP as approved by the LACDRP and 
CDFW and according to its specified materials, methods, and performance criteria, 
which shall include the following items: 

RPDSEIR page 2-49 is revised as follows: 

MM 5.2-8 The loss of foothill needlegrass grassland within the impact area is considered to 
be a significant impact. Foothill needlegrass grassland shall be preserved, 
restored, or enhanced on site and/or off site at a ratio to be determined by the 
County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning (LACDRP), but the ratio 
shall be no less than 2:1 for habitat restoration, enhancement, or preservation or 
combination thereof. A total of 342.85 acres of California annual 
grassland/Wildflower fields would be impacted by Project implementation. Habitat 
restoration is the creation of native target habitat that does not currently exist; 
enhancement is the improvement of existing, disturbed native habitat areas 
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through the removal of exotic plant species, the addition of native plants and/or 
seeds, or other measures. Preservation is conservation of existing habitat that 
exhibits the functions needed to support target species such as the CBB. The 
mitigation ratio for habitat restoration, enhancement, or preservation shall depend 
on the initial quality of the habitat area to be restored, enhanced, or preserved and 
would be determined by the project applicant and the LACDRP. The mitigation 
ratio shall also be no less than 6.5 acres of habitat preserved/restored per 
burrowing owl location impacted (individual or pair using the same burrows) or 
greater than 6.5 acres of habitat enhancement per burrowing owl location 
impacted, depending on the ratio applied to the enhancement site(s). Foothill 
needlegrass grassland habitat restoration/enhancement implementation shall 
begin not more than one year following project impacts to this habitat type. The 
project applicant shall develop a HMMP and shall submit it to the LACDRP and 
the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) for review and approval. 
The HMMP shall be developed by a qualified restoration ecologist, submitted for 
review and approval to the LACDRP prior to issuance of grading permits, and shall 
be implemented by a qualified restoration ecologist and a qualified restoration 
contractor (as defined below). The HMMP shall also provide mitigation for the loss 
of burrowing owl habitat; therefore, mitigation site selection criteria shall include 
the suitability of the potential site(s) for the burrowing owl. Habitat 
restoration/enhancement shall consist of seeding of suitable foothill needlegrass 
grassland plant species. If it is ecologically appropriate for the selected mitigation 
site (e.g., soil type), Peirson's morning-glory will be incorporated into the 
restoration/enhancement palette. The Project Applicant shall implement the 
HMMP as approved by the LACDRP and CDFW and according to its specified 
materials, methods, and performance criteria, which shall include the following 
items: 

RPDSEIR page 2-29 is revised as follows: 

MM 5.2-9 A mitigation program for western spadefoot toad (WST) shall be implemented 
prior to construction, ground disturbance, or vegetation removal that would impact 
the WST breeding habitat, or areas within 1,000 feet of WST-occupied ponds 
within the Project Site. The mitigation program would include the components set 
forth below. A detailed methodology for this effort shall be reviewed by the CDFW 
and the LACDRP prior to implementation of the mitigation program. Results of the 
mitigation program shall be provided to the CDFW and the LACDRP.  

• Prior to implementing the Spadefoot Relocation Plan, two focused surveys 
during average or above-average rainfall years will be conducted within the 
prior appropriate seasons. If any additional ephemeral ponds are 
determined to be occupied besides those identified in recent surveys (i.e., 
2015), the Spadefoot Relocation Plan will be modified to include 
replacement of the additional occupied pond as well as those identified in 
recent surveys. 

• Suitable sites for seasonal pond creation, within the Project open space, 
specifically within other NorthLake-owned properties, have been identified 
and 1.07 acres of seasonal pond habitat will be created. The specific 
location of the 1.07-acre pool complex is depicted on Exhibit 5 of the 
NorthLake Castaic, Los Angeles County, California, Western Spadefoot 
Toad Impact Assessment and Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan July 
2022 (Revised March and June 2023) (HMMP). As described in the WST 
Mitigation Implementation Plan, three pools would be created based on 
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current grading plans. The combined size of the three pools (1.07 acres) 
exceeds the maximum combined size of potential WST habitat currently at 
the Project Site (0.95 acres, as shown in Table 2-4, above). The WST 
Mitigation Implementation Plan would address the following issues specific 
to the site or sites: 

o Soil Characteristics and whether clay liners will be necessary 
o Pool locations and site access routes for construction 
o Types of habitat potentially affected by construction and measures 

to restore damaged habitat subject to temporary impacts 
o Watershed size and characteristics 
o Grading plan with cross section for each pool to be created 
o Specifications for clay liner (inf needed) including source of clay and 

installation methods 
o Upland habitat characteristics, including soil suitability for burrowing 

and vegetative buffer, will also be addressed in the plan 

RPDSEIR page 2-28 and RPDSEIR Appendix J page 5 are revised as follows: 

Based on areas of suitable habitat, the project would provide 337.55 acres of mitigation 
within the onsite conservation areas and 156.7 acres of conservation on adjacent 
NorthLake ownership for a total of 492.2 494.25 acres of preservation 

RPDSEIR page 2-96 is revised as follows: 

Ability to Avoid or Substantially Lessen the Significant Impacts of the Project Development 
of the Project Site with the PCAA would decrease the development disturbance area 
compared to the previously approved Project, although the uses remain the same. 
Although the degree of impacts for some topics may be less with this alternative, the 
overall impact conclusions would be consistent with the previously approved Project. 
Consistent with the previously approved Project, the PCAA would result in significant and 
unavoidable impacts related to air quality, and noise, and traffic (VMT). No additional 
significant or more significant impacts would occur with this alternative. 

Mitigation Measure MM 5.2-22 will be added to the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 
See Section 4.0, below. 

MM 5.2-22 The project applicant shall retain a qualified biologist with the appropriate 
handling permits to conduct focused surveys for Crotch’s bumble bee within 
the proposed habitat restoration/enhancement sites prior to implementation 
of the HMMP as set forth in MM 5.2-6 through MM 5.2-8. Focused surveys 
shall follow California Department of Fish and Wildlife’s (CDFW) Survey 
Considerations for California Endangered Species Act Candidate Bumble 
Bee Species (CDFW 2023). Focused surveys shall also be conducted 
throughout the entire proposed mitigation areas and during the appropriate 
flying season to ensure no missed detection of Crotch’s bumble bee occurs. 
Survey results, including negative findings, shall be submitted to CDFW and 
LACDRP prior to the start of a monitoring program. 
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SECTION 4.0 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PLAN 

4.1 INTRODUCTION 

In accordance with the requirements of Section 21081.6 of the California Public Resources Code, 
and as part of its adoption of the RPFSEIR for the NorthLake Specific Plan Project, the County of 
Los Angeles adopts this Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP). The County 
adopts this MMRP in its capacity as the lead agency for the SEIR and RPSEIR in accordance 
with the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (California Public 
Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.) and the State CEQA Guidelines (California Code of 
Regulations, Title 14, Section 15000 et seq.).  

The principal purpose of this MMRP is to ensure that the mitigation measures for the approved 
Project are reported and monitored to ensure compliance with their requirements. In general, the 
Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning is responsible for overseeing 
implementation and completion of the adopted measures. This includes the review of all 
monitoring reports, enforcement actions, and document disposition, unless otherwise noted in the 
attached MMRP table.  

4.2 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

The MMRP is provided in tabular format to facilitate effective tracking and documentation of the 
status of mitigation measures. The attached MMRP table provides the following monitoring 
information: 

 Mitigation Measures. The text of all adopted mitigation measures (MMs) from the 
RPDSEIR and all applicable MMs from the 2019 SEIR has been provided in this MMRP.  

 Responsible for Implementation. This MMRP identifies the party that is responsible for 
implementing each of the MMs that are specified in the RPDSEIR, RPFSEIR, and 2019 
SEIR. 

 Timing. This MMRP includes information related to when each MM in the RPDSEIR, 
RPFSEIR, and applicable MMs in the 2019 SEIR will be implemented. 

 Responsibility for Monitoring. This MMRP identifies the County Department(s) or other 
public agency(ies) that are responsible for overseeing the implementation and completion 
of each MM. 

 Completion Date. The completion date column of this MMRP is used to record the date 
that each mitigation measure is completed. This column of the MMRP table will be filled 
in by the County in the future as the Project is implemented and the MMs are completed. 
Upon completion, the MMRP and associated documentation will be kept on file at the Los 
Angeles County Department of Regional Planning.  
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TABLE 4-1 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

 

Mitigation Measures Mitigation Timing Responsible Agency/Party Monitoring Agency/Party 
Completion Date 

(Signature Required) 

Air Quality (Section 5.1 of the 2019 Draft SEIR) 

MM 5.1-1 Prior to grading permit issuance, applicants shall develop a Construction Traffic Emission Management Plan to 
minimize emissions from vehicles including, but not limited to, scheduling truck deliveries to avoid peak hour 
traffic conditions, consolidating truck deliveries, and prohibiting truck idling in excess of 5 minutes. (SCVAP 
MM 3.3-1) 

Prior to grading permit issuance Applicant County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 

 

MM 5.1-2 Prior to grading permit issuance, applicants shall develop a Construction Dust Emission Management Plan to 
minimize construction-related dust and particulate emissions. The Construction Emission Management Plan 
shall require the use of Best Available Control Measures, as specified in Table 1 of SCAQMD’s Rule 403. If 
potentially significant impacts are identified after the implementation of the SCAQMD recommended Best 
Available Control Measures, the Construction Emission Management Plan shall include the following additional 
elements: (SCVAP MM 3.3-2 dust measures) 

• Use of water trucks or sprinkler systems in sufficient quantities to prevent airborne dust from leaving the 
site. When wind speeds exceed 15 miles per hour the operators shall increase watering frequency. 

• Active sites shall be watered at least three times daily during dry weather. 

• Increase watering frequency during construction or use non-toxic chemical stabilizers if it would provide 
higher control efficiencies. 

• Suspend grading and excavation activities during windy periods (i.e., surface winds in excess of 25 miles 
per hour). 

• Suspend the use of all construction equipment during first-stage smog alerts. 

• Application of non-toxic chemical soil stabilizers or apply water to form and maintain a crust on inactive 
construction areas (disturbed lands within construction projects that are unused for at least four 
consecutive days). 

• Application of non-toxic binders to exposed areas after cut and fill operations and hydroseeded areas. 

• Cover or application of water or non-toxic chemical suppressants to form and maintain a crust on inactive 
storage piles. 

• Planting of vegetative ground cover in disturbed areas as soon as possible and where feasible. 

• Operate street sweepers that comply with SCAQMD Rules 1186 and 1186.1 on roads adjacent to the 
construction site so as to minimize dust emissions. Paved parking and staging areas shall be swept daily. 

• Reduce traffic speeds on all unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour or less. 

• Pave or apply gravel on roads used to access the construction sites when possible. 

• Designate personnel to monitor dust control measures to ensure effectiveness in minimizing fugitive dust 
emissions. 

• An information sign shall be posted at the entrance to each construction site that identifies the permitted 
construction hours and provides a telephone number to call and receive information about the construction 
project or to report complaints regarding excessive fugitive dust generation. Any reasonable complaints 
shall be rectified within 24 hours of their receipt. 

Prior to grading permit issuance Applicant and Future 
Developers 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional 
Planning; SCAQMD 

 

MM 5.1-3 Prior to grading permit issuance, applicants shall develop a Construction Equipment Exhaust Emission 
Management Plan to minimize construction-related exhaust emissions. The Construction Equipment Exhaust 
Emission Management Plan shall require the following elements: (SCVAP MM 3.3-2 exhaust emission 
measures)  

• Scheduling truck deliveries to avoid peak hour traffic conditions, consolidating truck deliveries, and 
prohibiting truck idling in excess of 5 minutes. 

Prior to grading permit issuance Applicant and Future 
Developers 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 
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• Schedule construction activities that affect traffic flow to off-peak hours (e.g., between 10:00 AM and 3:00 
PM, and between 7:00 PM and 6:00 AM provided that a noise disturbance is not generated across a 
residential or commercial property line). 

• Use of diesel-powered construction equipment shall use ultra-low sulfur diesel fuel. 

• Use electric welders to avoid emissions from gas or diesel welders when such equipment is commercially 
available. 

• Use electricity or alternate fuels for on-site mobile equipment instead of diesel equipment when such 
equipment is commercially available. 

• Use on-site electricity or alternative fuels rather than diesel-powered or gasoline powered generators when 
such equipment is commercially available. 

• Maintain construction equipment by conducting regular tune-ups according to the manufacturers' 
recommendations. 

• Minimize idling time either by shutting equipment when not in use or reducing the time of idling to 5 
minutes as a maximum. 

• Limit, to the extent feasible, the hours of operation of heavy duty equipment and/or the amount of 
equipment in use. 

• Retrofit large off-road construction equipment that will be operating for significant periods. Retrofit 
technologies such as particulate traps, selective catalytic reduction, oxidation catalysts, air enhancement 
technologies, etc., shall be evaluated. These technologies will be required if they are certified by CARB 
and/or the US EPA, and are commercially available and can feasibly be retrofitted onto construction 
equipment. 

• The project applicant shall require all on-site construction equipment to meet US EPA Tier 4 or higher 
emissions standards according to the following: 

o April 2010 through December 31, 2011: All off-road diesel-powered construction equipment 
greater than 50 horsepower (hp) shall meet Tier 2 off-road emissions standards. In addition, all 
construction equipment shall be outfitted with the BACT devices certified by CARB. Any 
emissions control device used by the contractor shall achieve emissions reductions that are no 
less than what could be achieved by a Level 2 or Level 3 diesel emissions control strategy for a 
similarly sized engine as defined by CARB regulations. 

o January 1, 2012 through December 31, 2014: All off-road diesel-powered construction equipment 
greater than 50 horsepower (hp) shall meet Tier 3 off-road emissions standards. In addition, all 
construction equipment shall be outfitted with the BACT devices certified by CARB. Any 
emissions control device used by the contractor shall achieve emissions reductions that are no 
less than what could be achieved by a Level 3 diesel emissions control strategy for a similarly 
sized engine as defined by CARB regulations. 

o Post-January 1, 2015: All off-road diesel-powered construction equipment greater than 50 hp 
shall meet the Tier 4 emission standards, where available. In addition, all construction equipment 
shall be outfitted with BACT devices certified by CARB. Any emissions control device used by the 
contractor shall achieve emissions reductions that are no less than what could be achieved by a 
Level 3 diesel emissions control strategy for a similarly sized engine as defined by CARB 
regulations. A copy of each unit’s certified tier specification, BACT documentations, and CARB, 
SCAQMD, or ICAPCD operating permit shall be provided at the time of mobilization of each 
applicable unit of equipment. 

• The contractor shall utilize low-VOC content coatings and solvents that are consistent with applicable 
SCAQMD and ICAPCD rules and regulations. 
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• Consideration shall be given to use of other transportation methods to deliver materials to the 
construction sites (for example, trains or conveyors) if it would result in a reduction of criteria pollutant 
emissions. 

MM 5.1-4 The Project Applicant or Construction Manager shall ensure that, during all grading activities, construction 
grading shall be discontinued on days forecasted for first-stage alerts. 

During all grading activities Applicant and Future 
Developers 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 

 

MM 5.1-5  Prior to grading permit issuance, applicants shall be required to conduct an LST analysis (SCVAP MM 3.3-3). Prior to grading permit issuance Applicant and Future 
Developers 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 

 

MM 5.1-6 The Project Applicant or Construction Manager shall ensure that, during mass grading activities, mass grading 
shall not occur within 1,600 feet of the Northlake Hills Elementary School when school is in session to the 
maximum extent feasible. 

Prior to issuance of grading permits 
for areas within 1,600 feet of the 
Northlake Hills Elementary School 

Construction Contractor, 
Applicant and Future 
Developers 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 

 

MM 5.1-7 Prior to final building inspection, the applicant shall provide preferential parking spaces for carpools and 
vanpools at major commercial and office locations. The spaces shall be clearly identified on plot plans and may 
not be pooled in one location (SCVAP MM 3.3-6). 

Prior to final building inspection Applicant and Future 
Developers 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning  

 

MM 5.1-8 New residential developments shall allow only natural gas-fired hearths and shall prohibit the installation of 
wood-burning hearths and wood-burning stoves (SCVAP MM 3.3-7). 

Prior to issuance of each residential 
building permit 

Applicant and Future 
Developers 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning  

 

MM 5.1-9 A commuter computer program shall be developed for the NorthLake residents in an attempt to reduce 
commuter vehicle trips generated by the proposed projects. (1992 SP EIR MM 4.5-9). 

Prior to issuance of the first 
residential occupancy permit 

Applicant  County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning  

 

MM 5.1-10  Prior to the issuance of each non-residential building permit, the Applicant and its contractors shall provide 
plans and specifications to the County demonstrating that the following features have been incorporated into 
the building designs. Proof of compliance shall be provided to the County prior to the issuance of occupancy 
permits. 

• For buildings that are greater than 100,000 square feet of building space or with more than ten tenant-
occupants, changing/shower facilities shall be provided as specified in Section A5.106.4.3, 
Nonresidential Voluntary Measures, of the California Green Building Standards (CALGreen) Code. 

• Facilities shall be installed to support future electric vehicle charging at each non-residential building 
with 30 or more parking spaces. Installation shall be consistent with Section A5.106.5.3, 
Nonresidential Voluntary Measures (Tier 1), of the CALGreen Code. 

• The Project shall install 135 electric vehicle (EV) chargers4 at non-residential parking spaces within 
the Project limits and/or the greater Castaic community. 

Prior to the issuance of each non-
residential building permit 

Applicant and Future 
Developers 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning  

 

MM 5.1-11  Prior to the issuance of each residential building permit, the Applicant and its contractors shall provide plans 
and specifications to the County demonstrating that the following features have been incorporated into the 
building designs or specifications. Proof of compliance shall be provided to the County prior to the issuance of 
occupancy permits 

• Visitor parking shall include preferentially located parking spaces for alternative-fueled vehicles. 

• Bicycle parking shall be provided as specified in Section A4.106.9, Residential Voluntary Measures, of 
the CALGreen Code, or, provide required long-term and short-term bicycle parking for buildings as 
specified in Section 22.52.1225 of the County Zoning Ordinance, whichever is more stringent. 

• 100 percent of residences shall be pre-wired for an EV charging station and at least 10 percent of 
residences shall have an EV charging station. 

Prior to the issuance of each 
residential building permit 

Applicant and Future 
Developers 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning  

 

 
4  Assumed to be Level 2 chargers that can provide enough electricity to provide a 25 mile driving range per hour spent charging. 
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MM 5.1-12  Prior to issuance of each building permit for parking structures and parking lots with 20 or more parking 
spaces, the Applicant and its contractors shall provide plans and specifications to the County demonstrating 
that the following features have been incorporated into the parking facility. Proof of compliance shall be 
provided to the County prior to the issuance of occupancy permits. 

• The parking facility shall include a minimum of five percent preferentially located parking spaces for 
alternative-fueled (electric, natural gas, or similar low-emitting technology) vehicles. 

• The parking facility shall include at least one electric vehicle charging station. Electrical lines shall be 
designed and sized to add additional charging stations for up to three percent of the total parking 
spaces when a demand is demonstrated. The design and installation shall be consistent with Section 
A4.106.8.2, Residential Voluntary Measures, of the CALGreen Code. 

• For residential parking facilities, bicycle parking shall be provided as specified in Section A4.106.9, 
Residential Voluntary Measures, of the CALGreen code. 

Prior to issuance of each building 
permit for parking structures and 
parking lots with 20 or more parking 
spaces 

Construction Contractor, 
Applicant and Future 
Developers 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning  

 

MM 5.1-13  Once constructed, the Applicant shall ensure that the tenants/operators of non-residential uses include the 
following features and procedures. Proof of compliance shall be provided to the County within one month 
following the issuance of each occupancy permit. 

• Post signs requiring that trucks shall not be left idling for prolonged periods (i.e., in excess of 5 
minutes, as required by State law). 

• Post both bus and Metrolink schedules in conspicuous areas. 

• Configure the employee work schedules around the local bus schedule and provide said schedules as 
evidence of compliance to Regional Planning upon request. 

Within one month following the 
issuance of each occupancy permit 

Applicant and Future 
Developers 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning  

 

MM 5.1-14 Prior to the issue of occupancy permits for each industrial building, the Permit Applicant/Developer shall 
demonstrate that ambient air quality concentrations of criteria pollutants at sensitive receptors resulting from 
the proposed use(s) shall not exceed the following: 

• Nitrogen dioxide (NO2) – 0.10 parts per million (ppm), 1 hour average; 0.03 ppm, annual arithmetic 
mean 

• Inhalable particulate matter (PM10) – 2.5 micrograms per cubic meter (µg/m3), 24-hour average; 1.0 
µg/m3-annual average 

• Fine particulate matter (PM2.5) – 2.5 µg/m3, 24-hour average 

The Permit Applicant/Developer shall also demonstrate through preparation of a subsequent health risk 
assessment that the incremental health risks from toxic air pollutants at sensitive receptors resulting from the 
proposed use(s) shall not exceed the following: 

• Maximum incremental cancer risk – 10 in 1 million 

• Cancer burden – 0.5 excess cancer cases in areas where the cancer risk exceeds 1 in 1 million 

• Chronic hazard index – 1.0 

• Acute hazard index – 1.0 

Prior to the issuance of occupancy 
permits for each industrial building 

Applicant and Future 
Developers 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 
and Department of Public Health 

 

MM 5.1-15 No playgrounds, ball fields, or other facilities that encourage active recreation shall be built west of the 
Southern California Edison (SCE) easement. 

Prior to tract map approval Project Applicant and Future 
Developers 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 

 

MM 5.1-16 Prior to the commencement of brush clearing, grading, or other activity that would generate fugitive dust, the 
Property Owner/Developer shall employ a Dust-Control Supervisor who will be on the site within 30 minutes of 
the start of work taking place each morning; will have the authority to expeditiously employ sufficient dust 
mitigation measures to ensure compliance with all South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) 
Rule 403 requirements; and will have completed the SCAQMD Fugitive Dust Control Class and has been 
issued a valid Certificate of Completion for the class. 

Prior to brush clearing activities, 
issuance of grading permits, or 
other construction activities 

Construction Contractor County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 
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MM 5.1-17 To aid in the prevention of Valley Fever among construction crews on the Project site, the following measures 
shall be implemented by the Construction Contractor during all construction activities:  

• Hire crews from local populations where possible, since it is more likely that they have been 
previously exposed to the fungus and are therefore immune. 

• Require crews to use NIOSH-approved respiratory protection with particulate filters to restrict 
inhalation of particulates during Project clearing, grading, and excavation operations in accordance 
with California Division of Occupational Safety and Health regulations. 

• Where acceptable to the County of Los Angeles Fire Department, control weed growth by mowing 
instead of disking, thereby leaving the ground undisturbed and with a mulch covering. 

• During rough grading and construction, the access way into the Project site from adjoining paved 
roadways shall be paved or treated with environmentally safe dust-control agents. 

Prior to issuance of grading permits 
and through duration of 
construction activities 

Construction Contractor County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 

 

MM 5.1-18 Prior to sale, lease, or rental of any residential structure or portion thereof on the NorthLake Project site, the 
Property Owner/Developer shall provide to each prospective purchaser or tenant a notice and statement of 
acknowledgment that shall be executed (i.e., read and signed) by the prospective purchaser, lessee, or tenant 
that the property within NorthLake may present a temporary risk of exposure to Valley Fever spores during 
construction or other earth-moving activities. The form shall include strategies to reduce potential exposure to 
Valley Fever spores. The form and method of distribution of said notice and statement of acknowledgment 
shall be as approved by the County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning. 

Prior to sale, lease, or rental of any 
residential structure or portion 
thereof on the NorthLake Project 
site 

Project Applicant and Future 
Developers 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 

 

MM 5.1-19 Prior to issuance of each grading and building permit, the applicant/developer shall require in contract 
specifications, that contractors set goals to limit unnecessary construction equipment idling to 3 minutes and 
include methods to encourage equipment operators to achieve the 3-minute goal. 

Prior to each grading and building 
permit 

Project Applicant and 
Construction Contractor 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 

 

MM 5.1-20 Prior to the issue of the first occupancy permit for commercial or industrial facilities, the master developer shall 
establish the NorthLake Community Transportation Program that would be established through the creation of 
Covenants, Codes and Restrictions (CC&Rs) for all commercial and industrial properties within the Specific 
Plan to establish and coordinate the following programs that would reduce single-vehicle commuting and the 
associated criteria pollutant and GHG emissions: 

• Ride share program – The program will establish a system for coordinating ride sharing among 
employees of on-site commercial and industrial businesses. The program will also work with 
employers to support vanpools. 

• Commuter bus program – The program will coordinate with Santa Clarita Valley Transit to (1) extend 
the existing bus routes into the NorthLake Project area and (2) determine employee demand for 
express commuter buses to the Project Site and establish commuter bus service in response to 
demand. 

Prior to issuance of the first 
occupancy permit for commercial or 
industrial facilities 

Project Applicant and Future 
Developers 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 

 

Biological Resources (Section 5.2 of the 2019 Draft EIR, RPDSEIR, RPFSEIR) 

MM 5.2-1  If special-status species may potentially be subject to direct loss through implementation of construction 
activities, mitigation measures proposed as part of biological site survey reports shall include a requirement for 
preconstruction special-status species surveys, followed by measures to ensure avoidance, relocation or safe 
escape of special-status species from construction activity, whichever action is the most appropriate. If special 
status species are found to be brooding, denning, nesting, etc. on site during the preconstruction survey, 
construction activity shall be halted until offspring are weaned, fledged, etc. and are able to escape the site or 
be safely relocated to appropriate off-site habitat areas. A qualified biologist shall be on site to conduct 
surveys, to perform or oversee implementation of protective measures, and to determine when construction 
activity may resume. (SCVAP 2012 EIR MM 3.7-2) 

Prior to issuance of grading permits Project Applicant, Future 
Developers, Construction 
Contractor, and Qualified 
Biologist 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 

 

MM 5.2-2  Impacts on sensitive habitats resulting from implementation of the Area Plan shall be compensated for through 
the acquisition of lands described in Policies CO 10.1.3, CO 10.1.11 and CO 10.1.12. Said acquisition shall 
prioritize habitat types that are particularly at risk in the region. At risk habitats include but are not limited to 
waterways, wetlands and vernal pools; alluvial scrub; native grasslands; savannas, woodlands and forests; 
holly-leaf cherry and Great basin sagebrush associations; and rocklands. (SCVAP 2012 EIR MM 3.7-2) 

Prior to issuance of grading 
permit(s) and during construction 

Project Applicant, Future 
Developers, and Construction 
Contractor 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 
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MM 5.2-3  Removal of riparian habitat will require coordination with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife and the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Mitigation for riparian habitat lost may include one or a combination of the 
following measures: 1) project alteration to avoid impacting the onsite riparian habitat; 2) the onsite creation of 
at least an equal amount of equal quality habitat; 3) enhancement of poor quality onsite habitat, usually greater 
than 1:1 ratio (habitat lost to habitat enhanced); and 4) creation of offsite habitat where none currently exists. 
Final mitigation requirements shall be determined through consultation with the appropriate agencies. (1992 
SP EIR MM 4.7-5) 

Prior to issuance of grading 
permit(s) and during construction 

Project Applicant, Future 
Developers, and Construction 
Contractor 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 
and California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife and U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers 

 

MM 5.2-4 Mitigation for the club-haired mariposa lily and the slender mariposa lily shall consist of transplantation of lilies 
to a mitigation site and establishment of a self-sustaining population as set forth in the NorthLake Castaic, Los 
Angeles County, California, Special-Status Plants Impact Assessment and Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring 
Plan (Special Status Plant Impact Assessment and Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan).5 The Special-
Status Plants Impact Assessment and Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan has been subject to review and 
approval by LACDRP and CDFW. A designated Project Biologist approved by the LACDRP and CDFW shall 
oversee its implementation. Seeds will be collected from lilies that are located within the impact boundaries and 
bulbs will be subsequently excavated and stored for later transplantation to the translocation site depicted on 
Exhibit 5 of the Special-Status Plants Impact Assessment and Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan. The 
Mitigation Program in the Special-Status Plants Impact Assessment and Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan 
sets forth the following activities necessary to fully mitigate the significant impacts to the club-haired mariposa 
lily and the slender mariposa lily: 

• A pre-grading survey shall be conducted for two seasons following emergence of leaves and during 
the peak flowering period (approximately March through June) by the Biological Monitor. The 
Biological Monitor shall clearly identify each lily location within the impact area with a pin flag for later 
collection. The pre-grading survey shall also document the approximate coverage of native and non-
native plants at each lily population to be impacted. 

• Prior to seed collection, the existing lily locations marked during pre-construction surveys shall be 
monitored every two weeks by the Biological Monitor or a qualified Seed Collector to determine when 
the seeds are ready for collection. The Seed Collector shall collect seeds from the plants within the 
collection area when the seeds are ripe. The seeds shall be cleaned and stored by a qualified nursery 
or an institution with appropriate storage facilities. 

• Individual lily bulbs shall be excavated and collected following the seed collection and once the bulbs 
have entered their winter dormancy period (approximately September 1). The bulbs shall be stored by 
a qualified nursery or institution with appropriate storage facilities and all non-target bulbiferous 
species shall be discarded. 

• A portion of the collected seeds will be used to grow 500 slender/club-haired mariposa lilies for 
contingency purposes and stored a native plant nursery until needed as determined by the project 
biologist. 

• Receptor site or sites identified in BonTerra’s Feasibility Analysis of NorthLake Biological Mitigation 
Requirements and refined by GLA (as shown on Exhibit 5 of the Special-Status Plants Impact 
Assessment and Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan) shall be located in dedicated open space or 
the site will be subject to dedication with a Conservation Easement. The receptor site or sites have 
been shown to exhibit similar soils, associated native species, and topographical features to the 
impact areas. 

• Receptor sites on lands currently owned by NorthLake will be managed by SMMC or other approved 
entities. Prior to commencing the actions set forth in this plan, the applicant shall submit final 
agreements to CDFW and the County with the acceptable entities that will hold the Conservation 
Easement(s) (CE) and provide long-term management. 

• Funding for this measure shall be suitably established to the County’s satisfaction. 

Prior to vegetation clearing and/or 
grading activities; monitoring shall 
be conducted for ten years or until 
the mitigation site reaches its 
performance standards 

Project Applicant, Future 
Developers, Construction 
Contractor and Qualified 
Biologist 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 

 

 
5  Glenn Lukos Associates. July 2022 [Revised October and December 2022, February and April 2024]. NorthLake Castaic, Los Angeles County, California, Special-Status Plant Impact Assessment and Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (Appendix B-2 to the 

RPDSEIR). 
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• Performance criteria have been developed in the Special-Status Plants Impact Assessment and 
Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan, dated February 2023, and pre-approved by the LACDRP and 
CDFW. The performance criteria shall address (1) native and non-native plant coverage requirements 
(mitigation site conditions should be consistent with lily populations in the impact area) and (2) 
percentage of lilies that exhibit emergent leaves that that bloom each year as follows (because the 
salvaged plantings will be phased over a three-year period as described above, the monitoring period 
would be ten years for each phase or a minimum of 13 years beginning from the start of phase 1. As 
set forth in Table 3 of the of the Special-Status Plants Impact Assessment and Habitat Mitigation and 
Monitoring Plan, under the phased translocation, 40-percent of plants would be translocated in year 1, 
40-percent in year 2 and 20-percent in year 3):  

Year One 

• Emergence of leaves of a minimum of 70-percent of the translocated bulbs 

• Flowering of a minimum of 50-percent of the translocated bulbs 

• Habitat subject to translocation must exhibit same or less cover by non-native grasses and forbs than 
during the initial plot identification; and 

• No evidence of herbivory 

Year Two 

• Emergence of leaves of a minimum of 60-percent of the translocated bulbs 

• Flowering of a minimum of 40-percent of the translocated bulbs 

• Habitat subject to translocation must exhibit same or less cover by non-native grasses and forbs than 
during the initial plot identification; and 

• No evidence of herbivory 

Year Three 

• Emergence of leaves of a minimum of 50-percent of the translocated bulbs 

• Flowering of a minimum of 30-percent of the translocated bulbs 

• Habitat subject to translocation must exhibit same or less cover by non-native grasses and forbs than 
during the initial plot identification; and 

• No evidence of herbivory 

Year Four 

• Emergence of leaves of a minimum of 50-percent of the translocated bulbs 

• Flowering of a minimum of 30-percent of the translocated bulbs 

• Habitat subject to translocation must exhibit same or less cover by non-native grasses and forbs than 
during the initial plot identification; and 

• No evidence of herbivory 

Year Five 

• Emergence of leaves of a minimum of 60-percent of the translocated bulbs 

• Flowering of a minimum of 40-percent of the translocated bulbs 

• Habitat subject to translocation must exhibit same or less cover by non-native grasses and forbs than 
during the initial plot identification; and 
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• No evidence of herbivory 

Year Six 

• Emergence of leaves of a minimum of 70-percent of the translocated bulbs 

• Flowering of a minimum of 50-percent of the translocated bulbs 

• Habitat subject to translocation must exhibit same or less cover by non-native grasses and forbs than 
during the initial plot identification; and 

• No evidence of herbivory 

Year Seven 

• Emergence of leaves of a minimum of 70-percent of the translocated bulbs 

• Flowering of a minimum of 50-percent of the translocated bulbs 

• Habitat subject to translocation must exhibit same or less cover by non-native grasses and forbs than 
during the initial plot identification; and 

• No evidence of herbivory 

• Habitat subject to translocation must exhibit same or less cover by non-native grasses and forbs than 
during the initial plot identification; and 

• No evidence of herbivory 

Year Eight 

• Emergence of leaves of a minimum of 80-percent of the translocated bulbs 

• Flowering of a minimum of 60-percent of the translocated bulbs 

Year Nine 

• Emergence of leaves of a minimum of 90-percent of the translocated bulbs 

• Flowering of a minimum of 70-percent of the translocated bulbs 

• Habitat subject to translocation must exhibit same or less cover by non-native grasses and forbs than 
during the initial plot identification; and 

• No evidence of herbivory 

Year Ten 

• Emergence of leaves of a minimum of 100-percent of the translocated bulbs 

• Flowering of a minimum of 70-percent of the translocated bulbs 

• Habitat subject to translocation must exhibit same or less cover by non-native grasses and forbs than 
during the initial plot identification; and 

• No evidence of herbivory 

• Potential seed sources from additional donor sites shall also be identified in case it becomes 
necessary to collect additional seed for use on the site following performance of remedial measures. 

The monitoring shall be conducted for ten years (for each phase) from installation of the translocated bulbs or 
from installation of container plants. As noted, this could result in two separate and unrelated ten-year 
monitoring efforts, including one that originates with bulb installation and a subsequent effort that begins with 
container stock installation. If the performance standards are not being met during the first year, additional 
measures may be suggested as determined appropriate by the Project Biologist as set forth in the Contingency 
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Plan set forth in the Special-Status Plants Impact Assessment and Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan as 
set follows:  

• If any of the translocation/receptor sites are observed to be failing significantly to achieve the 
performance standard during the ten-year monitoring period, the Biological Monitor will identify an 
alternate site(s) in which to install the contingency plant materials that will be stored at a nursery for 
the first year of the program.  

• If the receptor sites appear on track to meet the performance standards no sooner than year seven of 
the monitoring and maintenance period, the remaining plant material may be planted at the receptor 
sites (if space allows) or additional acceptable receptor sites will be identified.  

• Seeds and/or bulbs will continue to be harvested from lilies maintained in the nursery and installed in 
the receptor sites on an as-needed basis to ensure receptor sites are progressing toward final 
performance.  

• If the receptor sites fail to achieve the performance standards by the tenth year of the program, the 
monitoring period may be extended if the Project Biologist in consultation with LACDRP and CDFW, 
determines that the site is continuing to progress and can ultimately achieve the performance 
standards. Alternatively, if it is determined that a particular receptor site is not able to meet 
performance standards, then additional receptor sites will be identified to make up the difference. 
Thus, for example, if a receptor site received 500 bulbs, at the 80-percent success criteria it must 
have 400 emergent plants or 300 flowering plants to be successful. If the site only exhibits 40-percent 
emergent plants and 30-percent of flowering Mariposa lilies, then the site would be credited with the 
partial success achieved and an additional site where the shortfall could be made up would be 
identified.  

• Potential seed sources from additional donor sites shall also be identified in case it becomes 
necessary to collect additional seed for use on the site following performance of remedial measures. 

MM 5.2-5a Mitigation for the round-leaved filaree shall consist of transplantation of round-leaved filaree to a mitigation site 
and establishment of a self-sustaining population as set forth in the NorthLake Castaic, Los Angeles County, 
California, Special Status Plant Impact Assessment and Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (Special Status 
Plant Impact Assessment and Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan).6 The Special Status Plant Impact 
Assessment and Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan has been subject to review and approval by LACDRP 
and CDFW. A designated Project Biologist approved by the LACDRP and CDFW shall oversee its 
implementation. Seeds will be collected from round-leaved filaree that are located within the impact boundaries 
and stored for propagation of container plants to provide for introduction of propagated plants to the 
translocation site depicted on Exhibit 4A of the Special Status Plant Impact Assessment and Habitat Mitigation 
and Monitoring Plan. The Mitigation Program in the Special Status Plant Impact Assessment and Habitat 
Mitigation and Monitoring Plan sets forth the following activities necessary to fully mitigate the significant 
impacts to the round-leaved filaree: 

• A pre-grading survey shall be conducted for two seasons, prior to grading of the occupied area, during 
the peak flowering period (approximately March through May) by the Biological Monitor. The 
Biological Monitor shall clearly identify the extent of the round-leaved filaree location within the impact 
area with pin flags and record the extent of the population using sub-meter GPS for later collection. 
The pre-grading surveys shall also document the approximate coverage of native and non-native 
plants at the location of the population to be impacted. 

• Prior to seed collection, the existing round-leaved filaree locations marked during pre-construction 
surveys shall be monitored every two weeks by the Biological Monitor or a qualified Seed Collector to 
determine when the seeds are ready for collection. The Seed Collector shall collect seeds from the 
plants within the collection area when the seeds are ripe. The seeds shall be cleaned and stored by a 
qualified nursery or an institution with appropriate storage facilities. 

Prior to vegetation clearing and/or 
grading activities; monitoring shall 
be conducted for ten years or until 
the mitigation site reaches its 
performance standards 
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6  Glenn Lukos Associates. July 2022 [Revised October and December 2022, February and April 2024]. NorthLake Castaic, Los Angeles County, California, Special-Status Plant Impact Assessment and Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (Appendix B-2 to the 
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• Collected seeds, up to one half, will be used to grow a minimum of 300 plants and the remaining half 
will be stored to allow for contingency purposes all of which would be planted at the receptor site once 
performance standards are achieved.  

• Receptor site or sites identified by GLA during site assessments in 2021 (see Exhibit 4A in Special 
Status Plant Impact Assessment and Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan7) shall be located in 
dedicated open space or the site will be subject to dedication with a Conservation Easement. The 
receptor site or sites have been shown to exhibit similar soils, associated native species, and 
topographical features to the impact areas.  

Performance criteria have been developed in the Special Status Plant Impact Assessment and Habitat 
Mitigation and Monitoring Plan and pre-approved by the LACDRP and CDFW. In developing the performance 
standards for the round-leaved filaree, it is important to consider the primary goal of the plan referenced above, 
which is to establish a self-sustaining population of this plant consisting of the number of individuals/population 
size determined during pre-construction surveys. With replacement of the existing population, the impacts 
would be fully mitigated. This requires consideration of the following factors:  

• The number of flowering individuals in any given year can vary substantially, based on environmental 
conditions, such that it is necessary to observe the translocated populations over a period of years to 
accurately determine survival and overall stability of the population. To this end, this plan proposes a 
ten-year monitoring term to track emergent plants along with flowering individuals which in 
combination provides the best and easiest indicators to track that the translocation is succeeding.  

• Various threats to the plants must be minimized during the ten-year monitoring and maintenance 
period to ensure survival, germination, and ultimate flowering of recruited individuals, with seed set, 
leading to future germination/successful reproduction.  

• Habitat characteristics, including non-native grasses and herbaceous weeds, are important and 
require monitoring to determine that specific translocation/receptor sites are exhibiting a positive 
trajectory.  

Given these considerations, the performance standards set forth below are to be achieved for the program to 
be considered successful. Because of the variability in the number of flowering individuals from year-to-year, 
the performance standards will have been achieved during at least three years of the ten-year monitoring 
program. Thus, the standards provide specific criteria showing that the program is on a positive trajectory. 
Should the performance standards be achieved early in the program, monitoring will continue for the full ten 
years to ensure that there is no degradation of the habitat values during the ten-year period. Thus, if the 
following standards are met in at least three years of the ten-year monitoring period then the program is 
considered successful. Program funding shall be suitably established to the County’s satisfaction. 

Year One Through Year Ten 

• Flowering of a minimum of 100-percent of the total number of flowering plants counted during pre-
construction surveys originating from container stock or seed bank. As noted, the number of container 
stock individuals planted or plants originating from seed following the initial establishment will equal or 
exceed the number impacted as determined during pre-construction surveys during at least three 
years of the ten-year monitoring period; and 

• Habitat subject to translocation must exhibit same or less cover by non-native grasses and forbs than 
during the initial planting (30-percent).  

 
7  Glenn Lukos Associates. July 2022 [Revised October and December 2022, February and April 2024]. NorthLake Castaic, Los Angeles County, California, Special-Status Plant Impact Assessment and Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (Appendix B-2 to the 

RPDSEIR). 
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Contingency Plan 

In the event the mitigation program fails to achieve the performance standards discussed above during the ten-
year monitoring period, the Project Applicant will implement the following remedial measures to attempt to 
achieve the performance standards: 

• If the receptor site is observed to be failing significantly to achieve the performance standards during 
the ten-year monitoring period (e.g., flowering of 100-percent is not achieved after three years with 
normal or above-normal rainfall), the Biological Monitor will identify an alternate site(s) in which to 
install the contingency plant materials that will be propagated from the contingency seed supply held 
at the nursery for contingency purposes (and maintained for at least ten years). Should the 
performance standards be achieved, contingency plant materials will be broadcast or installed in the 
translocation sites, with no additional performance standards for the contingency materials. 

The alternate site(s) will be prepared as outlined for the initial site and modifications incorporated as 
determined by the Project Biologist in coordination with LACDRP and CDFW. Once an approach has been 
determined in coordination with LACDRP and CDFW, the container stock would be propagated from the 
contingency seed and the plants would be installed at the alternate site(s) and a ten-year program, that 
included monitoring and maintenance, would be initiated as set forth above. 

MM 5.2-5b Mitigation for the paniculate tarplant shall consist of transplantation of paniculate tarplant by means of seed 
broadcasting to a mitigation site with establishment of a self-sustaining population as set forth in the NorthLake 
Castaic, Los Angeles County, California, Special Status Plant Impact Assessment and Habitat Mitigation and 
Monitoring Plan (Special Status Plant Impact Assessment and Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan). 8 The 
Special Status Plant Impact Assessment and Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan has been subject to 
review and approval by LACDRP and CDFW. A designated Project Biologist approved by the LACDRP and 
CDFW shall oversee its implementation. Seeds will be collected from paniculate tarplant that are located within 
the impact boundaries and stored for introduction to the receptor site depicted on Exhibit 4A of the Special 
Status Plant Impact Assessment and Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan. The Mitigation Program in the 
Special Status Plant Impact Assessment and Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan sets forth the following 
activities necessary to fully mitigate the significant impacts to the paniculate tarplant: 

• A pre-grading survey shall be conducted for two seasons during the peak flowering period 
(approximately June through August) by the Project Biologist. The Project Biologist shall clearly 
identify the extent of the paniculate tarplant location within the impact area with perimeter pin flags 
and sub-meter GPS for later use during seed collection. The pre-grading survey shall also document 
the approximate coverage of native and non-native plants at the location of the population to be 
impacted. 

• Prior to seed collection, the existing paniculate tarplant locations marked during pre-construction 
surveys shall be monitored every two weeks by the Project Biologist or a qualified Seed Collector 
under the direction of the Project Biologist to determine when the seeds are ready for collection. The 
Seed Collector shall collect seeds from the plants within the collection area when the seeds are ripe. 
The seeds shall be cleaned and stored by a qualified nursery or an institution with appropriate storage 
facilities. 

• One third of the collected seeds will be used to broadcast on the receptor site during an initial year 
and one third would be retained for the second year at the receptor site. The remaining one-third of 
the seed would be held for contingency purposes until performance standards are achieved. Once 
they are achieved, the contingency seed would be distributed into the mitigation site. 

• The receptor site identified by GLA during 2021 (see Exhibit 4A in Special Status Plant Impact 
Assessment and Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan9) shall be located in dedicated open space or 
the site will be subject to dedication with a Conservation Easement. The receptor site or sites have 

Prior to vegetation clearing and/or 
grading activities; monitoring shall 
be conducted for ten years or until 
the mitigation site reaches its 
performance standards 
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8  Glenn Lukos Associates. July 2022 [Revised October and December 2022, February and April 2024]. NorthLake Castaic, Los Angeles County, California, Special-Status Plant Impact Assessment and Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (Appendix B-2 to the 

RPDSEIR). 
9  Glenn Lukos Associates. July 2022 [Revised October and December 2022, February and April 2024]. NorthLake Castaic, Los Angeles County, California, Special-Status Plant Impact Assessment and Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (Appendix B-2 to the 

RPDSEIR). 
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been shown to exhibit similar soils, associated native species, and topographical features to the 
impact areas.  

Performance criteria have been developed in the Special Status Plant Impact Assessment and Habitat 
Mitigation and Monitoring Plan and pre-approved by the LACDRP (and CDFW). In developing the performance 
standards for the paniculate tarplant, it is important to consider the primary goal of the plan as set forth above, 
which is to establish a self-sustaining population of this plant consisting of the number of individuals/population 
size determined during the largest population number of the two years of pre-construction surveys. With 
replacement of the existing population, the impacts would be fully mitigated. This requires consideration of the 
following factors:  

• The number of flowering individuals in any given year can vary substantially, based on environmental 
conditions, such that it is necessary to observe the translocated populations over a period of years to 
accurately determine survival and overall stability of the population. To this end, this plan proposes a 
ten-year monitoring term to track flowering individuals to confirm that the translocation is succeeding.  

• Various threats to the plants must be minimized during the ten-year monitoring and maintenance 
period to ensure survival, germination, and ultimate flowering of recruited individuals, with seed set, 
leading to future germination/successful reproduction.  

• Habitat characteristics including non-native grasses and herbaceous weeds are important and require 
monitoring to determine that specific translocation/receptor sites are exhibiting a positive trajectory.  

Given these considerations, the performance standards set forth below are to be achieved for the program to 
be considered successful. Because of the variability in the number of flowering individuals from year-to-year, 
the performance standards will have been achieved during at least three years during the ten-year monitoring 
program. Thus, the annual standards provide specific criteria showing that the program is on a positive 
trajectory. Should the performance standards be achieved early in the program, monitoring will continue for the 
full ten years to ensure that there is no degradation of the habitat values during the ten-year period. Thus, if the 
following standards are met in at least three years of the ten-year monitoring period then the program is 
considered successful. Program funding shall be suitably established to the County’s satisfaction. 

Year One Through Year Ten 

• Flowering of a minimum of 100-percent of the total number of flowering plants counted during the 
larger of the two years during which pre-construction monitoring was conducted. This would be 
achieved during at least three years of the ten-year monitoring period); and 

• Habitat subject to translocation must exhibit same or less cover by non-native grasses; and forbs than 
during the initial planting (30-percent).  

Contingency Plan 

In the event the mitigation program fails to achieve the performance standards discussed above during the 
ten-year monitoring period, the Project Applicant will implement the following remedial measures to attempt to 
achieve the performance standards: 

• If the receptor site is observed to be failing significantly to achieve the performance standards during 
the ten-year monitoring period (e.g., flowering of 100-percent is not achieved after three years with 
normal or above-normal rainfall), the Biological Monitor will identify an alternate site(s) in which to 
install the contingency seed held at the nursery for contingencies purposes (and maintained for at 
least ten years). Should the performance standards be achieved, contingency plant materials will be 
broadcast or installed in the translocation sites, with no additional performance standards for the 
contingency materials. 

• The alternate site(s) will be prepared as outlined for the initial site and modifications incorporated as 
determined by the Project Biologist in coordination with LACDRP and CDFW. Once an approach has 
been determined in coordination with LACDRP and CDFW, contingency seed would be installed at 
the alternate site(s) and a ten-year program, that included monitoring and maintenance would be 
initiated as set forth above. 
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MM 5.2-5c Mitigation for the southwestern spiny rush includes two components to ensure long-term persistence of 
southwestern spiny rush in northern Los Angeles County. Mitigation includes 1) preservation of streambed 
habitat within Marple Canyon that contains 523 individuals of the spiny rush, and 2) planting of southwestern 
spiny rush at a mitigation site with establishment of a self-sustaining population as set forth in the NorthLake 
Castaic, Los Angeles County, California, Special Status Plant Impact Assessment and Habitat Mitigation and 
Monitoring Plan (Special Status Plant Impact Assessment and Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan).10 The 
Special Status Plant Impact Assessment and Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan has been subject to 
review and approval by LACDRP and CDFW. A designated Project Biologist approved by the LACDRP and 
CDFW shall oversee its implementation. Seed will be collected from southwestern spiny rush plants located 
within the impact boundaries. The collected seed will be stored for propagation of container plants. Once 
propagated, the container plants would be introduced to the translocation site depicted on Exhibit 4B of the 
Special Status Plant Impact Assessment and Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan. The Mitigation Program in 
the Special Status Plant Impact Assessment and Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan sets forth the following 
activities necessary to fully mitigate the significant impacts to the southwestern spiny rush: 

• A pre-grading survey shall be conducted during a single season during the peak flowering period 
(approximately March through May) by the Biological Monitor. The Biological Monitor shall identify the 
extent of the southwestern spiny rush location within the impact area using sub-meter GPS for later 
seed collection.  

• Prior to seed collection, the existing southwestern spiny rush locations marked during pre-construction 
surveys shall be monitored every two weeks by the Biological Monitor or a qualified Seed Collector to 
determine when the seeds are ready for collection. The Seed Collector shall collect seeds from the 
plants within the collection area when the seeds are ripe. The seeds shall be cleaned and stored by a 
qualified nursery or an institution with appropriate storage facilities. 

• Collected seeds will be used to grow a minimum of 600 plants to allow for contingency purposes all of 
which would be planted at the receptor site. Half of the seed collected will be retained by the nursery 
for additional propagation as a contingency measure. 

• Receptor site or sites identified by GLA during site assessments in 2021 (see Exhibit 4B in Special 
Status Plant Impact Assessment and Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan11) shall be located in 
dedicated open space or the site will be subject to dedication with a Conservation Easement. The 
receptor site or sites have been shown to exhibit similar soils, associated native species, and 
topographical features to the impact areas.  

Performance criteria have been developed in the Special Status Plant Impact Assessment and Habitat 
Mitigation and Monitoring Plan and pre-approved by the LACDRP and CDFW. In developing the performance 
standards for the southwestern spiny rush, it is important to consider the primary goal of the plan as set forth 
above, which is to provide for a combination of preservation and establishment of a self-sustaining population 
of this plant consisting of the 300 individuals, which in combination of the preservation in Marple Canyon would 
mitigate impacts to this species. In order to achieve survival of 200 plants within Grasshopper Creek, 300 
individuals will be planted initially to allow for natural attrition. With the combined preservation and replacement 
of the existing population, the impacts would be fully mitigated. This requires consideration of the following 
factors:  

• Southwestern spiny rush is a perennial plant and the number of flowering individuals in any given year 
does not vary substantially. However, based on environmental conditions, it is not expected that 
populations change significantly over the period of years needed to accurately determine survival and 
overall stability of the population. To this end, this plan proposes a ten-year monitoring term to track 
the existing population within Marple Canyon along with established individuals in Grasshopper Creek 
to determine progress.  

Prior to vegetation clearing and/or 
grading activities; monitoring shall 
be conducted for ten years or until 
the mitigation site reaches its 
performance standards 
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10  Glenn Lukos Associates. July 2022 [Revised October and December 2022, February and April 2024]. NorthLake Castaic, Los Angeles County, California, Special-Status Plant Impact Assessment and Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (Appendix B-2 to the 

RPDSEIR). 
11  Glenn Lukos Associates. July 2022 [Revised October and December 2022, February and April 2024]. NorthLake Castaic, Los Angeles County, California, Special-Status Plant Impact Assessment and Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (Appendix B-2 to the 

RPDSEIR). 
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• Various threats to the plants established within Grasshopper Creek must be minimized during the ten-
year monitoring and maintenance period to ensure survival, germination, and ultimate flowering of 
planted and recruited individuals, with seed set, leading to future germination/successful reproduction.  

• Habitat characteristics including non-native grasses and herbaceous weeds are important and require 
monitoring to determine that specific translocation/receptor sites are exhibiting a positive trajectory.  

Given these considerations, the performance standards set forth below are to be achieved for the program to 
be considered successful. Because of the expected stability in the number of flowering individuals from year-to-
year, the performance standards will have been achieved at the end of the ten-year monitoring program. Thus, 
the annual standards provide a guide showing that the program is on a positive trajectory. Should the 
performance standards be achieved early in the program, monitoring will continue for the full ten years to 
ensure that there is no degradation of the habitat values during the ten-year period. Thus, if the following 
standards are met in at least three years of the ten-year monitoring period then the program is considered 
successful. Program funding shall be suitably established to the County’s satisfaction. 

Marple Canyon Year One Through Year Ten 

• Persistence of Marple Canyon population totaling 523 individuals with no more than ten-percent 
reduction due to such factors such as drought. Thus, there would be a minimum of 471 individuals at 
the end of the ten-year monitoring period. 

Grasshopper Creek Year One 

• Survival of 80-percent of the 200 established individuals. 

• Following quantitative monitoring that will occur between March and June, the number of additional 
container stock needed to provide for establishment of 200 plants will be determined with planting to 
following during fall of the same year. 

Grasshopper Creek Year Two 

• Survival of 90-percent of the 200 established individuals. 

• Following quantitative monitoring that will occur between March and June, the number of additional 
container stock needed to provide for establishment of 200 plants will be determined with planting to 
following during fall of the same year. 

Grasshopper Creek Year Three through Ten 

• Survival of 100-percent of the 200 established individuals. 

• Following quantitative monitoring that will occur between March and June, the number of additional 
container stock needed to provide for establishment of 200 plants will be determined with planting to 
following during fall of the same year. 

Contingency Plan 

In the event the mitigation program fails to achieve the performance standards discussed above during the 
ten-year monitoring period, the Project Applicant will implement the following remedial measures to attempt to 
achieve the performance standards: 

• If the Grasshopper Creek receptor site is observed to be failing significantly to achieve the 
performance standard during the ten-year monitoring period (e.g., survival of 100-percent of 200 
established individuals is not achieved by the end of ten years), the Biological Monitor will identify an 
alternate site(s) in which to install the contingency plant materials that will be propagated from the 
contingency seed supply held at the nursery for the (and maintained for at least ten years). Should the 
performance standards be achieved, contingency plant materials will be broadcast or installed in the 
translocation sites, with no additional performance standards for the contingency materials. 

The alternate site(s) will be prepared as outlined for the initial site and modifications incorporated as 
determined by the Project Biologist in coordination with LACDRP and CDFW. Once an approach has been 
determined in coordination with LACDRP and CDFW, the container stock would be propagated from the 
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contingency seed and the plants would be installed at the alternate site(s) and a ten-year program, that 
included monitoring and maintenance, would be initiated as set forth above. 

MM 5.2-6  The loss of sage scrub habitat within the impact area is considered a significant impact. Sage scrub habitat 
shall be preserved, restored, or enhanced on site and/or off site at a ratio to be determined by the County of 
Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning (LACDRP), but shall be no less than 2:1 for habitat restoration, 
enhancement or preservation, or combination thereof. A total of 634.70 acres of sage scrub would be impacted 
by Project implementation, which includes Purple sage scrub, California sagebrush–California buckwheat 
scrub, Black sage scrub, California sagebrush–California buckwheat scrub/Foothill needlegrass grassland, 
California sagebrush–California buckwheat scrub/California annual grassland, and the burned sage scrub 
areas: burned Purple sage scrub, burned California sagebrush–California buckwheat scrub, burned Black sage 
scrub, and burned California sagebrush–California buckwheat scrub/California annual grassland. Habitat 
restoration is the creation of native target habitat that does not currently exist; enhancement is the 
improvement of existing, disturbed native habitat areas through the removal of exotic plant species, the 
addition of native plants and/or seeds, or other measures. Preservation is conservation of existing habitat that 
exhibits the functions needed to support target species such as the CBB. The mitigation ratio for habitat 
restoration, enhancement, and preservation shall depend on the initial quality of the habitat area to be restored, 
enhanced or preserved and would be determined by the Project Applicant and the LACDRP. Sage scrub 
habitat restoration/enhancement implementation shall begin not more than one year following project impacts 
to this habitat type. Where restoration or enhancement is the proposed mitigation, the Project Applicant shall 
develop a Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Program (HMMP) and shall submit it to the LACDRP and the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) for review and approval. The HMMP shall be developed by 
a qualified restoration ecologist, submitted for review and approval to the LACDRP prior to the issuance of 
grading permits, and shall be implemented by a qualified restoration ecologist and a qualified restoration 
contractor (as defined below). Habitat restoration/enhancement will consist of seeding and/or installing 
container plants of suitable sage scrub species. If it is ecologically appropriate for the selected mitigation site 
(e.g., soil types), Peirson’s morning-glory will be incorporated into the restoration/enhancement planting and/or 
seeding palettes. The Project Applicant shall implement the HMMP as approved by the LACDRP and CDFW 
and according to its specified materials, methods, and performance criteria, which shall include the following 
items: 

Responsibilities and Qualifications. The responsibilities and qualifications of the Project Applicant, 
ecological specialists, and restoration (landscape) contracting personnel who will implement the plan shall be 
specified. At a minimum, the HMMP shall specify that the ecological specialists and contractors have 
performed successful installation and long-term monitoring and maintenance of southern California native 
habitat mitigation/restoration programs, implemented under LACDRP mitigation measures and/or State or 
federal natural resource agency permit conditions. A successful program shall be defined as one that has been 
signed off on by the LACDRP and/or a State or federal natural resource agency.  

b.  Performance Criteria. Mitigation performance criteria to be specified in the HMMP shall include native 
vegetation percent coverage and diversity (minimum), non-native vegetation percent coverage (maximum), 
and the cessation of irrigation a minimum of two years prior to eligibility for sign-off. The HMMP shall state 
that the use of the mitigation site by special status wildlife species (e.g., coastal California gnatcatcher), 
though not a requirement for site success, would be regarded by the LACDRP as a significant factor in 
considering eligibility for program sign-off.  

c.  Site Selection. The mitigation sites shall be determined in coordination with the Project Applicant and the 
LACDRP. The site(s) shall be located in dedicated open space areas (or areas available for dedication), 
and shall be contiguous with other natural open space areas. Mitigation sites include onsite, NorthLake-
owned offsite property, and obtaining acres from a CDFW-approved mitigation bank or through purchase 
and long-term conservation of suitable habitat, including areas where restoration or enhancement is 
needed, or a combination of the two options to account for the remainder. The Project Applicant shall 
demonstrate acquisition of suitable lands for restoration, enhancement, or preservation prior to issuance of 
the Project grading permit.  

Prior to issuance of grading 
permits, and HMMP implementation 
shall begin no more than one year 
following project impacts to this 
habitat type 
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d.  Native Plant and Seed Materials Procurement. For restoration or enhancement, at least three years prior 
to mitigation implementation, the Project Applicant or its consultants/contractors shall initiate collection of 
the native seed materials specified in the HMMP. All seed mixes shall be of local origin: i.e., collected within 
30 miles, and within the same Watershed (Santa Clara River Watershed), as the selected 
restoration/enhancement site(s), to ensure genetic integrity. All container plants shall be propagated from 
seed of local origin as defined above. No plant or seed materials of unknown or non-local geographic origin 
shall be used. Seed collection shall be prioritized according to habitat area, in the' following order: (a) 
project impact areas (highest priority); (b) other on-site habitat areas; and (c) off-site habitat areas (lowest 
priority), assuming availability of seed species in multiple locations.  

e.  Wildlife Surveys and Protection. The HMMP shall specify any wildlife surveys (i.e., nesting bird surveys, 
focused/protocol surveys for special status species [e.g., coastal California gnatcatcher]) and biological 
monitoring that are required to avoid adverse impacts to wildlife species during the performance of 
mitigation site preparation, installation, or maintenance tasks. The HMMP shall also describe potential 
restrictions on these management tasks due to sensitive wildlife conditions on the mitigation site (e.g., 
suspension of these tasks during the nesting bird season, as defined in project permits).  

f.  Site Preparation and Plant Materials Installation. For restoration or enhancement, mitigation site 
preparation shall include, as necessary (a) protection of existing native species and habitats (including 
compliance with seasonal restrictions, if any); (b) installation of protective fencing and/or signage (as 
needed); (c) initial trash and weed removal (outside the nesting bird season) and methods; (d) soil 
treatments, as needed (i.e., imprinting, decompacting); (e) installation of erosion-control measures (i.e., fully 
natural/bio-degradable [not 'photodegradable'] fiber roll); (f) application of salvaged native plant materials 
(i.e., duff) as available, and supervised by a biological monitor, (g) temporary irrigation installation; (h) a 
minimum one-year preliminary weed abatement program (prior to the installation of native plant and seed 
materials including specification of approved herbicides); (i) planting of container species; and (j) seed mix 
application. 

g.  Schedule. An implementation schedule shall be developed for restoration or enhancement, that includes 
planting and seeding to occur in late fall and early winter (i.e., between November 1 and December 31) and 
the frequency of long-term maintenance and monitoring activities (including the dates of annual quantitative 
surveys, as described below).  

h.  Maintenance Program. The Maintenance Program for restoration or enhancement shall include 
(a) protection of existing native species and habitats (including compliance with seasonal restrictions, if 
any); (b) maintenance of protective fencing and/or signage; (c) trash and weed removal-including 
specification of approved herbicides; (d) maintenance of erosion-control measures; (e) inspection/repairs of 
irrigation components; (f) replacement of dead container plants (as needed); (g) application of remedial 
seed mixes (as needed); (h) herbivory control; and (i) removal of all non-vegetative materials (i.e., fencing, 
signage, irrigation components) upon project completion. The mitigation site shall be maintained for a 
period of five years to ensure the successful sage scrub habitat establishment within the restored/enhanced 
sites; however, the Project Applicant may request to be released from maintenance requirements by the 
LACDRP prior to five years if the mitigation program has achieved all performance criteria.  

i.  Monitoring Program. The Monitoring Program for restoration or enhancement shall include (a) qualitative 
monitoring (i.e., general habitat conditions, photo-documentation from established photo stations); (b) 
quantitative monitoring (e.g., randomly placed point-intercept transects); (c) annual monitoring reports, 
which shall be submitted to the LACDRP for five years or until project completion; and (d) wildlife surveys 
and monitoring as described above. The annual monitoring reports shall include a detailed discussion of 
mitigation site performance (e.g., measured vegetation coverage and diversity) and compliance with 
required performance criteria, a discussion of wildlife species' use of the restored and/or enhanced habitat 
area(s), and a list of proposed remedial measures to address non-compliance with any performance 
criteria. The site shall be monitored for five years or until the Project Applicant has been released from 
maintenance requirements by the LACDRP.  

j.  Long-term preservation. Long-term preservation of the sites shall be outlined in the HMMP to ensure that 
the mitigation sites are not impacted by future development. A conservation easement and a performance 
bond shall be secured prior to implementation of the mitigation program. 
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MM 5.2-7 The loss of California annual grassland/wildflower fields within the impact area is considered to be a significant 
impact. California annual grassland/wildflower fields shall be preserved, restored, or enhanced on site and/or 
off site at a ratio to be determined by the County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning (LACDRP), 
but the ratio shall be no less than 2:1 for habitat restoration, enhancement, or preservation or combination 
thereof. A total of 24.23 acres of Foothill needlegrass grassland and burned Foothill needle grass grassland 
would be impacted by Project implementation. Habitat restoration is the creation of native target habitat that 
does not currently exist; enhancement is the improvement of existing, disturbed native habitat areas through 
the removal of exotic plant species, the addition of native plants and/or seeds, or other measures. Preservation 
is conservation of existing habitat that exhibits the functions needed to support target species such as the CBB. 
The mitigation ratio for habitat restoration, enhancement, or preservation shall depend on the initial quality of 
the habitat area to be restored, enhanced, or preserved and would be determined by the project applicant and 
the LACDRP. The mitigation ratio shall also be no less than 6.5 acres of habitat preserved/restored per 
burrowing owl location impacted (individual or pair using the same burrows) or greater than 6.5 acres of habitat 
enhancement per burrowing owl location impacted, depending on the ratio applied to the enhancement site(s). 
California annual grassland/wildflower fields habitat restoration/enhancement implementation shall begin not 
more than one year following project impacts to this habitat type. The project applicant shall develop a HMMP 
and shall submit it to the LACDRP and the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) for review and 
approval. The HMMP shall be developed by a qualified restoration ecologist submitted for review and approval 
to the LACDRP prior to issuance of grading permits, and shall be implemented by a qualified restoration 
ecologist and a qualified restoration contractor (as defined below). The HMMP shall also provide mitigation for 
the loss of burrowing owl habitat; therefore, mitigation site selection criteria shall include the suitability of the 
potential site(s) for burrowing owls. Habitat restoration/enhancement shall consist of seeding of suitable 
California annual grassland/wildflower fields plant species. If it is ecologically appropriate for the selected 
mitigation site (e.g., soil type), Peirson's morning-glory will be incorporated into the restoration/enhancement 
palette. The Project Applicant shall implement the HMMP as approved by the LACDRP and CDFW and 
according to its specified materials, methods, and performance criteria, which shall include the following items: 

• The responsibilities and qualifications of the project applicant, ecological specialists, and restoration 
(landscape) contracting personnel who will implement the plan shall be specified. At a minimum, the 
HMMP shall specify that the ecological specialists and contractors have performed successful 
installation and long-term monitoring and maintenance of southern California native habitat 
mitigation/restoration enhancement programs, implemented under LACDRP mitigation measures or 
State and/or federal natural resource agency permit conditions. A successful program shall be defined 
as one that has been signed off on by the LACDRP and/or a State or federal natural resource agency.  

• Mitigation performance criteria to be specified in the HMMP shall include native vegetation percent 
coverage and diversity (minimum), non-native vegetation percent coverage (maximum), and the 
cessation of irrigation a minimum of two years prior to eligibility for sign-off. The performance criteria 
shall reflect the habitat requirements for burrowing owls; i.e., grassland habitat with vegetation gaps or 
areas of lower vegetation coverage. The HMMP shall state that the establishment of burrowing owls, 
and/or special status plant species (e.g., Peirson's morning-glory), though not a requirement for site 
success, would be regarded by the LACDRP as a significant factor in considering eligibility for 
program.  

• The mitigation sites shall be determined in coordination with the project applicant and the LACDRP. 
The site(s) shall be (1) located in dedicated open space areas or areas available for dedication as 
open space, and shall be contiguous with other natural open space areas; (2) configured to provide 
maximum habitat values for burrowing owls and other wildlife species; e.g., opportunities for escape 
and refuge from stochastic events such as fire, flood, etc.; (3) consist of level or gently sloping terrain, 
soil types, and microhabitat conditions suitable for occupation by the burrowing owl as determined by 
a qualified Biologist; and (4) include, to the extent feasible. soil types and microhabitat conditions 
suitable for the special status plant species listed above.  

• At least two years prior to mitigation plant and seed installation associated with restoration of 
enhancement, the Project Applicant or its consultants/contractors shall initiate collection of the native 
seed materials specified in the HMMP. All seed mixes shall be of local origin; i.e., collected within 30 
miles, and within the same Watershed (Santa Clara River Watershed), as the selected 
restoration/enhancement site(s), to ensure genetic integrity. No seed materials of unknown or non-
local geographic origin shall be used. Seed collection shall be prioritized according to habitat area, in 
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the following order: (a) project impact areas (highest priority); (b) other on-site habitat areas; and (c) 
off-site habitat areas (lowest priority), assuming availability of seed species in multiple locations.  

• The HMMP shall specify any wildlife surveys (i.e., nesting bird surveys, focused/protocol surveys for 
special status species [e.g., burrowing owl]) and biological monitoring that are required to avoid 
adverse impacts to wildlife species during the performance of mitigation site preparation, installation, 
or maintenance tasks. Specifically, the HMMP shall specify the performance of wintering and breeding 
season surveys for burrowing owls, to determine the species' occupation of the mitigation site(s). The 
HMMP shall also describe potential restrictions on these tasks due to sensitive wildlife conditions on 
the mitigation site (e.g., suspension of these tasks during the nesting bird season, as defined in 
project permits).  

• For restoration or enhancement, mitigation site preparation shall include (a) protection of existing 
native species and habitats (including compliance with seasonal restrictions, if any); (b) installation of 
protective fencing and/or signage (as needed); (c) initial trash and weed removal (outside the nesting 
bird season) and methods; (d) soil treatments, as needed (i.e., imprinting, de-compacting); (e) 
installation of erosion-control measures (i.e., fully natural/bio-degradable [not 'photo-degradable'] fiber 
roll); (f) temporary irrigation installation; (g) a minimum one-year preliminary weed abatement program 
(prior to the installation of native plant and seed materials)--including specification of approved 
herbicides; and (g) seed mix application. Mitigation site preparation and installation shall reflect the 
habitat requirements for burrowing owls; i.e., grassland habitat with vegetation gaps or areas of lower 
vegetation coverage.  

• An implementation schedule shall be developed that includes seeding to occur in late fall and early 
winter (i.e., between November 1 and December 31) and the frequency of long-term maintenance and 
monitoring activities (including the dates of annual quantitative surveys, as described below).  

• The Maintenance Program for restoration or enhancement shall include (a) protection of existing 
native species and habitats (including compliance with seasonal restrictions, if any); (b) maintenance 
of protective fencing and/or signage; (c) trash and weed removal-including specification of approved 
herbicides; (d) maintenance of erosion control measures; (e) inspection/repairs of irrigation 
components; (f) application of remedial seed mixes (as needed); (g) herbivory control; and (h) 
removal of all non-vegetative materials (i.e., fencing, signage, irrigation components) upon project 
completion. Mitigation site preparation and installation shall reflect the habitat requirements for 
burrowing owls; i.e., grassland habitat with vegetation gaps or areas of lower vegetation coverage. 
The mitigation site shall be maintained for a period of five years to ensure successful foothill 
needlegrass grassland habitat establishment within the restored/enhanced sites; however, the Project 
Applicant may request to be released from maintenance requirements by the LACDRP prior to five 
years if the mitigation program has achieved all performance criteria for restoration or enhancement. 

• The Monitoring Program shall include (a) qualitative monitoring (i.e., general habitat conditions, photo 
documentation from established photo stations); (b) quantitative monitoring; (c) annual monitoring 
reports, which shall be submitted to the LACDRP for five years or until project completion; and (d) 
wildlife surveys and monitoring as described above. The annual monitoring reports shall include a 
detailed discussion of mitigation site performance (e.g., measured vegetation coverage and diversity) 
and compliance with required performance criteria, a discussion of wildlife species' use of the restored 
and/or enhanced habitat area(s), and a list of proposed remedial measures to address non-
compliance with any performance criteria. The site shall be monitored for five years or until the project 
applicant has been released from maintenance requirements by the LACDRP.  

Long-term preservation of the sites shall be outlined in the HMMP to ensure that the mitigation sites 
are not impacted by future development. A conservation easement and a performance bond shall be 
secured prior to implementation of the mitigation program. 

MM 5.2-8 The loss of foothill needlegrass grassland within the impact area is considered to be a significant impact. 
Foothill needlegrass grassland shall be preserved, restored, or enhanced on site and/or off site at a ratio to be 
determined by the County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning (LACDRP), but the ratio shall be 
no less than 2:1 for habitat restoration, enhancement, or preservation or combination thereof. A total of 342.85 
acres of California annual grassland/Wildflower fields would be impacted by Project implementation. Habitat 
restoration is the creation of native target habitat that does not currently exist; enhancement is the 
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improvement of existing, disturbed native habitat areas through the removal of exotic plant species, the 
addition of native plants and/or seeds, or other measures. Preservation is conservation of existing habitat that 
exhibits the functions needed to support target species such as the CBB. The mitigation ratio for habitat 
restoration, enhancement, or preservation shall depend on the initial quality of the habitat area to be restored, 
enhanced, or preserved and would be determined by the project applicant and the LACDRP. The mitigation 
ratio shall also be no less than 6.5 acres of habitat preserved/restored per burrowing owl location impacted 
(individual or pair using the same burrows) or greater than 6.5 acres of habitat enhancement per burrowing owl 
location impacted, depending on the ratio applied to the enhancement site(s). Foothill needlegrass grassland 
habitat restoration/enhancement implementation shall begin not more than one year following project impacts 
to this habitat type. The project applicant shall develop a HMMP and shall submit it to the LACDRP and the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) for review and approval. The HMMP shall be developed by 
a qualified restoration ecologist, submitted for review and approval to the LACDRP prior to issuance of grading 
permits, and shall be implemented by a qualified restoration ecologist and a qualified restoration contractor (as 
defined below). The HMMP shall also provide mitigation for the loss of burrowing owl habitat; therefore, 
mitigation site selection criteria shall include the suitability of the potential site(s) for the burrowing owl. Habitat 
restoration/enhancement shall consist of seeding of suitable foothill needlegrass grassland plant species. If it is 
ecologically appropriate for the selected mitigation site (e.g., soil type), Peirson's morning-glory will be 
incorporated into the restoration/enhancement palette. The Project Applicant shall implement the HMMP as 
approved by the LACDRP and CDFW and according to its specified materials, methods, and performance 
criteria, which shall include the following items: 

a.  Responsibilities and Qualifications. The responsibilities and qualifications of the project applicant, 
ecological specialists, and restoration (landscape) contracting personnel who will implement the plan shall 
be specified. At a minimum, the HMMP shall specify that the ecological specialists and contractors have 
performed successful installation and long-term monitoring and maintenance of southern California native 
habitat mitigation/restoration programs, implemented under LACDRP mitigation measures or State and/or 
federal natural resource agency permit conditions. A successful program shall be defined as one that has 
been signed off on by the LACDRP and/or a State or federal natural resource agency.  

b.  Performance Criteria. Mitigation performance criteria to be specified in the HMMP shall include native 
vegetation percent coverage and diversity (minimum), non-native vegetation percent coverage 
(maximum), and the cessation of irrigation a minimum of two years prior to eligibility for sign-off. The 
performance criteria shall reflect the habitat requirements for the burrowing owl; i.e., grassland habitat with 
vegetation gaps or areas of lower vegetation coverage. The HMMP shall state that the establishment of 
burrowing owls, and/or special status plant species (e.g., Peirson's morning-glory), though not a 
requirement for site success, would be regarded by the LACDRP as a significant factor in considering 
eligibility for program sign-off.  

c.  Site Selection. The mitigation sites shall be determined in coordination with the project applicant and the 
LACDRP. The site(s) shall be (1) located in dedicated open space areas or areas available for dedication, 
and shall be contiguous with other natural open space areas; (2) configured to provide maximum habitat 
values for burrowing owls and other wildlife species; e.g., opportunities for escape and refuge from 
stochastic events such as fire, flood, etc.; (3) consist of level or gently sloping terrain, soil types, and 
microhabitat conditions suitable for occupation by the burrowing owl as determined by a qualified Biologist; 
and (4) include, to the extent feasible, soil types and microhabitat conditions suitable for the special status 
plant species listed above.  

d.  Seed Materials Procurement. At least two years prior to mitigation plant and seed installation, the Project 
Applicant or its consultants/contractors shall initiate collection of the native seed materials specified in the 
HMMP. All seed mixes shall be of local origin; i.e., collected within 30 miles, and within the same 
Watershed (Santa Clara River Watershed), as the selected restoration/enhancement site(s), to ensure 
genetic integrity. No seed materials of unknown or non-local geographic origin shall be used. Seed 
collection shall be prioritized according to habitat area. in the following order: (a) project impact areas 
(highest priority); (b) other on-site habitat areas; and (c) off-site habitat areas (lowest priority), assuming 
availability of seed species in multiple locations.  

e.  Wildlife Surveys and Protection. The HMMP shall specify any wildlife surveys (i.e., nesting bird surveys, 
focused/protocol surveys for special status species [e.g., burrowing owl]) and biological monitoring that are 
required to avoid adverse impacts to wildlife species during the performance of mitigation site preparation, 
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installation, or maintenance tasks. Specifically, the HMMP shall specify the performance of wintering and 
breeding season surveys for burrowing owls, to determine the species' occupation of the mitigation site(s). 
The HMMP shall also describe potential restrictions on these tasks due to sensitive wildlife conditions on 
the mitigation site (e.g., suspension of these tasks during the nesting bird season, as defined in project 
permits).  

f.  Site Preparation and Plant Materials Installation. For restoration or enhancement, mitigation site 
preparation shall include (a) protection of existing native species and habitats (including compliance with 
seasonal restrictions, if any); (b) installation of protective fencing and/or signage (as needed); (c) initial 
trash and weed removal (outside the nesting bird season) and methods; (d) soil treatments, as needed 
(i.e., imprinting, decompacting); (e) installation of erosion-control measures (i.e., fully natural/bio-
degradable [not 'photodegradable'] fiber roll); (f) temporary irrigation installation; (g) a minimum one-year 
preliminary weed abatement program (prior to the installation of native plant and seed materials)--including 
specification of approved herbicides; and (h) seed mix application. Mitigation site preparation and 
installation shall reflect the habitat requirements for burrowing owls; i.e., grassland habitat with vegetation 
gaps or areas of lower vegetation coverage. 

g.  Schedule. An implementation schedule shall be developed that includes seeding to occur in late fall and 
early winter (i.e., between November 1 and December 31) and the frequency of long-term maintenance 
and monitoring activities (including the dates of annual quantitative surveys, as described below).  

h.  Maintenance Program. The Maintenance Program for restoration or enhancement shall include (a) 
protection of existing native species and habitats (including compliance with seasonal restrictions, if any); 
(b) maintenance of protective fencing and/or signage; (c) trash and weed removal- including specification 
of approved herbicides; (d) maintenance of erosion-control measures; (e) inspection/repairs of irrigation 
components; (f) application of remedial seed mixes (as needed); (g) herbivory control; and (h) removal of 
all non-vegetative materials (i.e., fencing, signage, irrigation components) upon project completion. 
Mitigation site preparation and installation shalt reflect the habitat requirements for burrowing owls; i.e., 
grassland habitat with vegetation gaps or areas of lower vegetation coverage. The mitigation site shall be 
maintained for a period of five years to ensure successful foothill needlegrass grassland habitat 
establishment within the restored/enhanced sites; however, the Project Applicant may request to be 
released from maintenance requirements by the LACDRP prior to five years if the mitigation program has 
achieved all performance criteria.  

i.  Monitoring Program. The Monitoring Program shall include (a) qualitative monitoring (i.e., general habitat 
conditions, photo-documentation from established photo stations); (b) quantitative monitoring; (c) annual 
monitoring reports, which shall be submitted to the LACDRP for five years or until project completion; and 
(d) wildlife surveys and monitoring as described above. The annual monitoring reports shall include a 
detailed discussion of mitigation site performance (e.g., measured vegetation coverage and diversity) and 
compliance with required performance criteria, a discussion of wildlife species' use of the restored and/or 
enhanced habitat area(s), and a list of proposed remedial measures to address non-compliance with any 
performance criteria. The site shall be monitored for five years or until the project applicant has been 
released from maintenance requirements by the LACDRP.  

j. Long-term preservation. Long-term preservation of the sites shall be outlined in the HMMP to ensure 
that the mitigation sites are not impacted by future development. A conservation easement and a 
performance bond shall be secured prior to implementation of the mitigation program. 

MM 5.2-9 A mitigation program for western spadefoot toad (WST) shall be implemented prior to construction, ground 
disturbance, or vegetation removal that would impact the WST breeding habitat, or areas within 1,000 feet of 
WST-occupied ponds within the Project Site. The mitigation program would include the components set forth 
below. A detailed methodology for this effort shall be reviewed by the CDFW and the LACDRP prior to 
implementation of the mitigation program. Results of the mitigation program shall be provided to the CDFW 
and the LACDRP.  

• Prior to implementing the Spadefoot Relocation Plan, two focused surveys during average or above-
average rainfall years will be conducted within the prior appropriate seasons. If any additional 
ephemeral ponds are determined to be occupied besides those identified in recent surveys (i.e., 

Prior to construction activities in the 
spring during the breeding season 

Project Applicant, Future 
Developers, Construction 
Contractor, and Qualified 
Biologist 

California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife and County of Los 
Angeles Department of Regional 
Planning 

 



NorthLake Specific Plan Project 
 

 
 4-23 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

TABLE 4-1 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

 

Mitigation Measures Mitigation Timing Responsible Agency/Party Monitoring Agency/Party 
Completion Date 

(Signature Required) 

2015), the Spadefoot Relocation Plan will be modified to include replacement of the additional 
occupied pond as well as those identified in recent surveys. 

• Suitable sites for seasonal pond creation, within the Project open space, specifically within other 
NorthLake-owned properties, have been identified and 1.07 acres of seasonal pond habitat will be 
created. The specific location of the 1.07-acre pool complex is depicted on Exhibit 5 of the NorthLake 
Castaic, Los Angeles County, California, Western Spadefoot Toad Impact Assessment and Habitat 
Mitigation and Monitoring Plan July 2022 (Revised March and June 2023) (HMMP). As described in 
the WST Mitigation Implementation Plan, three pools would be created based on current grading 
plans. The combined size of the three pools (1.07 acres) exceeds the maximum combined size of 
potential WST habitat currently at the Project Site (0.95 acres, as shown in Table 2-4, above). The 
WST Mitigation Implementation Plan would address the following issues specific to the site or sites: 

o Soil Characteristics and whether clay liners will be necessary 

o Pool locations and site access routes for construction 

o Types of habitat potentially affected by construction and measures to restore damaged 
habitat subject to temporary impacts 

o Watershed size and characteristics 

o Grading plan with cross section for each pool to be created 

o Specifications for clay liner (if needed) including source of clay and installation methods 

o Upland habitat characteristics, including soil suitability for burrowing and vegetative buffer, 
will also be addressed in the plan 

• Following creation of the 1.07-acre pool complex or complexes and prior to grading of the impacted 
pools, each pool within each complex will be monitored during the rainy season to ensure that the 
created pools exhibit at least 60 days of ponding during an average or above-average rainfall year. 

• Following documentation of adequate ponding for each created pool during an average or above-
average rainfall year, and prior to grading of the impacted pools, soil inoculum from the impacted 
pools will be translocated to the created pools to provide a food source for WST. 

• Following documentation of adequate ponding for each created pool during an average or above-
average rainfall year, and prior to grading of the impacted pools, WST egg masses, larvae and 
metamorphs will be translocated to the created pools for at least two wet seasons where WST egg 
masses, larvae and metamorphs are present in the impact pools and suitable conditions to receive 
the WST egg masses, larvae and metamorphs are present in the created pools. In addition, data 
regarding successful breeding will be submitted to CDFW for concurrence that sufficient reproduction 
has occurred to allow impacts to the pools in the development area. 

• During grading of the pools to be impacted, the Project Biologist will be present to rescue any adult 
WST that would be relocated to the created pool complex. 

• Following the two seasons of translocation of WST egg masses, larvae and metamorphs, and 
successful breeding, the created pools will be monitored for ten years as set forth in HMMP Table 6 
(Conceptual Schedule for Pond Creation Milestones) to document the progression of the WST toward 
the performance standards provided in the WST HMMP prepared for the project: 

o Hydrological Monitoring Performance Standard. Ponding duration of at least 60 days 
must be documented to occur during average or above average rainfall years prior to 
translocation of egg masses, larvae, metamorphs, or adults. Ponding duration of at least 60 
days must also be documented during the 10-year monitoring period. At the end of the ten-
year monitoring period, this performance standard will have been achieved if ponding 
duration equals or exceeds ponding duration of 60 days during average or above-average 
rainfall years. It is important to note that during below-average rainfall years, depending on 
the severity of drought conditions that the created ponds will not pond for sufficient duration 
to allow WST to reach maturity. Thus, during the ten-year monitoring period, it is to be 
expected that some years will not pond for 60 days. Nevertheless, the performance standard 
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for hydrology will be considered achieved as long a ponding for 60 days occurs during 
average rainfall years. Finally, hydrology may be augmented at the direction of the Project 
Biologist, especially once breeding is observed and is threatened by declining water levels in 
the pools due to lower-than average rainfall. In the event that the Project Biologist 
determines that additional water should be added to any pond occupied by egg masses or 
larvae, it will be necessary to ensure protection of the egg masses and larvae by discharging 
water to the pool(s) in a manner that does not disturb the egg masses or larvae and does not 
result in the erosion of soil into the pool(s). This could be accomplished through temporary 
placement of large gravel at the discharge site (at the edge of the pool(s)) underlain by 
plastic that would allow the water to enter the pool(s) slowly and with no sediment. 

o Performance Standard Prior to Grading. Prior to Project grading that removes the 
impacted doner pools, during an average or above-average rainfall year, at least two of the 
three created ponds within the pond complex exhibits emergence of metamorphs in each 
pond to ensure breeding in subsequent years. Successful breeding would be determined by 
the presence of egg masses that are not present due to translocation but which occur due to 
reproduction. Should this occur during a below-average rainfall year, the condition would be 
satisfied as it would show that the pools are performing as intended. In any case, data 
regarding successful breeding will be submitted to CDFW for concurrence that sufficient 
reproduction has occurred to allow impacts to the pools in the development area.  

o Performance Standard Post-Grading. Following Project grading that removes the 
impacted donor pools, during an average or above-average rainfall year, at least two of the 
three created ponds within the pond complex will exhibit breeding as indicated by the 
presence of WST egg masses, tadpoles/larvae/ or metamorphs, to confirm establishment of 
breeding WST for each pond complex created. Should this occur during a below-average 
rainfall year, the condition would be satisfied as it would show that the pools are performing 
as intended. 

MM 5.2-10 A Biological Monitor shall be on site during all vegetation clearing activities and thereafter on an as-needed 
basis. The Biological Monitor will conduct a clearance sweep prior to clearing activities to minimize potential for 
special status reptile mortality. If feasible, special status reptiles will be removed from the disturbance area and 
relocated to suitable habitat in adjacent areas. 
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MM 5.2-11 Riparian vegetation shall be preserved, restored, or enhanced on site or off site at a ratio identified in the 
USACE and CDFW permits/agreements for the project. The ratio shall be no less than 2:1 for habitat 
restoration or preservation. Habitat enhancement is the improvement of existing, disturbed native habitat areas 
through the removal of exotic plant species, the addition of native plants and/or seeds, or other measures. The 
mitigation ratio for habitat enhancement shall depend on the initial quality of the habitat area to be enhanced, 
and would be determined by the Project Applicant, the USACE, the CDFW, and the LACDRP. Riparian habitat 
restoration/enhancement implementation shall begin not more than one year following project impacts to this 
habitat type. The Project Applicant shall develop a HMMP and shall submit it to the USACE, the CDFW, and 
the LACDRP for review and approval. The HMMP shall be developed by a qualified restoration ecologist and 
approved by the USACE, the CDFW, and the LACDRP prior to issuance of grading permits, and shall be 
implemented by a qualified restoration ecologist and a qualified restoration contractor (as defined below). 
Habitat restoration/enhancement will consist of seeding and/or installing container plants and cuttings of 
suitable riparian plant species. If it is ecologically appropriate for the selected mitigation site (e.g., soil types), 
spiny rush will be incorporated into the restoration/enhancement planting and/or seeding palettes. The Project 
Applicant shall implement the HMMP as approved by the LACDRP and according to its specified materials, 
methods, and performance criteria, which shall include the following items: 

a. Responsibilities and Qualifications. The responsibilities and qualifications of the Project Applicant, 
ecological specialists, and restoration (landscape) contracting personnel who will implement the plan shall 
be specified. At a minimum, the HMMP shall specify that the ecological specialists and contractors have 
performed successful installation and long-term monitoring and maintenance of southern California native 
habitat mitigation/restoration programs, implemented under USACE and CDFW permit conditions. A 
successful program shall be defined as one that has been signed off on by the USACE and the CDFW. 
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b. Performance Criteria. Mitigation performance criteria to be specified in the HMMP shall conform to 
USACE and CDFW permit conditions. The HMMP shall state that the use of the mitigation site by special 
status wildlife species (e.g., least Bell’s vireo), though not a requirement for site success, would be 
regarded by the USACE, the CDFW, and the LACDRP, as a significant factor in considering eligibility for 
program sign-off. 

c. Site Selection. The mitigation sites shall be determined in coordination with the Project Applicant, the 
USACE, the CDFW, and the LACDRP. The site(s) shall be located in dedicated open space areas, and 
shall be contiguous with other natural open space areas. 

d. Seed Materials Procurement. At least two years prior to mitigation implementation, the Project Applicant 
or its consultants/contractors shall initiate collection of the native seed materials specified in the HMMP. All 
seed mixes shall be of local origin; i.e., collected within 30 miles, and within the same Watershed (Santa 
Clara River Watershed), as the selected restoration/enhancement site(s), to ensure genetic integrity. No 
seed materials of unknown or non-local geographic origin shall be used. Seed collection shall be prioritized 
according to habitat area, in the following order: (a) project impact areas (highest priority); (b) other on-site 
habitat areas; and (c) off-site habitat areas (lowest priority), assuming availability of seed species in 
multiple locations. 

e. Wildlife Surveys and Protection. The HMMP shall specify any wildlife surveys (i.e., nesting bird surveys, 
focused/protocol surveys for special status species [e.g., least Bell’s vireo]) and biological monitoring that 
are required to avoid adverse impacts to wildlife species during the performance of mitigation site 
preparation, installation, or maintenance tasks. The HMMP shall also describe potential restrictions on 
these tasks due to sensitive wildlife conditions on the mitigation site (e.g., suspension of these tasks during 
the nesting bird season, as defined in project permits). 

f. Site Preparation and Plant Materials Installation. Mitigation site preparation shall include (a) protection 
of existing native species and habitats (including compliance with seasonal restrictions, if any); 
(b) installation of protective fencing and/or signage (as needed); (c) initial trash and weed removal (outside 
the nesting bird season) and methods; (d) soil treatments, as needed (i.e., imprinting, de-compacting); 
(e) installation of erosion-control measures (i.e., fully natural/bio-degradable [not ‘photo-degradable’] fiber 
roll); (f) application of salvaged native plant materials (i.e., coarse woody debris), as available and 
supervised by a biological monitor; (g) temporary irrigation installation; (h) a minimum one-year preliminary 
weed abatement program (prior to the installation of native plant and seed materials)—including 
specification of approved herbicides; (i) planting of container plant and cutting species; and (j) seed mix 
application. 

g. Schedule. An implementation schedule shall be developed that includes planting and seeding to occur in 
late fall and early winter (i.e., between November 1 and February 15) and the frequency of long-term 
maintenance and monitoring activities (including the dates of annual quantitative surveys, as described 
below). 

h. Maintenance Program. The Maintenance Program shall include (a) protection of existing native species 
and habitats (including compliance with seasonal restrictions, if any); (b) maintenance of protective fencing 
and/or signage; (c) trash and weed removal—including specification of approved herbicides; 
(d) maintenance of erosion-control measures; (e) inspection/repairs of irrigation components; 
(f) replacement of dead container plant and cuttings (as needed); (g) application of remedial seed mixes 
(as needed); (h) herbivory control; and (i) removal of all non-vegetative materials (i.e., fencing, signage, 
irrigation components) upon project completion. The mitigation site shall be maintained for a period of five 
years to ensure the successful sage scrub habitat establishment within the restored/enhanced sites; 
however, the Project Applicant may request to be released from maintenance requirements by the 
USACE, the CDFW, and the LACDRP prior to five years if the mitigation program has achieved all 
performance criteria. 

i. Monitoring Program. The Monitoring Program shall include (a) qualitative monitoring (i.e., general habitat 
conditions, photo-documentation from established photo stations); (b) quantitative monitoring (in 
conformance with the USACE 2015 Guidelines); and (c) annual monitoring reports, which shall be 
submitted to the USFWS, the CDFW, and the LACDRP for five years or until project completion; and 
(d) wildlife surveys and monitoring as described above. The annual monitoring reports shall include a 
detailed discussion of mitigation site performance (e.g., measured vegetation coverage and diversity) and 
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compliance with required performance criteria, a discussion of wildlife species’ use of the restored and/or 
enhanced habitat area(s), and a list of proposed remedial measures to address non-compliance with any 
performance criteria. The site shall be monitored for five years or until the Project Applicant has been 
released from maintenance requirements by the USACE, the CDFW, and the LACDRP. 

j. Long-term preservation. Long-term preservation of the sites shall be outlined in the HMMP to ensure that 
the mitigation sites are not impacted by future development. A conservation easement and a performance 
bond shall be secured prior to implementation of the mitigation program. 

MM 5.2-12 Prior to the initiation of any grading and/or construction-related activity involving the disturbance and/or 
removal of vegetation associated with project implementation, the limits of disturbance shall be clearly defined 
and marked in the field using lath and flagging or orange snow fencing. The Biological Monitor shall review the 
limits of disturbance prior to initiation of construction activities. The Biological Monitor shall be on site during 
the initial vegetation clearing and thereafter on an as-needed basis to assist the Project Applicant with 
mitigation measure compliance and to provide guidance in avoiding and/or minimizing impacts to biological 
resources. 

Prior to the initiation of any grading 
and/or construction-related activity 
involving the disturbance and/or 
removal of vegetation associated 
with project implementation 

Project Applicant, Future 
Developers, Construction 
Contractor, and Qualified 
Biologist 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 

  

MM 5.2-13 The Project shall be conducted in compliance with the conditions set forth in the Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
(MBTA) and California Fish and Game Code with methods approved by USFWS and CDFW to protect active 
bird//raptor nests. The nature of the Project requires that work would be initiated during the breeding season for 
nesting birds (March 15-September 15) and nesting raptors (February 1-June 30). LACFCO, in consultation 
with a qualified biologist, may employ bird exclusionary measures (e.g., mylar flagging) prior to the start of bird 
breeding season to minimize opportunities for birds to nest within established boundaries of the Project. In 
order to avoid direct impacts on active nests, a pre-construction survey shall be conducted by a qualified 
Biologist for nesting birds and/or raptors within 3 days prior to clearing of any vegetation or any work near 
existing structures (i.e., within 50 feet for nesting birds and within 500 feet for nesting raptors). If the Biologist 
does not find any active nests within or immediately adjacent to the impact area, the vegetation 
clearing/construction work shall be allowed to proceed. Results of the surveys will be provided to the CDFW 
and the LACDRP. CDFW will be consulted for their determination of the need for an Incidental Take Permit, in 
the event that any listed or candidate species are encountered during pre-construction surveys. 

If the Biologist finds an active nest within or immediately adjacent to the construction area and determines that 
the nest may be impacted or breeding activities substantially disrupted, the Biologist shall delineate an 
appropriate buffer zone around the nest depending on the sensitivity of the species and the nature of the 
construction activity. Typical nest buffers may be approximately 200 feet for song birds and 500 feet for 
raptors. Any nest found during survey efforts shall be mapped on the construction plans. The active nest shall 
be protected until nesting activity has ended. To protect any nest site, the following restrictions to construction 
activities shall be required until nests are no longer active, as determined by a qualified Biologist: (1) clearing 
limits shall be established within a buffer around any occupied nest, unless otherwise determined by a qualified 
Biologist and (2) access and surveying shall be restricted within the buffer of any occupied nest, unless 
otherwise determined by a qualified Biologist. Encroachment into the buffer area around a known nest shall 
only be allowed if the Biologist determined that the proposed activity would not disturb the nest occupants. 
Construction can proceed when the qualified Biologist has determined that fledglings have left the nest or the 
nest has failed. 

Within 3 days prior to vegetation 
clearing activities or work near 
existing structures 

Project Applicant, Future 
Developers, Construction 
Contractor, and Qualified 
Biologist 

California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife and County of Los 
Angeles Department of Regional 
Planning 

 

MM 5.2-14 Prior to the initiation of any grading and/or construction-related activity involving the disturbance and/or 
removal of potentially suitable wintering burrowing owl habitat, the area shall be assessed during the 
appropriate time of year (October 15 to March 31). In the event that wintering owls or burrows are detected, 
CDFW will be consulted. If the habitat assessment concludes that the area lacks potentially suitable burrowing 
owl burrows, no additional action is required. However, if potentially suitable burrows are located in the 
assessment area, any burrows that may be impacted by the project will be replaced with artificial burrows 
within on-site or off-site (if applicable) preserved areas with potentially suitable burrowing owl habitat, following 
consultation with CDFW.  

If a wintering owl is observed during the non-nesting season, the burrow will be monitored by a qualified 
Biologist and, when the burrowing owl is away from the burrow, the burrow will be removed (or the burrow 
closed) so the burrowing owl cannot return to the burrow, following consultation with CDFW. The qualified 
Biologist will supervise the removal of the burrow. 

Prior to grading and/or construction 
related activities involving the 
disturbance and/or removal of 
potentially suitable wintering 
burrowing owl habitat 

Project Applicant, Construction 
Contractor, and Qualified 
Biologist 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 
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MM 5.2-15 Due to the close proximity of occupied habitat of a federally listed coastal California gnatcatcher, the Project 
shall not commence without consultation with the USFWS due to the potential for take per the FESA. The 
consultation will occur within the framework of Section 7 through the USACE regulatory permitting process. If 
required by the USFWS, a Biological Assessment will be provided to support the Service’s Biological Opinion. 

Prior to the initiation of any grading 
and/or construction-related activity 

Project Applicant and Future 
Developers 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
and County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 

 

MM 5.2-16 To limit the amount of operational noise (i.e., from residents) to surrounding natural open space areas, a 100-
foot buffer within the fuel-modification zone shall be planted along the boundary of developed land uses with 
plant species to be reviewed and approved by the Los Angeles County Fire Department and the LACDRP 
Biologist. The vegetation within the transition zone buffer will block sound waves and screen noise from the 
adjacent development so that the amount of indirect noise reaching the wildlife habitat would be reduced. 
Landscaping in areas adjacent to natural open space shall use species native to the project region that are 
considered fire-retardant (e.g., toyon [Heteromeles arbutifolia]). The Planting Plan shall be submitted to the Los 
Angeles County Fire Department and LACDRP Biologist for review and approval prior to issuance of a building 
permit. 

Prior to the initiation of any grading 
and/or construction-related activity 

Project Applicant, Future 
Developers, and Construction 
Contractor 

Los Angeles County Fire 
Department and County of Los 
Angeles Department of Regional 
Planning 

 

MM 5.2-17 Prior to the issuance of building permits, a Lighting Plan for the subject tract shall be submitted to the LACDRP 
for review and approval to demonstrate that lighting from the proposed project shall be directed away from 
natural open space areas and any proposed biological resources mitigation sites. Land uses with high-intensity 
lighting shall be relocated within the development to areas away from natural open space. 

Prior to the issuance of building 
permits 

Project Applicant and Future 
Developers 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 

 

MM 5.2-18 To limit the amount of human disturbance to surrounding natural open space areas, a Fencing Plan to deter 
project occupants from entering the natural areas shall be prepared by the project developer and implemented. 
The Fencing Plan shall include provisions for signs and wildlife-friendly split-rail fencing to direct residents to 
keep out of sensitive natural open space and revegetation and/or mitigation areas. 

In areas bordering natural open space and fuel-modification zones, the Landscape Plan shall reflect a 
transition zone designed to buffer natural habitats from developed areas and proposed fencing. This transition 
zone should reduce impacts associated with invasion by introduced species and should help buffer human 
activity adjacent to the wildlife habitat. Landscaping in areas adjacent to natural open space shall use species 
native to the project region (e.g., toyon) and be consistent with guidelines from the Los Angeles County Fire 
Department. 

Prior to the initiation of any grading 
and/or construction-related activity 
and throughout Project operation 

Project Applicant, Future 
Developers and Construction 
Contractor 

Los Angeles County Fire 
Department and County of Los 
Angeles Department of Regional 
Planning 

 

MM 5.2-19 Landscaping designs shall be submitted to LACDRP for review and approval by a qualified Biologist. The 
review shall ensure that no invasive, exotic plant species are used in any proposed landscaping and that 
suitable substitutes are proposed. Excluded plant species shall be consistent with the California Invasive Plant 
Council current list at the time of installation. Only native species from the Santa Clarita Valley region shall be 
used in landscaping along the project boundaries adjacent to open space. 

Prior to approval of landscape 
plans 

Project Applicant and Future 
Developers 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 

 

MM 5.2-20 Prior to the initiation of any grading and/or construction-related activity involving the disturbance and/or 
removal of potentially suitable bat roosting habitat, namely rocky outcrops or trees, a qualified Biologist shall 
conduct a pre-construction bat habitat assessment of the potential habitat marked for removal. Potential for 
roosting will be categorized by (1) potential for solitary roost sites and (2) potential for colonial roost sites (i.e., 
ten bats or more). If the potential for colonial roosting is determined, CDFW will be consulted and those rocky 
outcrops or trees shall not be removed during the bat maternity roost season (March 1 to July 31). Trees 
potentially supporting colonial roosts outside the maternity roost season and trees potentially supporting 
solitary roosts may be removed via a two-step removal process whereby, at the direction of the Biologist, some 
level of disturbance (such as trimming of lower branches of trees) is applied to the habitat on the day prior to 
removal to allow bats to escape during the darker hours. In the case of a tree, it shall be removed the following 
day (i.e., there shall be no less or more than one night between initial disturbance and the grading or tree 
removal). Rock outcrops potentially supporting colonial roosts outside the maternity roost season and rock 
outcrops potentially supporting solitary roosts may be fitted with a bat exclusionary device, at the entry location, 
whereby bats are allowed to leave the structure but unable to return. The structure can be demolished the 
following day. In addition, the habitat replacement requirements of other Mitigation Measures further reduce the 
impact to bats through the preservation, enhancement, restoration and/or creation of impacted vegetation, 
which shall be generally suitable for impacted bat species. Prior to disturbance of any roosting habitat, a Bat 
Relocation Monitoring Plan (BRMP) shall be submitted and approved by the CDFW and the LACDRP. The 
BRMP shall include, at a minimum, the following items: (1) species of bats present onsite, (2) habitat uses of 
the site (i.e., roosting, hibernating, etc.) (3) roosting habitat replacement feature guidelines, (4) construction 

Prior to the initiation of any grading 
and/or construction-related activity 
involving the disturbance and/or 
removal of potentially suitable bat 
roosting habitat 

Project Applicant, Future 
Developers and Qualified 
Biologist 

California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife and County of Los 
Angeles Department of Regional 
Planning  
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monitoring guidelines, (5) habitat replacement feature monitoring, and (6) reporting requirements. Reporting 
shall occur annually to LACDRP and CDFW. The BRMP will be submitted annually for five years. 

MM 5.2-21 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the project applicant will apply for coverage under the State Water 
Resources Control Board's General Permit for Storm Water Discharge Associated with Construction Activity 
(Construction Activities General NPDES Permit) and will comply with all the provisions of the permit, including 
the development of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan, which includes provisions for the implementation 
of Best Management Practices and erosion control measures. Best Management Practices will include both 
structural and non-structural measures. The purpose of this mitigation measure is to ensure that site runoff 
does not adversely affect downstream biological resources including Castaic Lake, Castaic Creek, and the 
Santa Clara River. 

Prior to the issuance of a grading 
permit 

Project Applicant State Water Resources Control 
Board 

 

MM 5.2-22 The project applicant shall retain a qualified biologist with the appropriate handling permits to conduct focused 
surveys for Crotch’s bumble bee within the proposed habitat restoration/enhancement sites prior to 
implementation of the HMMP as set forth in MM 5.2-6 through MM 5.2-8. Focused surveys shall follow 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife’s (CDFW) Survey Considerations for California Endangered Species 
Act Candidate Bumble Bee Species (CDFW 2023). Focused surveys shall also be conducted throughout the 
entire proposed mitigation areas and during the appropriate flying season to ensure no missed detection of 
Crotch’s bumble bee occurs. Survey results, including negative findings, shall be submitted to CDFW and 
LACDRP prior to the start of a monitoring program. 

Prior to the implementation of the 
HMMP and during the appropriate 
flying season 

Project Applicant County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 

 

Cultural Resources (Section 5.3 of the 2019 Draft SEIR) 

MM 5.3-1 If human remains are encountered during a public or private construction activity, other than at a cemetery, 
State Health and Safety Code 7050.5 states that no further disturbance shall occur until the Los Angeles 
County Coroner has made a determination of origin and disposition pursuant to Public Resources Code 
Section 5097.98. The Los Angeles County Coroner must be notified within 24 hours. 

If the coroner determines that the burial is not historic, but prehistoric, the Native American Heritage 
Commission (NAHC) must be contacted to determine the most likely descendent (MLD) for this area. The 
MLD may become involved with the disposition of the burial following scientific analysis. (SCVAP 2012 EIR 
MM 3.8.7) 

During grading and earth 
disturbance activities 

Project Applicant and 
Construction Contractor 

Los Angeles County Coroner 
and Native American Heritage 
Commission 

 

MM 5.3-2 In the unlikely event that artifacts are found during grading within the County’s Planning Area or future roadway 
extensions, an archaeologist will be notified to stabilize, recover, and evaluate such finds. (SCVAP 2012 EIR 
MM 3.8.3) 

During grading and earth 
disturbance activities 

Project Applicant, Construction 
Contractor, and Qualified 
Archaeologist 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 

 

MM 5.3-3 For archeological sites accidentally discovered during future construction, there shall be an immediate 
evaluation of the find by a qualified archeologist. If the find is determined to be a historical or unique 
archeological resource, as defined under CEQA, contingency funding and a time allotment sufficient to allow 
for implementation of avoidance measures or appropriate mitigation shall be provided. Construction work may 
continue on other parts of the construction site while historical/archeological mitigation takes place, pursuant to 
Public Resources Code Section 21083.2(i). (SCVAP 2012 EIR MM 3.8.5) 

During grading and earth 
disturbance activities 

Project Applicant, Construction 
Contractor, and Qualified 
Archaeologist 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 

 

MM 5.3-4 During grading activities. In the unlikely event that artifacts are found during grading within the Project site, a 
paleontologist will be notified to stabilize, recover, and evaluate such finds. (SCVAP 2012 EIR MM 3.8.6, 
modified) 

During grading and earth 
disturbance activities 

Project Applicant, Construction 
Contractor, and Qualified 
Paleontologist 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 

 

MM 5.3-5 Avoidance is the preferred treatment for cultural resources. Where feasible, project plans shall be developed to 
allow avoidance of cultural resources. Where avoidance of construction impacts is possible, covering of the 
cultural resource site with a layer of chemically stable soil and avoidance planting (e.g., planting of prickly pear 
cactus) shall be employed to ensure that indirect impacts from increased public availability to the site are 
avoided. Where avoidance is selected, cultural resource sites shall be deeded into permanent conservation 
easements or dedicated open space. (SCVAP 2012 EIR MM 3.8.1) 

During grading and earth 
disturbance activities 

Project Applicant County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 
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MM 5.3-6 If avoidance and/or preservation of in place cultural resources is not possible, the following mitigation 
measures shall be initiated for each impacted site:  

a. A participant-observer, as determined by the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC), shall be 
used during archaeological testing or excavation in the project site. 

Prior to the issuance of a grading permit for the project, the project proponent shall develop a test level 
research design detailing how the cultural resource investigation shall be executed and providing specific 
research questions that shall be addressed through the excavation program. In particular, the testing program 
shall characterize the site constituents, horizontal and vertical extent, and, if possible, period of use. The 
testing program shall also address the California Register and National Register eligibility of the cultural 
resource and make recommendations as to the suitability of the resource for listing on either Register. The 
research design shall be submitted to the County of Los Angeles Regional Park and Open-Space District for 
review and comment. For sites determined, through the Testing Program, to be ineligible for listing on either 
the California or National Register, execution of the Testing Program will suffice as mitigation of project impacts 
to this resource. (SCVAP 2012 EIR MM 3.8.2) 

Prior to the issuance of a grading 
permit and during grading and earth 
disturbance activities 

Project Applicant and 
Construction Contractors 

County of Los Angeles Regional 
Park and Open Space District 
and Native American Heritage 
Commission 

 

MM 5.3-7 All Project-related ground-disturbing activities in archaeologically sensitive sediments shall be monitored by a 
qualified Archaeologist to reduce any archaeological resources impacts to a level considered less than 
significant. The construction monitoring program shall be preceded by a pre-grade meeting in the field in which 
the Project Archaeologist shall explain the procedures necessary to protect and safely remove potentially 
significant archaeological resources, and shall establish procedures for monitoring based on the sensitivity of 
the sediments being graded, schedule, and other information received from the applicant. If potential cultural 
sites are identified during construction-related ground disturbances, all work in that location shall cease or be 
immediately diverted until the qualified archaeologist has evaluated the nature and significance of the find. The 
Project Applicant shall then be notified if the materials are believed to be potentially significant, and the 
archaeologist may recommend further study and mitigation to the satisfaction of LACDRP.  

Prior to the issuance of a grading 
permit and during grading and earth 
disturbance activities 

Project Applicant, Construction 
Contractors, and Qualified 
Archaeologist 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 

 

MM 5.3-8 At such time when the Project Archaeologist is on-site for monitoring activities, a qualified Native American 
Tribal Monitor shall be notified and invited to observe ground-disturbing activities. The Native American Tribal 
Monitor shall coordinate with the Project Archaeologist and provide input regarding potential resources or 
cultural sites. Should any resources be discovered, the procedures set forth in MM 5.3-2 shall be followed.  

Prior to the issuance of a grading 
permit and during grading and earth 
disturbance activities 

Project Applicant, Construction 
Contractors 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 
and Native American Heritage 
Commission 

 

MM 5.3-9 All Project-related ground-disturbing activities in paleontologically sensitive sediments shall be monitored by a 
qualified Paleontologist to reduce any impacts to non-renewable fossil resources to a level considered less 
than significant. The construction monitoring program shall be preceded by a pre-grade meeting in the field in 
which the Project Paleontologist shall explain the procedures necessary to protect and safely remove 
potentially significant fossil materials for study and curation at the Natural History Museum of Los Angeles 
County, and shall establish procedures for monitoring based on the sensitivity of the sediments being graded, 
schedule, and other information received from the applicant. If potential paleontological sites are identified 
during construction-related ground disturbances, all work in that location shall cease or be immediately diverted 
until the qualified paleontologist has evaluated the nature and significance of the find. The Project Proponent 
will then be notified if the materials are believed to be potentially significant, and the paleontologist may 
recommend further study and mitigation to the satisfaction of LACDRP. 

Prior to the issuance of a grading 
permit and during grading and earth 
disturbance activities 

Project Applicant, Construction 
Contractors, and Qualified 
Paleontologist 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 

 

Energy (Section 5.4 of the 2019 Draft SEIR) 

MM 5.4-1  The County shall review all development plans to guarantee that energy conservation and efficiency standards 
of Title 24 are met and are incorporated into the design of the proposed project prior to approval. (SCVAP 
2012 EIR MM 3.17-7) 

Prior to approval of development 
plans 

Project Applicant and Future 
Developers 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 

 

MM 5.4-2  The County shall review all development proposals to guarantee that sufficient energy resources and facilities are 
available to supply adequate energy to the proposed project and associated uses prior to approval. (SCVAP 2012 
EIR MM 3.17-6) 

Prior to approval of development 
plans 

Project Applicant and Future 
Developers 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions (Section 5.7 of the 2019 Draft SEIR) 

MM 5.7-1 Prior to the issuance of building permits, the applicant shall provide evidence of green building practices and 
design elements that reduce GHG emissions, in accordance with the requirements of the ordinances adopted 
pursuant to the County’s Green Building Program and other applicable State and County standards. (SCVAP 
MM 3.4-1)  

Prior to the issuance of building 
permits 

Applicant and Future 
Developers 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 

 

MM 5.7-2 Prior to the issuance of building permits, the applicant shall provide evidence of energy- efficient designs, in 
accordance with the requirements of the ordinances adopted pursuant to the County’s Green Building Program 
and other applicable State and County standards, such as those found in the Leadership in Energy and 
Environmental Design (“LEED”) Green Building Ratings and/or comply with Title 24, Part 11, the California 
Green Building Standards Code. (SCVAP MM 3.4-2) 

Prior to the issuance of building 
permits 

Applicant and Future 
Developers 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 

 

MM 5.7-3 Prior to the issuance of building permits, the applicant shall provide evidence of energy efficient lighting, 
heating and cooling systems, appliances, equipment, and control systems, in accordance with the 
requirements of the ordinances adopted pursuant to the County’s Green Building Program and other applicable 
State and County standards. (SCVAP MM 3.4-3) 

Prior to the issuance of building 
permits 

Applicant and Future 
Developers 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 

 

MM 5.7-4 Prior to the issuance of building permits, the applicant shall provide evidence of light colored “cool” roofs and 
cool pavements, in accordance with the requirements of the ordinances adopted pursuant to the County’s 
Green Building Program and other applicable State and County standards. (SCVAP MM 3.4-4) 

Prior to the issuance of building 
permits 

Applicant and Future 
Developers 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 

 

MM 5.7-5 Prior to the issuance of building permits, the applicant shall provide evidence of efficient lighting (including 
LEDs) for traffic, street, and other outdoor lighting purposes, in accordance with the requirements of the 
ordinances adopted pursuant to the County’s Green Building Program and other applicable State and County 
standards. (SCVAP MM 3.4-5) 

Prior to the issuance of building 
permits 

Applicant and Future 
Developers 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 

 

MM 5.7-6 Prior to the issuance of building permits, the applicant shall provide evidence of efficient pumps and motors for 
pools and spas, in accordance with the requirements of the ordinances adopted pursuant to the County’s 
Green Building Program and other applicable State and County standards. (SCVAP MM 3.4-6) 

Prior to the issuance of building 
permits 

Applicant and Future 
Developers 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 

 

MM 5.7-7 Prior to the issuance of building permits, the applicant shall provide evidence of the ability to install solar, and 
solar hot water heaters, in accordance with the requirements of the ordinances adopted pursuant to the 
County’s Green Building Program and other applicable State and County standards. (SCVAP MM 3.4-7) 

Prior to the issuance of building 
permits 

Applicant and Future 
Developers 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 

 

MM 5.7-8 Prior to the issuance of building permits for, the applicant shall provide evidence of water-efficient landscapes, 
in accordance with the requirements of the ordinances adopted pursuant to the County’s Green Building 
Program and other applicable State and County standards. (SCVAP MM 3.4-8) 

Prior to the issuance of building 
permits 

Applicant and Future 
Developers 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 

 

MM 5.7-9 Prior to the issuance of building permits, the applicant shall provide evidence of water efficient irrigation 
systems and devices, such as soil-based irrigation controls and use water-efficient irrigation methods, in 
accordance with the requirements of the ordinances adopted pursuant to the County’s Green Building Program 
and other applicable State and County standards. (SCVAP MM 3.4-9) 

Prior to the issuance of building 
permits 

Applicant and Future 
Developers 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 

 

MM 5.7-10 Prior to the issuance of building permits, the applicant or their contractor shall submit a site construction 
management plan for the reuse and recycle construction and demolition (including soil, vegetation, concrete, 
lumber, metal, and cardboard) to the Department of Public Works for review and approval in accordance with 
the requirements of the ordinances developed pursuant to the County’s Green Building Program and other 
applicable State and County standards. (SCVAP MM 3.4-10) 

Prior to the issuance of building 
permits 

Applicant and Future 
Developers 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 

 

MM 5.7-11 Prior to the issuance of building permits, the applicant shall provide evidence of reuse and recycling 
receptacles in residential, industrial, and commercial projects, in accordance with the requirements of the 
ordinances developed pursuant to the County’s Green Building Program and other applicable State and 
County standards. (SCVAP MM 3.4-11) 

Prior to the issuance of building 
permits 

Applicant and Future 
Developers 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 

 

MM 5.7-12 Prior to the issuance of building permits, the applicant shall provide evidence of consistency with “smart 
growth” principles to reduce GHG emissions (i.e., ensure mixed- use, infill and higher density projects 
provide alternatives to individual vehicle travel and promote efficient delivery of goods and services). (SCVAP 
MM 3.4-12) 

Prior to the issuance of building 
permits 

Applicant and Future 
Developers 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 
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MM 5.7-13 Prior to implementing project approval, the applicant shall preserve existing trees, to the extent feasible and 
consistent with mitigation measures, encourage the planting of new trees consistent with the final landscape 
palettes, and create open space where feasible. (SCVAP MM 3.4-13) 

Prior to implementing project 
approval 

Applicant and Future 
Developers 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 

 

MM 5.7-14 Prior to the issuance of each residential occupancy permit, the Applicant or successor developer shall submit 
for approval to the County the plan for the applicable future homeowners association(s) to provide educational 
information to each homeowner on (1) water conservation; (2) energy conservation, including the use of 
energy-efficient lighting and the limiting of outdoor lighting; (3) the capabilities of buildings to support solar 
electricity generation and/or solar water heating; (4) mobile source emission reduction techniques, such as use 
of alternative modes of transportation and zero- or low-emission vehicles; (5) the use of solar heating, 
automatic covers, and efficient pumps and motors for pools and spas; and (6) recycling to all homeowners prior 
to individual purchase of property and again annually. 

Prior to the issuance of each 
residential occupancy permit 

Applicant and Future 
Developers 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 

 

MM 5.7-15 Prior to the issuance of each nonresidential occupancy permit, the Applicant or successor developer shall 
submit for approval to the County the plan to provide educational information to each owner or tenant on (1) 
water conservation; (2) energy conservation, including the use of energy-efficient lighting and the limiting of 
outdoor lighting; (3) the capabilities of buildings to support solar electricity generation and/or solar water 
heating; (4) mobile source emission reduction techniques, such as use of alternative modes of transportation 
and zero- or low-emission vehicles; and (5) recycling to all homeowners prior to individual purchase of property 
and again annually. 

Prior to the issuance of each 
nonresidential occupancy permit 

Applicant and Future 
Developers 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 

 

MM 5.7-16 Prior to the issuance of each grading and building permit, the applicant/developer shall require in contract 
specifications, that contractors set goals to limit unnecessary construction equipment idling to 3 minutes and 
include methods to encourage equipment operators to achieve the 3-minute goal. 

Prior to the issuance of each grading 
and building permit 

Applicant and Future 
Developers 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 

 

MM 5.7-17 Prior to the issue of the occupancy permit for the 1,000th residential unit, the master developer shall provide the 
County with plans for a weekly farmers’ market to be sponsored by the homeowners’ association or similar 
entity. 

Prior to the issue of the occupancy 
permit for the 1,000th residential unit, 

Applicant and Future 
Developers 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 

 

Hydrology and Water Quality (Section 5.8 of the 2019 Draft SEIR) 

MM 5.8-1 The Project will develop and implement an Integrated Pest Management Plan as a mitigation measure in 
accordance with the integrated pest management and pesticide and fertilizer application guidelines established 
by the University of California Division of Agriculture and Natural Resources Statewide Integrated Pest 
Management Program (http://www.ipm.ucdavis.edu/). The IPM Plan, which will serve to control nutrients and 
reduce pesticide use, will include the following components: 

1. Roles and responsibilities. The IPM Plan will identify the key decision makers in the program, other key 
roles (such as the person responsible for recordkeeping), and the program funding mechanisms. 

2. Pest identification. The IPM Plan will identify plant species and potential pests for these plant species. The 
Plan shall provide references to resources (e.g., existing field manuals) and identify tools (e.g., hand lens) 
that can be used to facilitate identification. 

3. Practices to prevent pest incidence and reduce pest buildup. The IPM Plan will include a list of acceptable 
management strategies for each potential pest. For example, effective practices include modifying 
landscaping to be less conducive to pest survival, using pest-resistant plant varieties, using mulch to 
suppress weeds, encouraging naturally occurring biological controls, educating the public to be more 
tolerant of pests, removing pests mechanically or with barriers and traps, developing a list of pesticides 
that are less toxic to the environment, and developing formulations that will control the pest if other 
methods are not successful. 

4. Monitoring to examine vegetation and surrounding areas for pests to evaluate trends and to identify when 
controls are needed. The IPM Plan will establish monitoring guidelines for the potential pests and 
beneficial insects. Monitoring procedures shall include regular visual inspections or checking with traps 
and methods to quantify observations. The monitoring program shall be used to evaluate when pests may 
become intolerable and to evaluate the level of effectiveness of controls. 

5. Establishment of action thresholds that trigger control actions. The IPM Plan will establish injury levels and 
action thresholds for each potential pest that is listed in the plan. The injury level is the number of pests 

Prior to issuance of occupancy 
permits and throughout Project 
operation 

Construction Contractor, Project 
Applicant and Future 
Developers  

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 
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associated with intolerable damage. Action thresholds are the set of conditions required to trigger a control 
action, usually pesticide application. 

6. Pest control methods. The IPM Plan will describe cultural, mechanical, environmental, and biological pest 
control methods and shall list pesticides authorized for use and the Safety Data Sheets for each pesticide. 
The Plan will include specific criteria for selecting pest management methods, for example, those that are 
least disruptive to natural controls and least damaging to water quality, and procedures for evaluating the 
effectiveness of the control method. 

7. Fertilizer management. The IPM Plan will describe soil assessment techniques, fertilizer types, application 
methods, and proper storage and handling of fertilizers. 

8. Pesticide management. The IPM Plan will discuss pesticide safety (e.g., Material Safety Data Sheets, 
precautionary statements, and protective equipment); regulatory requirements; spill mitigation; 
groundwater and surface water protection measures associated with pesticide use; and pesticide 
applicator certifications, licenses, and training (i.e., all pesticide applicators must be certified by the 
California Department of Pesticide Regulation). The IPM Plan will include a pesticide application 
guidelines/checklist. For example, the application equipment must be calibrated correctly and written 
records must be kept of any pesticide application. 

9. Irrigation management. The IPM Plan will describe the low volume water approaches to landscape 
irrigation, such as drip type and sprinkler systems with SMART controllers, and shall also describe the 
training to be provided to landscape crews that will focus on applying water only when needed to enhance 
plant root growth, managing irrigation to avoid conditions conducive to disease development, and 
minimizing runoff containing pollutants. 

10. Record keeping. The IPM Plan will describe the records that will be maintained for program 
implementation, including pest identification and monitoring results, when and where various pest 
suppression techniques were implemented, pesticide application records, observed side effects of the 
treatment on non-target species, and public complaints and positive feedback received. 

11. Training. The IPM Plan will describe continuing education of pest management personnel. 

12. Effectiveness evaluation. The IPM Plan will describe the methods to be used to evaluate the overall 
effectiveness of the program and the schedule for reviewing the Plan to incorporate new IPM technology. 

Noise (Section 5.10 of the 2019 Draft SEIR) 

MM 5.10-A  With concurrence from the Castaic Union School District, the Applicant will construction a minimum 3-foot-high 
sound wall along the eastern edge of the outdoor fields, a 6-foot high wall along the eastern edge of the school 
parking lot, and a 3-foot high wall along the western edge of Ridge Route Road north of the school parking lot 
to block noise from project-related traffic to the school playground and school buildings. The location of the 
proposed sound wall is shown in Figure 1. 

Prior to issuance of grading permits 
and building permits and during 
construction 

Project Applicant and Future 
Developers 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 

 

MM 5.10-B  During construction, the Applicant will place a flagman at the campus during school hours to ensure school and 
construction traffic flow safely in the school vicinity. 

Prior to issuance of grading permits 
and building permits and during 
construction 

Project Applicant and Future 
Developers 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 

 

MM 5.10-C  The Applicant will ensure that access to the campus is always preserved during construction. Prior to issuance of grading permits 
and building permits and during 
construction 

Project Applicant and Future 
Developers 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 

 

MM 5.10-1  Maintain adequate buffer distances from nearby residences to freeways, high traffic volume roads, railroads, 
airports, manufacturing facilities, industrial facilities, mining centers and other existing processing plants where 
the public may be affected by noise. (SCVAP MM 3.18-2) 

Prior to issuance of grading permits 
and building permits 

Project Applicant and Future 
Developers 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 

 

MM 5.10-2  Sound barriers should be required of the owners of the proposed sensitive land uses adjacent to high noise 
sources, to protect the public from significant noise impacts. (SCVAP MM 3.18-4) 

Prior to issuance of grading permits 
and building permits 

Project Applicant and Future 
Developers 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 
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MM 5.10-3  The placement of telecommunication towers and antennas power boxes should comply with noise ordinances. 
All related equipment should be rated not to exceed 45 dB(A) at any residential property line. (SCVAP 
MM 3.18-6) 

Prior to approval of utility plans Project Applicant and Future 
Developers 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 

 

MM 5.10-4  Prior to the issuance of each permit for clearing, grading, or building within 500 feet of existing residences or 
the Northlake Elementary School, the Developer shall demonstrate that the construction plans or specifications 
include the following noise-abatement and control measures. This measure applies to all phases of 
construction. 

• All construction equipment, including internal combustion engines and stationary equipment (used for 
construction purposes) shall be equipped with noise-reducing features such as, but not limited to, 
improved mufflers, intake silencers, ducts, engine enclosures, and acoustical shields or shrouds.  

• Stationary sources located within 450 feet of the Northlake elementary School or off-site residences shall 
have noise abatement, such as engine enclosures or placed behind barriers, to limit the noise level at 
the sensitive receptor to 60 dBA Leq or less. 

• Stationary construction equipment shall be placed such that emitted noise is directed away from 
sensitive noise receivers. 

• On-site and off-site construction haul routes shall be designed to avoid noise-sensitive uses, as 
feasible.  

• Equipment and material staging areas and equipment maintenance areas shall be located at least 500 
feet from sensitive noise receivers, if feasible. 

Prior to the issuance of each permit 
for clearing, grading, or building 
within 500 feet of existing 
residences or the Northlake 
Elementary School 

Project Applicant and Future 
Developers 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 

 

MM 5.10-5 To the extent feasible, intensive noise activity (e.g., operation of earth moving equipment) within 750 feet of the 
Northlake Elementary School shall be scheduled to occur when classroom instruction is not scheduled. If 
grading or similar construction activity within 150 feet of the school is to occur for longer than one day while 
school is in session, the Developer shall install a temporary noise barrier between the construction area and 
the school. The barrier shall be 12 feet high and solid from the ground to the top. The barrier shall be 
constructed with plywood that is at least ½ inch thick or with another material that creates a noise transmission 
loss of at least 20 dBA. The barrier shall be located to break the line of sight between the school and the 
construction area. Where feasible, the barrier shall remain in place until the completion of construction near the 
school. This measure applies to all phases of construction. 

Prior to initiation of any construction 
activity within 750 feet of Northlake 
Elementary School 

Project Applicant and Future 
Developers 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 

 

MM 5.10-6 If grading or similar construction activity within 150 feet of off-site residences is to occur for longer than one 
day, the Developer shall install a temporary noise barrier between the construction area and the residences. 
The barrier shall be 12 feet high and solid from the ground to the top. The barrier shall be constructed with 
plywood that is at least ½ inch thick or with another material that creates a noise transmission loss of at least 
20 dBA. The barrier shall be located to break the line of sight between the residences and the construction 
area. Where feasible, the barrier shall remain in place until the completion of construction near the residences. 
This measure applies to all phases of construction. 

Prior to issuance of a building 
permit for each industrial and 
commercial land use 

Project Applicant and Future 
Developers 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 

 

MM 5.10-7 Prior to issuing of a building permit for each industrial and commercial land use, the Developer shall submit a 
noise analysis to the County demonstrating that projected noise levels from stationary sources, vehicle activity, 
loading docks, and similar sources will not exceed the exterior noise standards of Section 12.08.390 of the 
County Code. For purposes of this MM, school use shall be considered as a residential use (Zone II) in the 
County Code. The noise analysis shall, to the extent feasible, be cumulative, considering not only the noise 
generated by the proposed development but also noise generated by adjacent and nearby stationary sources. 
Where the adjacent properties have not been developed, the analysis should show that the noise level from the 
proposed development would be far enough below the standard to allow a reasonable increment for future 
noise sources without exceeding the standard. 

Prior to issuance of a building 
permit for each industrial and 
commercial land use 

Project Applicant and Future 
Developers 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 

 

MM 5.10-8 Prior to issuing of a building permit for each multi-family residential use, the Developer shall submit a noise 
analysis to the County demonstrating that projected air conditioning and refrigeration equipment noise levels 
would be exceed the standards of Section 12.08.530 of the County Code. 

Prior to issuance of a building 
permit for each multi-family 
residential use 

Project Applicant and Future 
Developers 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 
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MM 5.10-9 Prior to issuing of building permits for single family and duplex residences adjacent to Ridge Route Road, 
Northlake Boulevard, A Street, B Street, or E Street, and for multi-family residences adjacent to Ridge Route 
Road and Northlake Boulevard, the Developer shall submit a noise analysis to the County demonstrating that 
projected exterior noise levels at areas where residents would reasonably be expected to spend more than one 
hour, such as back yards, would not exceed 60 dBA CNEL for single family and duplex residences and 65 dBA 
CNEL for multi-family residences. This standard is based on the California Land Use Compatibility Guidelines. 
Noise abatement may be achieved by setbacks, berms, and walls. 

The noise analysis shall also demonstrate that interior noise levels in all habitable rooms would of duplexes and multi-family 
residences would not exceed 45 dBA CNEL, as required by the California Building Code. 

Prior to issuance of building permits 
for single family and duplex 
residences adjacent to Ridge Route 
Road, Northlake Boulevard, A 
Street, B Street, or E Street, and for 
multi-family residences adjacent to 
Ridge Route Road and Northlake 
Boulevard 

Project Applicant and Future 
Developers 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 

 

MM 5.10-10 Prior to issuing of building permits for commercial land uses adjacent to Ridge Route Road, the Developer 
shall submit a noise analysis to the County demonstrating that projected exterior noise levels at areas where 
patrons would reasonably be expected to spend more than one hour, such as outdoor restaurant seating, 
would not exceed 70 dBA CNEL. 

Prior to issuance of building permits 
for commercial land uses adjacent 
to Ridge Route Road 

Project Applicant and Future 
Developers 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 

 

MM 5.10-11 Prior to the issuance of each grading permit, the Developer shall submit plans and/or specifications to the 
County demonstrating that site preparation and grading within 265 feet of a residence or the NorthLake 
Elementary School shall be performed with equipment that will not cause a vibration exceeding 0.01 peak 
particle velocity (ppv) inch per second (in/sec). 

Prior to the issuance of each 
grading permit 

Project Applicant and Future 
Developers 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 

 

MM 5.10-12  If blasting is required, the Applicant or its contractor shall hire a certified blasting expert to develop a blasting 
program to be approved by the County Department of Public Works. The program shall include but not be 
limited to the following elements: 
• Design the blast to limit noise and vibration at any residence or the NorthLake Elementary School to the 

limits recommended by the Office of Surface Mining Reclamation and Enforcement or similarly recognized 
authority. 

• Based on the blasting locations, define an impact area where noise and vibration impacts are anticipated 
to be distinctly perceptible. 

• Inform all homeowners and tenants in the impact area of the Project, the planned blasting program, and 
the anticipated noise and vibration impacts. In addition to printed literature, have a public meeting. Provide 
a contact for homeowners for pre- and post-blast questions. 

• Use blast signals to notify residents prior to each blast. 

• Monitor blasts to verify noise and vibration levels at the nearest receptor(s). 

Prior to commencement of any 
blasting activities 

Project Applicant and Future 
Developers 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 

 

Public Services (Section 5.11 of the 2019 Draft SEIR) 

SCVAP MM 3.15-2 Concurrent with the issuance of building permits, the project applicant shall participate in the 
Developer Fee Program to the satisfaction of the County of Los Angeles Fire Department. 

Concurrent with the issuance of 
building permits 

Applicant County of Los Angeles Fire 
Department 

 

SCVAP MM 3.15-3 Adequate water availability shall be provided to service construction activities of any project to the 
satisfaction of the County of Los Angeles Fire Department. 

Prior to approval of development 
plans 

Applicant County of Los Angeles Fire 
Department 

 

SCVAP MM 3.15-4 Development applicant(s) shall be required to pay the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s established law 
enforcement facility fees for North Los Angeles County prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy 
on any structure. The fees are for the acquisition and construction of public facilities to provide 
adequate service to the residents of the County’s Planning Area. 

Prior to approval of development 
application 

Applicant County of Los Angeles Fire 
Department 

 

SCVAP MM 3.15-1 Project developers shall pay the current library fee at the time of building permit issuance ($885.00 
per residential unit for FY 2016-17) to the County of Los Angeles to offset the demand for library items 
and building square footage generated by the proposed project. The library mitigation payment shall 
be made on a building permit by building permit basis by the developer for residential projects. 

Prior to issuance of building permits Applicant and Future 
Developers 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 
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Traffic, Access, and Circulation (Section 5.11 of the 2019 Draft SEIR) 

MM 5.11-3 Prior to construction activities, the Project Applicant shall prepare and submit a detailed Construction Traffic 
Control Plan to the County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works for review and approval. The 
Construction Traffic Control Plan shall describe in detail safe detours and provide temporary traffic control 
during construction activities for the project. To reduce traffic congestion, the Plan shall include, as necessary, 
appropriate, and practicable, the following: temporary traffic controls (e.g., a flag person) during all phases of 
construction to maintain smooth traffic flow; dedicated turn lanes for movement of construction trucks and 
equipment on and off site; scheduling of construction activities that affect traffic flow on the arterial system to 
off-peak hours; consolidation of truck deliveries; rerouting of construction trucks away from congested streets 
or sensitive receptors; and/or signal synchronization to improve traffic flow. 

Prior to the issuance of building 
permit 

Project Applicant and Future 
Developers 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Public Works 

 

Utilities (Section 5.12 of the 2019 Draft SEIR) 

MM 5.12-1 The project applicant shall provide all onsite water system improvements and shall contribute to required new 
or upgraded existing offsite improvements to meet all water supply needs for the proposed development. (1992 
SP EIR MM 4.12.1) 

Prior to the issuance of building 
permits 

Project Applicant and Future 
Developers 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Public Works and 
Newhall County Water District 

 

MM 5.12-2 All water system improvements shall be sized at the water improvement plan check stage of development. 
(1992 SP EIR MM 4.12.2) 

Prior to approval of water 
improvement plan(s) 

Project Applicant, Future 
Developers and Construction 
Contractor 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Public Works 

 

MM 5.12-3 Project connection fees would be deposited into a capital improvement fund to help pay for new facilities and 
expansion required by the Districts; (1992 SP EIR MM 4.9.3) 

Prior to connection to Los Angeles 
Sanitation Districts facilities 

Project Applicant County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 
and Los Angeles Sanitation 
Districts  

 

MM 5.12-4 Payment of the connection fees is required for issuance of a permit to connect the project to surrounding Los 
Angeles County Sanitation District facilities, if necessary. (1992 SP EIR MM 4.9.4) 

Prior to issuance of permit to 
connect the project to surrounding 
Los Angeles County Sanitation 
District facilities 

Project Applicant County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 
and Los Angeles County 
Sanitation District 

 

MM 5.12-5 Routine testing of pre-discharge treated effluent should be conducted to monitor compliance with established 
water quality control limits. (1992 SP EIR MM 4.9.7) 

During construction activities and 
Project operation 

Project Applicant County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning  

 

MM 5.12-6 Prior to issuance of occupancy permits, the Project Applicant shall provide evidence to the County of payment 
of connection fees in compliance with the requirements of the Newhall County Water District. 

Prior to issuance of occupancy 
permits 

Project Applicant County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 
and Newhall County Water 
District 

 

MM 5.12-7 Prior to connection to the Los Angeles County Sanitation District’s wastewater system, the Project Applicant 
shall provide evidence of payment of the Santa Clarita Valley Sanitation District’s Connection Fee Program. 

Prior to connection to the Los 
Angeles County Sanitation District’s 
wastewater system 

Project Applicant Los Angeles County Sanitation 
District and Santa Clarita Valley 
Sanitation District 

 

MM 5.12-8 Prior to issuance of occupancy permits, the Project Applicant shall coordinate with the Los Angeles County 
Sanitation Districts to upsize the existing 12-inch VCP Castaic Trunk Sewer in Ridge Route Road (south of the 
intersection with Lake Hughes Road), as determined necessary by the LA County Sanitation Districts to 
accommodate future flow volumes. 

Prior to the issuance of occupancy 
permits 

Project Applicant County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 
and Los Angeles County 
Sanitation District 

 

MM 5.12-9 Monitor growth, and coordinate with water districts as needed to ensure that long-range needs for potable and 
reclaimed water will be met. (SCVAP 2012 EIR MM 3.13.3) 

Prior to approval of development 
plans 

Project Applicant County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 

 

MM 5.12-10 If water supplies are reduced from projected levels due to drought, emergency, or other unanticipated events, 
take appropriate steps to limit, reduce, or otherwise modify growth permitted by the Area Plan in consultation 
with water districts to ensure adequate long-term supply for existing businesses and residents. (SCVAP 2012 
EIR MM 3.13.4) 

Prior to approval of development 
plans 

Project Applicant County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 

 

MM 5.12-11 Require that all new development proposals demonstrate a sufficient and sustainable water supply prior to 
approval. (SCVAP 2012 EIR MM 3.13.5) 

Prior to approval of development 
plans 

Project Applicant County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 
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MM 5.12-12 Require the use of drought tolerant landscaping, native California plant materials, and evapotranspiration 
(smart) irrigation systems. (SCVAP 2012 EIR MM 3.13.6) 

Prior to approval of landscape 
plans 

Project Applicant County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 

 

MM 5.12-13 In making land use decisions, consider the complex, dynamic, and interrelated ways that natural and human 
systems interact, such as the interactions between energy demand, water demand, air and water quality, and 
waste management. (SCVAP 2012 EIR MM 3.13.8) 

Prior to approval of development 
plans 

Project Applicant County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 

 

MM 5.12-14 In coordination with applicable water suppliers, adopt and implement a water conservation strategy for public 
and private development. (SCVAP 2012 EIR MM 3.13.9) 

Prior to approval of development 
plans 

Project Applicant County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning  

 

MM 5.12-15 Provide examples of water conservation in landscaping through use of low water use landscaping in public 
spaces such as parks, landscaped medians and parkways, plazas, and around public buildings. (SCVAP 2012 
EIR MM 3.13.10) 

Prior to approval of landscape 
plans 

Project Applicant County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 

 

MM 5.12-16 Require low water use landscaping in new residential subdivisions and other private development projects, 
including a reduction in the amount of turf-grass. (SCVAP 2012 EIR MM 3.13.11) 

Prior to approval of landscape 
plans 

Project Applicant County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 

 

MM 5.12-17 Provide informational materials to applicants and contractors on the Castaic Lake Water Agency’s Landscape 
Education Program, and/or other information on xeriscape, native California plants, and water conserving 
irrigation techniques as materials become available. (SCVAP 2012 EIR MM 3.13.12) 

Prior to commencement of grading 
or construction activities 

Project Applicant County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning  

 

MM 5.12-18 Promote the use of low-flow and/or waterless plumbing fixtures and appliances in all new non-residential 
development and residential development of five or more dwelling units. (SCVAP 2012 EIR MM 3.13.13) 

Prior to issuance of occupancy 
permits 

Project Applicant County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 

 

MM 5.12-19 Support amendments to the County Building Code that would promote upgrades to water and energy efficiency 
when issuing permits for renovations or additions to existing buildings. (SCVAP 2012 EIR MM 3.13.14) 

Prior to the issuance of permits for 
renovations or additions to existing 
buildings 

Project Applicant County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 

 

MM 5.12-20 Apply water conservation policies to all pending development projects, including approved tentative subdivision 
maps to the extent permitted by law. Where precluded from adding requirements by vested entitlements, 
encourage water conservation in construction and landscape design. (SCVAP 2012 EIR MM 3.13.15) 

Prior to approval of development 
plans 

Project Applicant County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 

 

MM 5.12-21 Upon the availability of non-potable water services, discourage and consider restrictions on the use of potable 
water for washing outdoor surfaces. (SCVAP 2012 EIR MM 3.13.16) 

At the time when non-potable water 
services are available 

Project Applicant County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 

 

MM 5.12-22 In cooperation with the Sanitation District and other affected agencies, expand opportunities for use of recycled 
water for the purposes of landscape maintenance, construction, water recharge, and other uses as 
appropriate. (SCVAP 2012 EIR MM 3.13.17) 

Prior to construction and during 
Project operation 

Project Applicant and County of 
Los Angeles Department of 
Regional Planning 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 
and Los Angeles County 
Sanitation District 

 

MM 5.12-23 Require new development to provide the infrastructure needed for delivery of recycled water to the property for 
use in irrigation, even if the recycled water main delivery lines have not yet reached the site. (SCVAP 2012 EIR 
MM 3.13.18) 

Prior to approval of development 
plan 

Project Applicant and 
Construction Contractor 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning  

 

MM 5.12-24 Participate and cooperate with other agencies to complete, adopt, and implement an Integrated Regional 
Water Management Plan to build a diversified portfolio of water supply, water quality, and resource 
stewardship priorities for the Santa Clarita Valley. (SCVAP 2012 EIR MM 3.13.20) 

Prior to and during Project 
operation 

Project Applicant and County of 
Los Angeles Department of 
Regional Planning 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning  

 

MM 5.12-25 Require that all new development proposals demonstrate a sufficient and sustainable water supply prior to 
approval. (SCVAP 2012 EIR MM 3.13.21) 

Prior to project approval Project Applicant County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 

 

MM 5.12-26 Promote energy efficiency and water conservation upgrades to existing non-residential buildings at the time of 
major remodel or additions. (SCVAP 2012 EIR MM 3.13.22) 

Prior to approval of applicable 
permits for remodel or additions 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional 
Planning 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 

 

MM 5.12-27 Landscaping shall emphasize drought-tolerant vegetation (xeriscaping) where not watered with reclaimed 
water. Plants of similar water use shall be grouped to reduce over-irrigation of low-water-using plants. Those 
areas not designed in xeriscape shall be gauged to receive irrigation using the minimal requirements. (1992 SP 
EIR MM 4.12.6) 

Prior to approval of landscape 
plans 

Project Applicant, Future 
Developers and Construction 
Contractor 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 
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TABLE 4-1 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

 

Mitigation Measures Mitigation Timing Responsible Agency/Party Monitoring Agency/Party 
Completion Date 

(Signature Required) 

MM 5.12-28 Residential occupants shall be informed as to the benefits of low-water-using landscaping and sources of 
additional assistance in xeriscaping. (1992 SP EIR MM 4.12.7) 

During operation Project Applicant and Future 
Developers 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 

 

MM 5.12-29 The County of Los Angeles shall follow state regulations in implementing the goals, policies, and programs 
identified in the Los Angeles County Integrated Waste Management Plan in order to achieve and maintain a 
minimum of 50 percent reduction in solid waste disposal through source reduction, reuse, recycling, and 
composting. In response to California’s 75 Percent Initiative, at least 75 percent of all solid waste will be 
recycled or reused by 2020. Additionally, the Project Applicant or Construction Manager shall ensure that a 
minimum of 65 percent of the non-hazardous construction and demolition debris will be recycled and/or 
salvaged or meet a local construction and demolition waste management ordinance. (SCVAP 2012 EIR 
MM 3.17.1) 

During construction activities and 
Project operation 

Project Applicant, Future 
Developers, and/or 
Construction Manager 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 

 

MM 5.12-30 The County shall require all future commercial, industrial and multifamily residential development to provide 
adequate areas for the collection and loading of recyclable materials (i.e., paper products, glass, and other 
recyclables) in compliance with the State Model Ordinance, implemented on September 1, 1994, in 
accordance with AB 1327, Chapter 18, California Solid Waste Reuse and Recycling Access Act of 1991. 
(SCVAP 2012 EIR MM 3.17.2) 

During construction activities and 
Project operation 

Project Applicant and 
Construction Contractor 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 

 

MM 5.12-31 The County shall require all development projects to coordinate with appropriate County agencies to ensure 
that there is adequate waste disposal capacity to meet the waste disposal requirements of the County’s 
Planning Area, and the County shall recommend that all development projects incorporate measures to 
promote waste reduction, reuse, recycling, and composting. (SCVAP 2012 EIR MM 3.17.3) 

Prior to development plan approval Project Applicant County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 
and Sanitation Districts of Los 
Angeles County 

 

MM 5.12-32 All new development in the County’s Planning Area will be required to implement existing and future waste 
reduction programs in conformance with the County’s Planning Area SRRE program. (SCVAP 2012 EIR 
MM 3.17.4) 

During construction activities and 
Project operation 

Project Applicant, Future 
Developers and Construction 
Contractor 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 

 

MM 5.12-33 Any hazardous waste that is generated on site, or is found on site during demolition, rehabilitation, or new 
construction activities shall be remediated, stored, handled, and transported in compliance per appropriate 
local, state, and federal laws, as well as with the County’s SRRE. (SCVAP 2012 EIR MM 3.17.5) 

During demolition, rehabilitation, or 
construction activities 

Project Applicant, Future 
Developers and Construction 
Contractor 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 

 

MM 5.12-34 Collection/storage facilities for recyclables shall be incorporated into all building designs and/or a conveniently 
located recycling area shall be developed on the project site for use by all occupants/users of the 
commercial/industrial uses. (1992 SP EIR MM 4.13.1) 

During construction activities and 
Project operation 

Project Applicant, Future 
Developers and Construction 
Contractor 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 

 

MM 5.12-35 The owner and/or tenants of all onsite commercial and industrial uses shall comply with all applicable federal, 
state and local requirements for handling hazardous materials. Onsite businesses handling hazardous 
materials shall submit a Business Plan which will include information or inventories, employee training and 
emergency response plans and procedures. (1992 SP EIR MM 4.13.2) 

During Project operation Applicant, Future Developers, 
and Onsite commercial and 
industrial owners and/or tenants 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 

 

MM 5.12-36 Removal of hazardous materials, waste from the project site shall be conducted by registered waste hauler in 
accordance with all applicable rules and regulations. (1992 SP EIR MM 4.13.3) 

During construction activities and 
Project operation 

Project Applicant, Future 
Developers and Construction 
Contractor 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 

 

MM 5.12-37 All hazardous materials used in association with future onsite businesses shall be stored in specific locations 
and clearly marked as to contents. (1992 SP EIR MM 4.13.4) 

During Project operation Applicant, Future Developers, 
and Onsite commercial and 
industrial owners and/or tenants 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning 
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