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Intfroduction and Project Description

1 Introduction and Project Description

1.1 Project Title

Nimbus/Deane Tank No. 2 Project

1.2 Lead Agency/Project Sponsor and Contact

Lead Agency/Project Sponsor

Santa Clarita Valley Water Agency
26521 Summit Circle
Santa Clarita, California 91350

Contact Person

Orlando Moreno, Principal Engineer
Santa Clarita Valley Water Agency
(661) 705-7253
omoreno@scvwa.org

1.3  Project Location and Surrounding Land Uses

The Nimbus/Deane Tank No. 2 site encompasses an approximately 1.1-acre area within a larger
parcel located at the western terminus of Nimbus Way in the Skyline Ranch residential development
in Santa Clarita, California (Assessor’s Identification No. 2802-002-042). The Nimbus/Deane Tank No.
2 site is generally flat and consists of a previously graded pad with a water storage tank currently
under construction in the western portion of the pad. The Nimbus/Deane Tank No. 2 site is
approximately two miles northwest of State Route (SR) 14 and 7.5 miles east of Interstate 5 (I-5).
Figure 1 shows the regional location of the Nimbus/Deane Tank No. 2 site, and Figure 2 shows the
Nimbus/Deane Tank No. 2 site in its local context. Access to the Nimbus/Deane Tank No. 2 site is
provided via Nimbus Way.

Land uses immediately surrounding the Nimbus/Deane Tank No. 2 site consist of single-family
residences within the approximately 2,173-acre Skyline Ranch development to the south and east
and manufactured hillsides with concrete drainage features to the north and west. The
Nimbus/Deane Tank No. 2 site is on the western edge of the Skyline Ranch residential development,
and large open space areas are present to the north and west beyond the immediately-adjacent
manufactured hillsides.

1.4  General Plan Designation

The Nimbus/Deane Tank No. 2 site has a land use designation of Urban Residential 1 (UR 1) in the
City of Santa Clarita’s (City) General Plan. This land use designation allows for residential
neighborhoods at densities that require urban services with a maximum density of two dwelling
units per acre (City of Santa Clarita 2011).
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Figure 1 Regional Project Location
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Figure 2 Nimbus/Deane Tank No. 2 Site Location
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1.5 Zoning

The Nimbus/Deane Tank No. 2 site is zoned as Urban Residential (UR 1). Consistent with the City’s
General Plan land use designation, this zone provides for residential neighborhoods at densities that
require urban services with a maximum density of two dwelling units per acre (Santa Clarita
Municipal Code Section 17.33.010).

1.6  Project Background

The Skyline Ranch Residential Project (herein referred to as “Skyline Ranch Project”) encompasses
approximately 2,173 acres within the Santa Clarita Valley, west of Sierra Highway and north of SR
14, in Santa Clarita. The Skyline Ranch Project involves development of approximately 622 acres of
the site with 1,220 single-family residential lots, an elementary school, and public and private
parkland. The remainder of the Skyline Ranch Project site will remain undeveloped and will be
designated as natural open space through the establishment of a conservation area. The County of
Los Angeles (County) prepared an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Skyline Ranch Project
in 2009 and certified the EIR in 2010 (SCH No. 2004101090; hereinafter referred to as the “Final
EIR”).! The Skyline Ranch Project is currently under construction with residences built out in the
immediate vicinity of the Nimbus/Deane Tank No. 2 site and additional residences in the northeast
and southeast areas of the development planned or under construction.

Santa Clarita Valley Water Agency (SCV Water) was formed in 2018 and is the water service provider
for the Santa Clarita Valley region. SCV Water’s service area encompasses approximately 195 square
miles and includes over 286,000 people, who are served via approximately 75,000 residential and
commercial water connections. SCV Water is the water service provider for the Skyline Ranch
Project and planned to serve the area with three water storage tanks, including one tank within the
Skyline Ranch Project site located at the terminus of Nimbus Way (Nimbus/Deane Tank No. 1) and
two tanks at a separate site located just north of Citrus Way (currently complete and in operation).
The Nimbus/Deane Tank No. 1 is currently under construction by Tri Pointe Homes and is expected
to be operational by August 2024. The two tanks at north of Citrus Way have been constructed and
are in operation. The purpose of the second tank is to address a storage deficiency in the SCV
Water’s distribution system and to provide water storage capacity for the Skyline Ranch Project as
well as the Sand Canyon mixed-use development, located near the intersection of Sand Canyon
Road and Soledad Canyon Road.

For the purpose of compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), SCV Water has
prepared this Addendum to the 2010 Skyline Ranch Project Final EIR. The project evaluated in the
Final EIR and addenda to the Final EIR are referred to as the “Original Project” in this Addendum.
The Original Project included development of 1,220 single-family residences, an elementary school,
16.9 acres of public parkland, 2.7 acres of private parkland, 18 desilting basins, three water storage
tanks (including the two-million-gallon Nimbus/Deane Tank No. 1), two booster pump stations, and
networks of water and sewer pipelines, storm drains, and internal roadways throughout the
development along with grading and associated earthwork encompassing the movement of
approximately 20.8 million cubic yards of material within the Skyline Ranch Project site (herein
referred to as the “Original Project site”). This Addendum to the Final EIR evaluates construction of

1 Although the Skyline Ranch Residential development area is currently within the city of Santa Clarita, the County of Los Angeles served
as the CEQA lead agency for the EIR because it was prepared prior to the annexation of the area into the city of Santa Clarita in 2018.
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a second tank (Nimbus/Deane Tank No. 2) adjacent to Nimbus/Deane Tank No. 1 because it was not
included in the Original Project. Construction and operation of the proposed Nimbus/Deane Tank
No. 2 is referred to as the “proposed modifications” to the Original Project in this Addendum.
Construction and operation of the tank, in conjunction with the components of the Original Project,
are referred to as the “Modified Project” in this Addendum.

1.7 Project Description

The Nimbus/Deane Tank No. 2 Project (herein referred to as “proposed modifications”) involves
construction of a new pre-stressed concrete reservoir adjacent to Nimbus/Deane Tank No. 1. The
proposed tank would be approximately 107.5 feet in diameter and 45 feet in height with a cast-in-
place dome roof. The proposed tank would be nearly identical in appearance to Nimbus/Deane Tank
No. 1 and would also have a water storage capacity of approximately 2.08 million gallons. Similar to
Nimbus/Deane Tank No. 1, the proposed tank would be constructed on top of five- to six-foot-deep
foundation footings, aggregate road base, and poly sheeting. Water would flow into and out of the
tank via tank inlet piping located at the floor of the tank. A metal stairway would travel clockwise
around the exterior of the tank to provide roof access, and a ladder would be located on the interior
of the tank for maintenance access. In addition, a walkway with handrails would be installed to
provide roof access between the two tanks.

Water would be pumped to the proposed Nimbus/Deane Tank No. 2 via the Deane Pump Station,
which is currently under construction by Tri Pointe Homes, the developer of Skyline Ranch. The
Deane Pump Station will be located south of Skyline Road, approximately 1.1 miles southeast of the
Nimbus/Deane Tank No. 2 site. Once in operation, the Deane Pump Station will have sufficient
capacity to pump water to both Nimbus/Deane Tank No. 1 and the proposed Nimbus/Deane Tank
No. 2. In addition, the Skyline Pump Station would pump water from both tanks to the Upper
Skyline Zone, which is the adjacent, higher pressure zone operated by SCV Water, and the Deane
Disinfection Facility would disinfect water in both tanks. Although related to operation of the
proposed Nimbus/Deane Tank No. 2, construction of the Deane Pump Station, Skyline Pump Station,
and Deane Disinfection Facility are all part of construction of Nimbus/Deane Tank No. 1 under the
Original Project and are therefore not considered part of the proposed modifications.

The locations of Nimbus/Deane Tank No. 1, Skyline Pump Station, Deane Disinfection Facility, and
the proposed Nimbus/Deane Tank No. 2 are shown in Figure 3.
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Figure 3 Location of Proposed Tank and Associated Water Infrastructure
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Construction

Construction of the proposed tank would occur over approximately 20 months and is anticipated to
commence as early as October 2024. Table 1 lists the construction phases and their estimated
durations. Construction activities would generally occur from 7:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday
through Saturday. It is not anticipated that nighttime construction would be required.

Table 1 Construction Phases

Construction Phase Estimated Duration

Site Preparation 2 months
Grading 2 months
Tank Construction 12 months
Site Paving/Restoration 4 months

The maximum depth of excavation would be approximately nine feet. The proposed modifications
would require approximately 3,500 cubic yards of soil to be excavated, approximately 1,000 cubic
yards of which would be reused as fill. The remaining 2,500 cubic yards would be exported off-site
and disposed of at the Chiquita Canyon Landfill, located approximately 11 miles west of the
Nimbus/Deane Tank No. 2 site, or at another disposal site selected by the construction contractor.
Approximately 500 cubic yards of additional soil would be imported to the Nimbus/Deane Tank No.
2 site to be used as fill. Construction equipment and materials would be staged within the
Nimbus/Deane Tank No. 2 site and/or within the previously disturbed, graded pad of a nearby
undeveloped residential lot within a portion of the Skyline Ranch development currently under
construction (see Figure 3). The off-site residential lot that may be used for construction staging
would be approximately 0.5 acre in size. Construction workers would park their vehicles on the
adjacent public streets within the Skyline Ranch development. If lighting is required in the early
morning hours in winter months during construction, it would be aimed downward and directed
away from nearby residences pursuant to standard construction best management practices.

Operation and Maintenance

The proposed modifications would not result in an increase in electricity consumption beyond
existing conditions or anticipated conditions of the Original Project. SCV Water staff visit the site
once per day to conduct routine operations and maintenance activities for Nimbus/Deane Tank No.
1. It is anticipated that the proposed Nimbus/Deane Tank No. 2 would be serviced and maintained
at the same time/frequency as Nimbus/Deane Tank No. 1; therefore, there would be no additional
trips associated with the proposed modifications. As such, the proposed modifications would not
result in a change in operations and maintenance activities beyond what was anticipated in the
Original Project.
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2 Basis for the Addendum

CEQA Guidelines Sections 15162 and 15164 set forth the criteria for determining the appropriate
additional environmental documentation, if any, to be completed when a project has a previously
certified EIR.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15164 states a lead agency shall prepare an addendum to a previously
certified EIR if some changes or additions are necessary, but none of the conditions described in
Section 15162 calling for preparation of a subsequent EIR have occurred. CEQA Guidelines Section
15162(a) states no Subsequent or Supplemental EIR shall be prepared for a project with a certified
EIR unless the lead agency determines, based on substantial evidence in the light of the whole
record, one or more of the following:

1. Substantial changes are proposed in the project that will require major revisions of the previous
EIR due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in
the severity of previously identified significant effects.

2. Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the project is
undertaken which will require major revisions of the previous EIR due to the involvement of
new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously
identified significant effects.

3. New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not have been
known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the previous EIR was certified as
complete, shows any of the following:

A. The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the previous EIR.

B. Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown in the
previous EIR.

C. Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would in fact be
feasible and would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the project, but
the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative.

D. Mitigation measures or alternatives that are considerably different from those analyzed in
the previous EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the
environment, but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or
alternative.

The analysis pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 demonstrates whether the lead agency can
approve the activity as being within the scope of the existing certified EIR, that an addendum to the
existing EIR would be appropriate, and no new environmental document, such as a new EIR, would
be required. The addendum need not be circulated for public review but can be included in or
attached to the Final EIR, and the decision-making body shall consider the addendum with the Final
EIR prior to deciding on the project.

SCV Water has prepared this EIR Addendum, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15162 and
15164, to evaluate whether the Modified Project’s environmental impacts are covered by and
within the scope of the Final EIR for the Original Project. This Addendum details any changes in the
project (i.e., the proposed modifications), changes in circumstances under which the project is
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undertaken, and/or "new information of substantial importance" that may cause one or more
effects to environmental resources.

The responses herein substantiate and support SCV Water’s determination that the proposed
modifications are within the scope of the Final EIR certified for the Skyline Ranch Project, do not
require subsequent action under CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 and, in conjunction with the Final
EIR for the Skyline Ranch Project, adequately analyze potential environmental impacts.

The Final EIR for the Skyline Ranch Project was used in preparation of this Addendum and is
incorporated herein by reference, consistent with Section 15150 of the CEQA Guidelines.
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3 Addendum Evaluation Methodology

3.1 Context of the Skyline Ranch EIR

The Final EIR and its two Addenda adopted to date evaluated the environmental impacts of the
Skyline Ranch Project. The 2010 Final EIR analyzed the Skyline Ranch Project as originally proposed.
The first Addendum was prepared in 2010 and did not involve changes to the Skyline Ranch Project.
The second Addendum was prepared in 2016 and evaluated several changes to the Skyline Ranch
Project. For purposes of this Addendum, the Original Project consists of the Skyline Ranch Project as
described in the Final EIR and modified by the 2016 Addendum. The Original Project consists of
development of approximately 622 acres with 1,220 residences, 16.9 acres of public parkland, 2.7
acres of private parkland, 10.75 miles of pedestrian connections (including hiking trails, paseo trails,
and multipurpose trails), 18 desilting basins, three water storage tanks (including the two-million-
gallon Nimbus/Deane Tank No. 1), two booster pump stations, and networks of water and sewer
pipelines, storm drains, and internal roadways throughout the development along with grading and
associated earthwork encompassing the movement of approximately 20.8 million cubic yards of
material. The Original Project also includes retaining the remainder of the Original Project site
outside the development footprint in its undeveloped state and designating it as natural open
space. Chapter 4, Environmental Impact Analysis, of the Final EIR concluded the Skyline Ranch
Project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts to:

= Visual Qualities (alteration of a scenic vista and degradation of existing visual character)
=  Traffic/Access (operational traffic on SR 14)
= Noise (construction noise and off-site mobile noise)

=  Air Quality (construction-phase emissions of particulate matter, carbon monoxide, nitrogen
oxides, and volatile organic compounds)

= Solid Waste Disposal (landfill capacity)
= Law Enforcement Services

=  Global Climate Change

Additionally, the Final EIR concluded the Skyline Ranch Project would result in less-than-significant
impacts to the following environmental resources with implementation of the identified mitigation
measures:

=  Geotechnical Resources

= Hydrology and Water Quality

= Biological Resources

= Cultural and Paleontological Resources

= Traffic/Access (operational traffic on area roadways other than SR 14)

= Noise (construction and operational noise at on-site residences)

=  Water Resources (sufficient water supplies)

=  Fire Services and Hazards (fire service demand and emergency access)
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The Final EIR determined all other environmental impacts would be less than significant without
mitigation.

3.2 Addendum Analysis and Format

The Final EIR evaluated the environmental impacts of construction and operation of the Skyline
Ranch Project. The impacts analysis contained in Section 4, Impacts Analysis, of this Addendum
follow the order of the Final EIR. For each environmental resource, the analysis 1) summarizes the
impacts identified in the Final EIR; 2) discusses potential impacts, including cumulative impacts,
associated with the Modified Project; and 3) presents a conclusion regarding potential impacts
associated with the Modified Project and how they compare to impacts identified in the Final EIR.

The Final EIR for the Original Project, which was prepared in 2010, assessed the environmental topic
areas that were identified in the CEQA Guidelines Appendix G Checklist at the time of preparation of
that document. Since certification of the Final EIR in 2010, the CEQA Guidelines were updated, and
modifications to the CEQA Guidelines Appendix G Checklist were subsequently adopted. The
following is an overview of the most substantial revisions to the CEQA Guidelines Appendix G
Checklist that were adopted in 2018 for resource areas addressed in this Addendum:

=  Aesthetics — One of the significance criteria was revised to consider substantial degradation of
existing visual character or quality of public views only if the project site is in a non-urbanized
area. For projects in urbanized areas, the significance criterion instead evaluates whether the
project conflicts with applicable zoning and regulations governing scenic quality.

= Air Quality — The significance criterion evaluating whether a project would result in a violation
of air quality standards was removed. Additionally, the significance criterion associated with
objectionable odors was broadened to evaluate other air pollutant emissions, such as those
leading to odors, that could adversely affect a substantial number of people.

= Biological Resources — The definition of a wetland under CEQA has been expanded, such that
now the extent of wetland areas should be considered at both the state and federal level, with
impact analyses conducted for the more conservative area.

= Hydrology and Water Quality — Significance criteria associated with the placement of housing
or structures within a flood zone and otherwise exposing people or project features to flooding,
tsunami, mudflow, etc. have been removed and replaced with a criterion evaluating whether
the project would risk the release of pollutants in the event of inundation due to flooding,
tsunami, or seiche. Additionally, revised significance criteria require an expanded evaluation of
project impacts related to alterations of the existing drainage pattern of the project site and
surrounding area and an analysis of potential conflicts with sustainable groundwater
management plans and water quality control plans.

= Noise — Six significance criteria were consolidated into three, while still focusing on temporary
and permanent noise, vibration, and airport/airstrip noise impacts.

= Population and Housing — One significance criterion was clarified to evaluate specifically
unplanned population growth and two significance criteria related to displacement of existing
people or housing were consolidated into one.

= Transportation — Significance criteria were revised to consider transportation impacts in terms
of vehicle miles traveled rather than level of service/congestion impacts. In addition, the
significance criterion evaluating impacts to air traffic patterns was removed.
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= Utilities and Service Systems - Seven significance criteria were consolidated into five and
revised while still focusing on whether a project would necessitate the relocation or
construction of new or expanded utility systems and whether sufficient water supplies would be
available to serve the project and reasonably foreseeable future development.

= Energy and Wildfire — These topics were added to the CEQA Guidelines Appendix G Checklist as
environmental issue areas. The Energy section evaluates impacts related to wasteful, inefficient,
and unnecessary energy consumption and conflicts with state or local renewable energy and
energy efficiency plans while the Wildfire section addresses factors that could expose people or
structures to fire or post-fire flooding or landslides, risk or impair emergency response, or
require installation of features that could exacerbate fire risk (e.g., power lines) or result in
ongoing impacts to the environment (e.g., fuel modification zones).

Furthermore, changes to the CEQA Guidelines requiring analysis of tribal cultural resources took
effect July 2015. Because the Final EIR was certified prior to July 2015, an analysis of impacts to
tribal cultural resources was not required. For the same reason, Assembly Bill 52 consultation was
not required at the time of the Final EIR certification, and it is not required for this Addendum
because Assembly Bill 52 consultation is required only prior to the release of a negative declaration,
mitigated negative declaration, or EIR (Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1[b]). However,
although not included as a separate chapter in the Final EIR, the Final EIR included an analysis of
impacts to Native American resources in Section 4.D, Cultural and Paleontological Resources.
Therefore, a discussion of tribal cultural resources is included in Section 4.4, Cultural and
Paleontological Resources, of this Addendum.

In addition to the revisions summarized above, the significance criteria in other environmental issue
areas identified in the prior version of the CEQA Guidelines Appendix G Checklist were modified to
consolidate, simplify, and/or reformat questions. The information required for analysis has not
substantially changed from the previous checklist. For consistency with the analysis provided in the
Final EIR, the same significance criteria used in the Final EIR are applied to the impact analysis for
the Modified Project. Table 2 demonstrates where each of the resource topics included in the
current (2024) CEQA Guidelines Appendix G Checklist issue areas are discussed in this Addendum.
Where applicable, thresholds from the current (2024) CEQA Guidelines Appendix G Checklist that
were not evaluated in the Final EIR are discussed in relation to the proposed modifications.

Table 2 Comparison of Addendum Sections to 2024 Appendix G Checklist

Addendum Section Corresponding 2024 Appendix G Checklist Topic

Section 4.1, Geotechnical Resources Section VII, Geology and Soils, Thresholds A to E
Section 4.2, Hydrology and Water Quality Section X, Hydrology and Water Quality

Section 4.3, Biological Resources Section |V, Biological Resources

Section 4.4, Cultural and Paleontological Resources Section V, Cultural Resources

Section VII, Geology and Soils, Threshold F
Section XVIII, Tribal Cultural Resources

Section 4.5, Visual Qualities Section |, Aesthetics

Section 4.6, Traffic/Access Section XVII, Transportation, Thresholds A to C
Section 4.7, Noise Section Xlll, Noise

Section 4.8, Air Quality Section Ill, Air Quality
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Addendum Section Corresponding 2024 Appendix G Checklist Topic

Section 4.9, Water Resources Section XIX, Utilities and Service Systems,
Thresholds A and B

Section 4.10, Wastewater Disposal Section XIX, Utilities and Service Systems,
Thresholds A and C

Section 4.11, Solid Waste Disposal Section XIX, Utilities and Service Systems,
Thresholds D and E
Section 4.12, Law Enforcement Services Section XV, Public Services, Threshold A2

Section XVII, Hazards and Hazardous Materials,
Threshold F

Section XVII, Transportation, Threshold D
Section 4.13, Fire Services and Hazards Section XVIl, Hazards and Hazardous Materials,

Threshold G

Section XV, Public Services, Threshold Al

Section XX, Wildfire

Section 4.14, Education Section XV, Public Services, Threshold A3
Section 4.15, Libraries Section XV, Public Services, Threshold A5
Section 4.16, Parks Section XV, Public Services, Threshold A4
Section XVI, Recreation
Section 4.17, Land Use Section XI, Land Use and Planning
Section 4.18, Population, Housing and Employment Section X1V, Population and Housing
Section 4.19, Global Climate Change Section VIIl, Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Section 4.20, CEQA Topics Not Evaluated in Final EIR Section VI, Energy

Section XVII, Hazards and Hazardous Materials,
Thresholds Ato E

Section XIX, Utilities and Service Systems,

Threshold A
Section 4.21, Other CEQA Considerations — Effects Found Section Il, Agriculture and Forestry Resources
Not to Be Significant Section XlI, Mineral Resources

Since certification of the Final EIR in 2010, the Original Project site has been annexed by the City.
The Original Project site was previously within the jurisdiction of the County, and the Final EIR
evaluated the consistency of the Original Project with the County’s General Plan and Los Angeles
County Code. Because the Original Project site is now within Santa Clarita city limits, this Addendum
evaluates the consistency of the proposed modifications with the City’s General Plan and Santa
Clarita Municipal Code.
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4 Impacts Analysis

The following sections summarize the findings of the Final EIR and evaluate the impacts of the
Modified Project by topic. Several mitigation measures of the Final EIR apply to the proposed
modifications; the full text of these mitigation measures is provided in Section 5, Mitigation
Measures Applicable to the Proposed Modifications. All other mitigation measures referenced
herein that remain applicable to the Modified Project are outlined in Appendix A.

4.1 Geotechnical Resources

Final EIR Findings

Geotechnical resources are discussed in Section 4.A, Geotechnical Resources, of the Final EIR. The
Final EIR determined impacts related to seismic ground shaking would be less than significant
because the Original Project would comply with the Uniform Building Code and County standards
and procedures. Because slopes, potentially liquefiable soils, and potentially expansive soils are
present on the Original Project site, the Final EIR determined impacts related to landslides,
liguefaction, expansive soils, soil stability, and erosion would be potentially significant. The Final EIR
required implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.A-1 through 4.A-5, which involve removal of
unstable soils, designation of existing landslides as restricted use areas, and incorporation of several
soil stabilization measures for soil excavation and recompaction. Overall, the Final EIR concludes the
impacts related to geotechnical resources would be less than significant with mitigation under the
Original Project (County of Los Angeles 2010).

The Final EIR found no significant cumulative impacts related to geotechnical resources would occur
because most geologic hazards are site-specific, other than land subsidence. The Final EIR also
determined the Original Project would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to
significant cumulative impacts related to subsidence because the Original Project would not involve
activities such as groundwater or oil extraction that would be capable of causing regional land
subsidence (County of Los Angeles 2010).

Modified Project Analysis

Significance Threshold Criteria

The following CEQA significance threshold criteria were used to evaluate impacts to geotechnical
resources associated with the proposed modifications to the Original Project. Impacts would be
potentially significant if the proposed modifications would introduce new significant impacts or
substantially increase the severity of previously identified significant impacts associated with:

= Exposure of people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of
loss, injury, or death involving:

o Rupture of a known earthquake fault as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other
substantial evidence of a known fault (refer to California Geological Survey Special
Publication 42);

@ Strong seismic ground shaking;
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@ Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction; and/or
o Landslides.
=  Substantial erosion or the loss of topsoil.

= Location on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of
the project, and potentially resulting in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction, or collapse.

= Location on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994),
creating substantial risks to life or property.

In addition, the following CEQA significance threshold from Section VII, Geology and Soils, of the
2024 CEQA Guidelines Appendix G Checklist was used to evaluate the proposed modifications to the
Original Project. Impacts would be potentially significant if the proposed modifications would
introduce new significant impacts or substantially increase the severity of previously identified
significant impacts associated with:

= Location on soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative
wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater.

Project-Level Impact Analysis

Potential geologic risks and susceptibility to earthquakes and seismicity are site-specific and related
to the proximity of the project area to faults. The proposed modifications would be located within
the Original Project site. Therefore, the proximity to known earthquake faults and the potential for
fault rupture, seismic ground shaking, liquefaction, and landslides described for the Original Project
in the Final EIR would also apply to the Modified Project. In addition, the Final EIR evaluated impacts
to geotechnical resources associated with three water storage tanks of similar size as the proposed
Nimbus/Deane Tank No. 2. Accordingly, the Modified Project would not increase the number of
people or include substantially different structures that could be exposed to seismic risks compared
to the Original Project. The proposed modifications also do not include the use of septic tanks or
alternative wastewater disposal systems. Mitigation Measures 4.A-1 through 4.A-5, which prohibit
the use of unsuitable fill materials, restrict certain land uses in previous landslide areas, require
slope stabilization measures, and require excavation of expansive soils, would remain applicable to
the Modified Project and would reduce potential seismic impacts to a less than significant level.
However, these mitigation measures would not specifically apply to the proposed modifications
themselves, because the Nimbus/Deane Tank No. 2 site has been previously graded. Therefore,
similar to the Original Project, impacts would be less than significant with mitigation under the
Modified Project.

As discussed in the Final EIR, geologic units, soil types, and geologic hazards are site-specific. The
proposed modifications would be within the Original Project site, and Mitigation Measures 4.A-1
through 4.A-5 would remain applicable to the Modified Project to mitigate potential seismic impacts
to a less than significant level. Impacts would be less than significant with mitigation, similar to the
Original Project.

Cumulative Impact Analysis

Because the Modified Project would not result in greater impacts to geotechnical resources than the
Original Project, the Modified Project also would not result in a cumulatively considerable
contribution to cumulative impacts related to geotechnical resources.
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Conclusion

The Modified Project would not result in new significant impacts to geotechnical resources or
substantially increase the severity of impacts already identified in the Final EIR for the Original
Project.

4.2 Hydrology and Water Quality

Final EIR Findings

Hydrology and water quality are discussed in Section 4.B, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Final
EIR. The Final EIR identified five on-site watersheds and determined the drainage improvements and
storm drain system included in the Original Project would decrease flow rates of the watersheds
and would accommodate the anticipated run-off volume. The Final EIR determined the Original
Project would not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site such that substantial
erosion or surface runoff would occur and concluded impacts would be less than significant. The
Final EIR also determined the Original Project’s drainage improvements and storm drain system
would not result in flooding. However, because the drainage facilities were not yet finalized at the
time, the Final EIR includes Mitigation Measure 4.B-1, which requires final drainage plans to
demonstrate there will be no displacement of floodplain area in the Original Project site (County of
Los Angeles 2010).

Because the Original Project would involve substantial earthwork, the Final EIR determined
construction activities could generate polluted runoff that would result in potentially significant
impacts to water quality. The Final EIR required implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.B-2, which
involves preparation and implementation of an erosion control plan. The Final EIR also concluded
operation of the Original Project would permanently increase the area of impermeable surfaces and
the proposed residential land uses would generate polluted runoff associated with the use of paints,
solvents, cleaning materials, fertilizers, and pesticides. To address these impacts, the Final EIR
required implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.B-3 and 4.B-4, which involve preparation of a
construction-phase Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to be approved by the Los
Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board and implementation of several site design and
control best management practices to minimize urban-related pollutant runoff during operation.
Overall, the Final EIR concluded the Original Project’s impacts to hydrology and water quality would
be less than significant with mitigation incorporated (County of Los Angeles 2010).

The Final EIR found no significant cumulative impacts to hydrology and water quality would occur
because the Original Project and cumulative development would be required to comply with
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System requirements, which include the development of
SWPPPs and implementation of best management practices that would minimize cumulative
impacts to water quality (County of Los Angeles 2010).

Modified Project Analysis

Significance Threshold Criteria

The following CEQA significance threshold criteria were used to evaluate impacts to hydrology and
water quality associated with the proposed modifications to the Original Project. Impacts would be
potentially significant if the proposed modifications would introduce new significant impacts or
substantially increase the severity of previously identified significant impacts associated with:
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= Violation of any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements;

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

= Substantial alteration of the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner that would result in substantial erosion
or siltation on- or off-site;

=  Substantial alteration of the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantial increase in the rate or amount of
surface runoff in a manner that would result in flooding on- or off-site;

= Creation or contribution of runoff water that would exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff; and

=  Substantial degradation of water quality.

In addition, the following CEQA significance thresholds from Section X, Hydrology and Water
Quality, of the 2024 CEQA Guidelines Appendix G Checklist were used to evaluate the proposed
modifications to the Original Project. Impacts would be potentially significant if the proposed
modifications would introduce new significant impacts or substantially increase the severity of
previously identified significant impacts associated with:

* In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, creation of the risk of release of pollutants due to
project inundation; or

= A conflict with or obstruction of implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable
groundwater management plan.

Project-Level Impact Analysis

ALTERATION OF EXISTING DRAINAGE PATTERNS

The proposed modifications would be located on a previously-graded pad and would not
substantially change the existing drainage pattern of the site from what was described under the
Original Project. Accordingly, the proposed modifications would not alter the course of a stream or
river, result in substantial erosion or siltation, substantially increase the rate or amount of surface
runoff, create additional sources of polluted runoff, or exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems beyond what was anticipated under the Original Project. Mitigation
Measure 4.B-1 would continue to be required for the Modified Project, but not specifically to the
proposed modifications because final drainage plans are already being implemented with buildout
of the Original Project. Therefore, similar to the Original Project, impacts to drainage patterns would
be less than significant with mitigation incorporated under the Modified Project.

WATER QUALITY STANDARDS AND DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS

The proposed modifications have the potential to result in significant impacts to water quality due
to erosion and runoff during construction. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.B-3 would
continue to be required for the Modified Project to address this impact. After completion of
construction and prior to full operation, SCV Water would flush and disinfect the proposed
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Nimbus/Deane Tank No. 2. Water from flushing and disinfecting activities would be discharged to
the Santa Clara River pursuant to SCV Water’s coverage under the Statewide Drinking Water
Systems Discharge Permit (identification number 4DWO0439), which establishes total maximum daily
loads for potential contaminants in water discharged to the Santa Clara River and requires
implementation of best management practices to avoid and minimize water quality impairment of
the Santa Clara River. These best management practices include but are not limited to blending
discharged water, ensuring discharges comply with applicable effluent limitations, and conducting
monitoring and reporting. Compliance with the requirements of SCV Water’s coverage under the
Statewide Drinking Water Systems Discharge Permit would minimize potential water quality impacts
associated with the discharge of water used to flush and disinfect the proposed Nimbus/Deane Tank
No. 2. The proposed modifications would not involve the use of paints, solvents, cleaning materials,
fertilizers, or pesticides during operation, which could adversely impact water quality during
operation. Nevertheless, implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.B-4 would continue to be
required for implementation of the Modified Project, specifically to reduce operational pollutant
runoff from buildout of other components of the Skyline Ranch project, but would not be applicable
to the proposed modifications. As with the Original Project, impacts to water quality would be less
than significant with mitigation incorporated under the Modified Project.

GROUNDWATER SUPPLIES AND RECHARGE

The proposed modifications would provide additional water storage for the Skyline Ranch
residential development and the Sand Canyon mixed-use development. The proposed modifications
would not involve an increase in SCV Water’s overall groundwater pumping beyond what was
evaluated in the Final EIR and therefore would not result in additional impacts to groundwater
supplies or groundwater recharge beyond what was identified for the Original Project. Impacts to
groundwater supplies and groundwater recharge would be less than significant under the Modified
Project, similar to the Original Project.

FLOOD HAZARDS

The Original Project site is not located within a flood hazard zone (Federal Emergency Management
Agency 2021). Additionally, the Original Project site is not proximate to a water body that could
experience tsunami or seiche. The proposed modifications would not involve the storage of
hazardous materials and potential pollutants; accordingly, the Modified Project would not create
the risk of release of pollutants due to project inundation. Impacts would be less than significant.

GROUNDWATER QUALITY AND SUSTAINABLE GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT

The Original Project site overlies the Santa Clara River Valley East groundwater basin, which is
managed by the Santa Clarita Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency. The Santa Clarita Valley
Groundwater Sustainability Agency adopted its final Groundwater Sustainability Plan in January
2022 (Santa Clarita Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 2022). As stated above, the proposed
modifications would not result in an increase in SCV Water’s overall groundwater pumping beyond
what was evaluated in the Final EIR and therefore would not result in additional impacts to
sustainable groundwater management. The Modified Project would not conflict with or obstruct
implementation of the Groundwater Sustainability Plan, and impacts would be less than significant.
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Cumulative Impact Analysis

Because the Modified Project would not result in greater impacts to hydrology and water quality
than the Original Project, the Modified Project also would not result in a cumulatively considerable
contribution to significant cumulative impacts to hydrology and water quality.

Conclusion

The Modified Project would not result in new significant impacts to hydrology and water quality or
substantially increase the severity of impacts already identified in the Final EIR for the Original
Project.

4.3 Biological Resources

Final EIR Findings

Biological resources are discussed in Section 4.C, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR. The Final EIR
states several special status plant species were observed in the Original Project site, including
slender mariposa lily (Calochortus clavatus var. gracilis; former federal species of concern [FSC],
California Native Plant Society [CNPS] Rank 1B.2); Paso Robles navarretia (Navarretia jaredii, CNPS
Rank 4.3), Peirson’s morning-glory (Calystegia peirsonii, FSC, CNPS Rank 4.2), and Palmer’s grappling
hook (Harpagonella palmeri, FSC, CNPS Rank 4.2). However, the removal of these species from the
Original Project site was not expected to reduce regional population levels such that their existence
would be threatened, and the Final EIR determined impacts to special status plant species would be
less than significant. The Final EIR also indicated one federally-listed species, vernal pool fairy
shrimp (Branchinecta lynchi, federally threatened), and one state-listed species, Swainson’s hawk
(Buteo swainsoni, state threatened), were observed in the Original Project site. The vernal pool fairy
shrimp occurred outside of the proposed development area for the Original Project, and the Final
EIR determined no impacts would occur to this species. Additionally, because the Swainson’s hawk
was observed flying over the Original Project site, the Final EIR determined the Original Project
would not interrupt its migration, and no impacts would occur. Nineteen additional special-status
wildlife species were observed within the study area of the Original Project; however, because these
species were not federally- or state-listed and the Original Project would preserve on-site habitat for
these species within the 1,551 acres of open space, the Final EIR determined impacts to these
species would be less than significant (County of Los Angeles 2010).

The Final EIR identified several sensitive vegetation communities within the Original Project site and
concluded impacts to the woodland and scrub habitats would be potentially significant. To address
these impacts, the Final EIR requires implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.C-1, which involves
the establishment of the conservation area within the Original Project site. The Final EIR also
requires implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.C-5 during operation of the Original Project,
which involves including native plant species to the extent practicable and in accordance with the
County’s Fuel Modification Plan Guidelines. Additionally, the Final EIR determined some potentially
jurisdictional wetland features are present within the Original Project site. The Final EIR requires
implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.C-2, which involves including some of the vegetated
riparian habitat within the Original Project site in the conservation area. The Final EIR concludes the
impacts related to sensitive vegetation communities, riparian habitat, and jurisdictional waters and
wetlands would be less than significant with mitigation under the Original Project (County of Los
Angeles 2010).
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The Final EIR determined the Original Project site provides habitat for nesting birds, and disturbance
to bird species would be potentially significant. The Final EIR requires implementation of Mitigation
Measure 4.C-3, which involves conducting project grading and vegetation removal outside of
nesting bird season (defined as mid-February to mid-August) or identifying and avoiding nests if
construction occurs during nesting bird season. The Final EIR concludes the impacts related to
nesting birds would be less than significant with mitigation under the Original Project (County of Los
Angeles 2010).

The Final EIR also concluded the Original Project would not substantially interfere with wildlife
movement because development would be located in the southern area of the Original Project site,
leaving the open space to the north available for wildlife movement to the areas of the Angeles
National Forest to the north and west (County of Los Angeles 2010).

Finally, the Final EIR determined the Original Project would require removal of several on- and off-
site trees, and the project applicant would be required to obtain tree removal permits from the
County and City. Although this impact is not considered significant in the Final EIR, Mitigation
Measure 4.C-4 is provided, which requires oak trees to be replaced at a ratio of 10 trees for each
removed oak tree (County of Los Angeles 2010).

The Final EIR determined the Original Project would not result in a cumulatively considerable
contribution to significant cumulative impacts to biological resources with mitigation incorporated
because the mitigation measures required for the Original Project would minimize impacts to
biological resources and habitat for special-status wildlife species is preserved in perpetuity in the
nearby Angeles National Forest (County of Los Angeles 2010).

Modified Project Analysis

Significance Threshold Criteria

The following CEQA significance threshold criteria were used to evaluate impacts to biological
resources associated with the proposed modifications to the Original Project. Impacts would be
potentially significant if the proposed modifications would introduce new significant impacts or
substantially increase the severity of previously identified significant impacts associated with:

= A substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modification, on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations by the California Department of Fish and Game (now known as the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife [CDFW]) or United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS);

= Asubstantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community
identified in the City or regional plans, policies, or regulations by the CDFW or USFWS;

= Asubstantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act (possibly including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through
direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means;

= Substantial interference with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife
species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of
native wildlife nursery sites;

= A conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as tree
preservation policy or ordinance (e.g., oak trees or California walnut woodlands); and

= A conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state Habitat Conservation Plan.
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Substantial degradation of the quality of the environment, substantial reduction in the habitat of a
fish and wildlife species, causing a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels,
threatening to eliminate a plant or animal community, or reduction of the number or restriction of
the range of an endangered, rare or threatened species.

Furthermore, the following CEQA significance threshold from Section IV, Biological Resources, of the
2024 CEQA Guidelines Appendix G Checklist was used to evaluate the proposed modifications to the
Original Project. Impacts would be potentially significant if the proposed modifications would
introduce new significant impacts or substantially increase the severity of previously identified
significant impacts associated with:

= A substantial adverse effect on state protected wetlands (possibly including, but not limited to,
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or
other means.

Project-Level Impact Analysis

The following analysis is based on the Biological Resources Assessment (Appendix B) prepared for
this Addendum.

HABITAT MODIFICATION

Rincon evaluated 21 special-status plant species and 43 special-status wildlife species recorded by
the California Natural Diversity Database and California Native Plant Society within a five-mile radius
of the Biological Study Area, which includes the Nimbus/Deane Tank No. 2 site and a 100-foot
buffer. The proposed modifications would be located in a previously developed and disturbed area,
which does not provide suitable habitat for any of the recorded species. Therefore, the proposed
modifications would not result in direct or indirect impacts to special-status plant or wildlife species
(Appendix B). As with the Original Project, impacts to special status species would be less than
significant under the Modified Project.

RIPARIAN HABITAT OR OTHER SENSITIVE NATURAL COMMUNITIES

No sensitive natural communities, critical habitat, or riparian habitat are located within the
Biological Study Area (Appendix B). Therefore, the proposed modifications would result in no
impacts to these communities. Mitigation Measures 4.C-1, 4.C-2, and 4.C-5 would continue to be
required for the Modified Project to address potentially significant impacts to sensitive natural
communities and riparian habitat associated with buildout of other components of the Skyline
Ranch project. However, these measures would not be applicable to the proposed modifications.
Similar to the Original Project, impacts to sensitive natural communities and riparian habitat would
be less than significant with mitigation incorporated under the Modified Project.

NATIVE RESIDENT OR MIGRATORY WILDLIFE SPECIES

The 100-foot buffer included in the Biological Study Area contains brittlebush, a few small coast live
oak trees, one small desert willow, and non-native grassland that could provide suitable nesting
habitat for several common avian species. Construction of the proposed modifications would be
limited to the developed and disturbed land cover types and would not remove vegetation that
could serve as nesting habitat. However, ground nesting birds that nest on bare ground, such as
killdeer (Charadrius vociferus), may potentially use the Nimbus/Deane Tank No. 2 site. Should initial
ground disturbing activities for the proposed modifications occur during the nesting bird season,
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construction of the proposed modifications would have the potential to directly (through injury or
mortality) and indirectly (through construction noise, dust, and other human disturbances that may
cause a nest to fail) impact nesting birds during the nesting bird season (mid-February to mid-
August) if they are present on or adjacent to the Nimbus/Deane Tank No. 2 site. Mitigation Measure
4.C-3 would continue to be required for the proposed modifications to address this impact. As with
the Original Project, impacts to nesting birds would be less than significant with mitigation
incorporated under the Modified Project.

The proposed modifications would be located in a previously developed and disturbed area, which
offers little value to wildlife movement, within the Original Project site. No large-scale wildlife
movement corridors occur within the Biological Study Area due to its location in a
developed/disturbed area with ongoing construction. The Biological Study Area is adjacent to
hillsides to the north and west that connect to larger open spaces, including the Los Angeles County
Cruzan Mesa Vernal Pool Significant Ecological Area (SEAs), which may contribute to a wildlife
corridor through the area to the Angeles National Forest to the north. However, the proposed
modifications would be limited to the developed/disturbed portions of the Biological Study Area,
which offer little to no value for regional or localized wildlife movement. The proposed
modifications would therefore also not create habitat fragmentation in the region. In addition,
indirect impacts from implementation of the proposed modifications (e.g., construction noise, dust,
lighting) would not interfere substantially with the movement of native resident or migratory
wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors or impede the use
of native wildlife nursery sites (Appendix B). Therefore, similar to the Original Project, impacts to
wildlife movement would be less than significant under the Modified Project.

STATE OR FEDERALLY PROTECTED WETLANDS

No jurisdictional or potentially jurisdictional waters occur within the Biological Study Area, and the
Biological Study Area does not contain sensitive natural communities (Appendix B). Therefore, the
proposed modifications would result in no impacts to federally or state protected wetlands.
Mitigation Measure 4.C-2 would continue to be required for the Modified Project to address
potentially significant impacts to jurisdictional wetlands associated with buildout of other
components of the Skyline Ranch project. However, this measure would not be applicable to the
proposed modifications. Similar to the Original Project, impacts to jurisdictional wetlands would be
less than significant with mitigation incorporated under the Modified Project.

CONFLICTS WITH LOCAL POLICIES OR ORDINANCES PROTECTING BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Natural resources within Santa Clarita city limits are regulated according to the City’s General Plan,
which includes policies regarding conservation of biological resources and ecosystems, as well as
protection of sensitive habitat (including wildlife corridors) and endangered species (City of Santa
Clarita 2011). Santa Clarita Municipal Code Section 17.38.080 also requires a conformance review
for development within the SEA Overlay Zone, and native trees are protected under the City’s
Parkway Trees Ordinance (Santa Clarita Municipal Code Section 17.76). The proposed modifications
would be limited to the developed/disturbed land cover types that do not contain natural resources
with exceptional biological value or habitat to support special-status species. In addition, the
Biological Study Area does not overlap with designated SEAs. A few small coast live oaks that may
meet the qualifications to be considered as protected trees by the City’s Parkway Trees Ordinance
occur within the Biological Study Area, but outside the direct impact footprint of the proposed
modifications. No trees would be removed as a result of the proposed modifications. Therefore, the
proposed modifications would not conflict with the Santa Clarita General Plan or Santa Clarita
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Municipal Code (Appendix B). Mitigation Measure 4.C-4 would continue to be required for the
Modified Project to address potentially significant impacts to protected trees associated with
buildout of other components of the Skyline Ranch project. However, this measure would not be
applicable to the proposed modifications. Similar to the Original Project, impacts to protected trees
would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated under the Modified Project.

Similar to the Original Project, the Nimbus/Deane Tank No. 2 site is not located in an area subject to
an adopted habitat conservation plan, natural community conservation plan, or other approved
local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan (Appendix B). As with the Original Project, no
impacts related to habitat conservation plans would occur under the Modified Project.

Cumulative Impact Analysis

Because the Modified Project would not result in greater impacts to biological resources than the
Original Project, the Modified Project also would not result in a cumulatively considerable
contribution to significant cumulative impacts to biological resources with mitigation incorporated.

Conclusion

The Modified Project would not result in new significant impacts to biological resources or
substantially increase the severity of impacts already identified in the Final EIR for the Original
Project.

4.4 Cultural and Paleontological Resources

Final EIR Findings

Cultural and paleontological resources are discussed in Section 4.D, Cultural and Paleontological
Resources, of the Final EIR. The Final EIR identified archaeological resources within the Original
Project site; however, based on the results of archaeological testing, these resources were
determined not to constitute unique archaeological resources under Public Resources Code Section
21083.2(g). Accordingly, impacts to these resources under the Original Project were determined to
be less than significant. Construction activities under the Original Project were found to have the
potential to disturb unknown archaeological resources, and the Final EIR concluded the impact
would be potentially significant. The Final EIR requires implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.D-
1(a) and 4.D-1(b), which require archaeological monitoring and recovery of discovered
archaeological resources and human remains, to address this impact. The Final EIR concludes
impacts to archaeological resources would be less than significant with mitigation under the Original
Project (County of Los Angeles 2010).

Preparation of the Final EIR included a search of the Native American Heritage Commission’s (NAHC)
Sacred Lands File for the Original Project site plus a one-mile radius. The records search did not
indicate the presence of Native American cultural resources. The NAHC also provided a list of Native
American groups that may have additional information on the project area; the Final EIR states
these groups were notified, and no responses were received. Because there are no known Native
American resources recorded near the project area, the Final EIR determined the Original Project
would result in no impact to Native American resources (County of Los Angeles 2010).

The Final EIR determined the Original Project site is located within a soil unit with high
paleontological sensitivity, and construction activities could disturb paleontological resources,
resulting in a potentially significant impact. The Final EIR requires implementation of Mitigation
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Measures 4.D-2(a), 4.D-2(b), and 4.D-2(c), which require a paleontological resources survey,
monitoring during construction activities, and resource recovery of discovered paleontological
resources, to address this impact. The Final EIR concludes impacts to paleontological resources
would be less than significant with mitigation under the Original Project (County of Los Angeles
2010).

The Final EIR determined that, with regulatory compliance and implementation of mitigation
measures on a project-by-project basis, the Original Project would not result in cumulatively
considerable contribution to significant cumulative cultural and paleontological resources impacts
(County of Los Angeles 2010).

Modified Project Analysis

Significance Threshold Criteria

The following CEQA significance threshold criteria were used to evaluate impacts to cultural and
paleontological resources associated with the proposed modifications to the Original Project.
Impacts would be potentially significant if the proposed modifications would introduce new
significant impacts or substantially increase the severity of previously identified significant impacts
associated with:

= Asubstantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource which is either listed or
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places, the California Register of Historic
Resources, or a local register of historic resources;

= Asubstantial adverse change in the significance of a unique archaeological resource (i.e., an
artifact, object, or site about which it can be clearly demonstrated that, without merely adding
to the current body of knowledge, there is a high probability that it contains information needed
to answer important scientific research questions, has a special and particular quality such as
being the oldest or best available example of its type, or is directly associated with a
scientifically recognized important prehistoric or historic event or person);

=  Project activities that result in physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of an
important Native American Resource or its immediate surroundings such that its significance
would be materially impaired. A resource is “materially impaired” if those physical
characteristics that convey its religious, spiritual, or traditional significance are demolished or
materially altered. Native American Resources include but are not necessarily limited to villages,
burials, rock art, rock features, or spring locations;

= Disturbance of human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries; or

= Disturbance or destruction of a unique paleontological resource or site.

These thresholds are substantially the same as the CEQA significance thresholds for cultural,
paleontological, and tribal cultural resources outlined in Section V, Cultural Resources; Section VII,
Geology and Soils; and Section XVIII, Tribal Cultural Resources, of the 2024 CEQA Guidelines
Appendix G Checklist, respectively.

Project-Level Impact Analysis

The following analysis is based on the Cultural Resources Technical Report (Appendix C) prepared
for this Addendum. The Cultural Resources Technical Report included a records search of the
California Historical Resources Information System, a search of the Native American Heritage
Commission’s Sacred Lands File, reviews of historical maps and aerial photographs, and a field
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survey. The records search results indicate six cultural resources studies have been conducted
within the 0.5-mile records search study area and five cultural resources have been previously
recorded within the 0.5-mile records search study area. The entirety of the Nimbus/Deane Tank No.
2 site has been included in previous cultural resources studies, but none of these five previously
recorded cultural resources are located within or immediately adjacent to the Nimbus/Deane Tank
No. 2 site. In addition, the results of the Sacred Lands File search were negative, meaning no sacred
lands have been reported in the vicinity of the Nimbus/Deane Tank No. 2 site (Appendix C).

HISTORICAL RESOURCES

No previously recorded historical resources were identified within or immediately adjacent to the
Nimbus/Deane Tank No. 2 site; therefore, the proposed modifications would not cause a substantial
adverse change in the significance of a historical resource (Appendix C). As such, similar to the
Original Project, no impacts to historical resources would occur.

ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES

No archaeological resources were identified within or immediately adjacent to the Nimbus/Deane
Tank No. 2 site. The geoarchaeological review suggests the likelihood for encountering intact
subsurface archaeological resources within the Nimbus/Deane Tank No. 2 site is low, given the age
of the geologic unit mapped at surface within the Original Project site and the previous disturbances
associated with grading and development for the Original Project. As such, ground disturbance
associated with the proposed modifications is not likely to encounter intact subsurface
archaeological resources that may qualify as historical resources or unique archaeological resources
pursuant to CEQA. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.D-1(a) would continue to be required
for the Modified Project to address potentially significant impacts to archaeological resources
associated with buildout of other components of the Skyline Ranch project. However, due to the
low sensitivity of the Nimbus/Deane Tank No. 2 site, implementation of the cultural resources
monitoring protocols outlined in Mitigation Measure 4.D-1(a) would not be required for the
proposed modifications. Nevertheless, in the unlikely event that archaeological resources are
inadvertently discovered during ground disturbance, stop work and archaeological significance
assessment protocols outlined as part of Mitigation Measure 4.D-1(a) of the Final EIR would be
required for the proposed modifications to reduce potential impacts to archaeological resources to
less than significant. Therefore, as with the Original Project, impacts to archaeological resources
would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated under the Modified Project.

TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES

The proposed modifications are located within the Original Project site, which was not known to
contain Native American resources at the time of certification of the Final EIR (County of Los Angeles
2010). The results of the Sacred Lands File search conducted as part of the Cultural Resources
Technical Report for the proposed modifications were negative, meaning no sacred lands have been
reported in the vicinity of the Nimbus/Deane Tank No. 2 site. Therefore, similar to the Original
Project, the Modified Project would result in no impact to Native American resources.

HUMAN REMAINS

Similar to the Original Project, construction activities associated with the proposed modifications
could disturb human remains if any are discovered during ground-disturbing activities, which would
be a potentially significant impact. Mitigation Measure 4.D-1(b) would continue to be required for
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the Modified Project to reduce potential impacts to human remains and would be applicable to the
proposed modifications. As with the Original Project, impacts to human remains would be less than
significant with mitigation incorporated under the Modified Project.

PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES

The proposed modifications would be located within the Original Project site, specifically within an
area underlain by the Late Pliocene to Early Pleistocene Saugus Formation (Appendix C). The Final
EIR indicated this formation has high paleontological sensitivity; therefore, similar to the Original
Project, ground-disturbing construction activities associated with the proposed modifications have
the potential to disturb paleontological resources, which would be a potentially significant impact.
Implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.D-2(a), 4.D-2(b), and 4.D-2(c) would continue to be
required for the Modified Project to reduce impacts to paleontological resources but would be
applicable to the proposed modifications only if ground-disturbing work extends into previously
undisturbed soils because the Nimbus/Deane Tank No. 2 site was previously graded, overexcavated,
and compacted during construction of Nimbus/Deane Tank No. 1. Similar to the Original Project,
impacts to paleontological resources would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated
under the Modified Project.

Cumulative Impact Analysis

Because the Modified Project would not result in greater impacts to cultural and paleontological
resources than the Original Project, the Modified Project also would not result in a cumulatively
considerable contribution to significant cumulative impacts to cultural and paleontological
resources with mitigation incorporated.

Conclusion

The Modified Project would not result in new significant impacts to cultural and paleontological
resources or substantially increase the severity of impacts already identified in the Final EIR for the
Original Project.

4.5 Visual Qualities

Final EIR Findings

Visual qualities (inclusive of aesthetics, visual quality, and light/glare) are discussed in Section 4.E,
Visual Qualities, of the Final EIR. The Final EIR determined construction of the Original Project would
result in significant but temporary impacts to scenic vistas and visual quality as viewed from
surrounding residential areas and roadways because viewers in these areas would observe major
earth-moving operations and landform alterations during construction. The Final EIR required
implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.E-1, which involves locating construction equipment and
materials out of public viewsheds to the extent feasible, to address these impacts. However, the
Final EIR concluded impacts to scenic vistas and visual quality during construction would remain
significant and unavoidable even with implementation of this mitigation measure (County of Los
Angeles 2010).

During operation, the Final EIR determined impacts to scenic vistas and visual quality related to the
graded hillside within the project area would be potentially significant and required implementation
of Mitigation Measure 4.E-2(a), which involves installation of landscaping to screen public views of
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graded slopes and paved drainages, and Mitigation Measure 4.E-2(b), which involves preparation of
a landscaping plan. The Final EIR concluded long-term impacts to scenic vistas and visual quality
would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated (County of Los Angeles 2010).

In addition, the Final EIR concluded impacts to light and glare and consistency with the Los Angeles
County General Plan and the Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan would be less than significant (County of
Los Angeles 2010).

The Final EIR found the Original Project would result in a significant and unavoidable, cumulatively
considerable contribution to significant cumulative impacts to visual quality because construction of
the Original Project could occur concurrently with other construction in the area and once
complete, the Original Project would contribute permanently to the ongoing alteration of landforms
and rural areas in the region (County of Los Angeles 2010).

Modified Project Analysis

Significance Threshold Criteria

The following CEQA significance threshold criteria from the Final EIR were used to evaluate impacts
to visual qualities associated with the proposed modifications to the Original Project. Impacts would
be potentially significant if the proposed modifications would introduce new significant impacts or
substantially increase the severity of previously identified significant impacts associated with:

=  Asubstantial adverse effect on a scenic vista;

= Substantial degradation of the existing visual character or aesthetic quality of the project area
and its surroundings;

=  Substantial visibility or obstruction of views from a regional hiking trail; or

= The creation of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in
the area.

In addition, the following CEQA significance thresholds from Section I, Aesthetics, of the 2024 CEQA
Guidelines Appendix G Checklist were used to evaluate the proposed modifications to the Original
Project. Impacts would be potentially significant if the proposed modifications would introduce new
significant impacts or substantially increase the severity of previously identified significant impacts
associated with:

= Substantial damage to scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings,
and historic buildings within a state scenic highway; or

= A conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality for projects in
urbanized areas.

Project-Level Impact Analysis

SCENIC VISTAS

The City’s General Plan identifies ridgelines, slopes, canyons, and views of foothills and mountains
as scenic resources (City of Santa Clarita 2011). The proposed modifications would be located within
the Original Project site and would involve construction of a water tank immediately adjacent to
Nimbus/Deane Tank No. 1, which was considered and approved as part of the Original Project and is
currently under construction. The proposed Nimbus/Deane Tank No. 2 would be generally identical
to Nimbus/Deane Tank No. 1 in terms of visual appearance and would be visually consistent with
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the types of water infrastructure evaluated in the Final EIR for the Original Project. Additionally, the
proposed modifications would not involve additional modifications to the hillsides and ridgelines
within the Original Project site beyond than what has already been completed for the Original
Project because the Nimbus/Deane Tank No. 2 site is already graded. Therefore, the proposed
modifications would not introduce new significant impacts or substantially increase the severity of
previously identified significant impacts related to scenic vistas and visual quality. Similar to the
Original Project, implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.E-1 through 4.E-2(b) would continue to
be required for the Modified Project (although only Mitigation Measure 4.E-1 would be applicable
to the proposed modifications), and impacts would remain significant and unavoidable during
construction and less than significant with mitigation during operation.

SCENIC RESOURCES WITHIN A STATE SCENIC HIGHWAY

The nearest designated state scenic highway to the Nimbus/Deane Tank No. 2 site is SR 2 (California
Department of Transportation 2019). The Nimbus/Deane Tank No. 2 site is located approximately
20 miles northwest of SR 2 and is not visible from SR 2 due to intervening topography. Therefore,
the proposed modifications would not result in substantial damage to scenic resources within a
state scenic highway, and impacts would be less than significant.

CONFLICTS WITH REGULATIONS GOVERNING SCENIC QUALITY FOR PROJECTS IN URBANIZED AREAS

Since preparation of the Final EIR, the Original Project site was annexed by the City and is now in an
urbanized area.? According to Government Code Section 53091, building and zoning ordinances of a
county or city do not apply to the location or construction of facilities for the production,
generation, storage, treatment, or transmission of water. As such, the proposed modifications
would not be subject to the City’s building and zoning ordinances (Santa Clarita Municipal Code
Titles 17 and 18). Therefore, the primary regulations governing scenic quality applicable to the
proposed modifications are contained in the City’s General Plan Conservation and Open Space
Element. The proposed modifications would not alter the scenic character of local topographic
features, view corridors, major water bodies, oak woodlands, coastal sage, or views from designated
routes, gateways, and vista points along roadways because none are present within or near the
Nimbus/Deane Tank No. 2 site. Therefore, the project would be consistent with Objectives CO 6.1
through 6.5 in the City’s General Plan Conservation and Open Space Element. Furthermore,
pursuant to Objective CO 6.6 and its related policies in the City’s General Plan Conservation and
Open Space Element, the proposed modifications would not result in significant adverse impacts to
the scenic environment related to lighting (discussed below), air pollution (discussed in Section 4.8,
Air Quality), billboards, scenic viewpoints or viewsheds (discussed above), or aboveground utility
lines (City of Santa Clarita 2011). Therefore, the proposed modifications would not conflict with
applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality. As such, similar to the Original
Project, the Modified Project would not conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations
governing scenic quality.

VIEWS FROM REGIONAL HIKING TRAILS

There are several regional hiking trails proximate to the Original Project site, including the Haskell
Canyon Trail and trails in Plum Canyon Park, which may offer views of the Original Project site. The
proposed modifications would be generally visually identical to the existing Nimbus/Deane Tank No.

2 With a population of over 218,000 residents, Santa Clarita meets the definition of an urbanized area in Public Resources Code Section
21071(a)(1) - an incorporated city that has a population of at least 100,000 persons (City of Santa Clarita 2024).
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1, and would not substantially change or obstruct views from regional hiking trails. Therefore,
similar to the Original Project, impacts to views from regional hiking trails would be less than
significant under the Modified Project.

LIGHT AND GLARE

Construction of the proposed modifications would occur during daytime hours (7:00 a.m. to 5:00
p.m.) and generally would not require the use of lighting. Construction lighting may be required
during the early morning hours in winter months; however, if lighting is needed, it would be aimed
downward and directed away from nearby residences pursuant to standard construction best
management practices. Upon completion of construction, none of the proposed tank components
would produce glare. Similar to the existing Nimbus/Deane Tank No. 1, the proposed Nimbus/Deane
Tank No. 2 would include minor lighting sources that would typically only be used at night during
emergency situations. Therefore, as with the Original Project, the Modified Project would not create
substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime views, and impacts would be
less than significant.

CUMULATIVE IMPACT ANALYSIS

Because the Modified Project would not result in greater impacts to visual qualities than the
Original Project, the Modified Project also would not result in a cumulatively considerable
contribution to significant cumulative impacts to visual qualities.

Conclusion

The Modified Project would not result in new significant impacts to visual qualities or substantially
increase the severity of impacts already identified in the Final EIR for the Original Project.

4.6 Traffic/Access

Final EIR Findings

Traffic/access is discussed in Section 4.F, Traffic/Access, of the Final EIR. The Final EIR evaluated
impacts to traffic/access in terms of Level of Service (LOS), which is a measure of roadway capacity
and volume. Traffic LOS is categorized A through F, with LOS A representing free flow traffic
conditions and LOS F representing severe traffic congestion. Each LOS category is quantified by a
volume/capacity ratio. The Final EIR evaluated baseline traffic conditions using existing local,
regional, and state transportation planning documents and data and projected future operational
conditions of the Original Project to estimate the Original Project’s impacts to the LOS of
surrounding roadways (County of Los Angeles 2010).

Based on existing traffic counts and modeled future traffic conditions, the Final EIR determined the
Original Project would not increase the LOS of area intersections such that it would exceed the
County’s criteria. However, in terms of the City’s criteria, the Final EIR determined the Original
Project could result in significant impacts to the LOS of the intersection of Sierra Highway and
Soledad Canyon Road and the intersection of Plum Canyon Road and Skyline Ranch Road. The Final
EIR requires implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.F-1(a), 4.F-1(b) 4.F-2(a), and 4.F-2(b), which
involve the addition and/or reconfiguration of turn lanes on these roadways, to address these
impacts. The Final EIR concluded impacts to the LOS of area intersections would be less than
significant with mitigation incorporated (County of Los Angeles 2010).
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The Final EIR determined a segment of SR 14 would operate deficiently with or without
implementation of the Original Project and requires implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.F-3,
which involves payment of a fair share of programmed improvements to SR 14, to address the
project’s contribution to this impact. However, because the reduction of cumulative impacts could
not be guaranteed, the Final EIR determined impacts to SR 14 would be significant and unavoidable
under the Original Project (County of Los Angeles 2010).

The Final EIR found impacts to Congestion Management Program facilities would be less than
significant. Additionally, the Final EIR found the anticipated increase in transit ridership associated
with the Original Project was consistent with future residential growth patterns anticipated by Santa
Clarita Transit, and no impacts related to transit facilities would occur under the Original Project
(County of Los Angeles 2010).

The Final EIR concluded the Original Project would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution
to significant cumulative impacts to Sierra Highway at Soledad Canyon Road and Golden Valley at
Plum Canyon Road, due to the anticipated cumulative increase in traffic that would occur. The Final
EIR required implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.F-1 through 4.F-3 to reduce this impact.
However, the Final EIR determined that even with implementation of these mitigation measures,
the Original Project would result in a significant and unavoidable, cumulatively considerable
contribution to this significant cumulative impact (County of Los Angeles 2010).

Modified Project Analysis

Significance Threshold Criteria

The following CEQA significance threshold criteria were used to evaluate impacts to traffic/access
associated with the proposed modifications to the Original Project. Impacts would be potentially
significant if the proposed modifications would introduce new significant impacts or substantially
increase the severity of previously identified significant impacts associated with:

= An exceedance of the County’s LOS criteria for traffic impacts to intersections;
=  An exceedance of the City’s LOS criteria for traffic impacts to intersections;

=  Contribution to deficient operation of a State highway mainline segment (i.e., worse than the
performance standard of LOS E or existing LOS, whichever is greater) and an increase in the
mainline volume/capacity ratio of a State highway by 0.02 or more;

= Anincrease in traffic demand on a Congestion Management Program facility by two percent of
capacity or more, causing LOS F;

= Anincrease in traffic demand on a Congestion Management Program facility by two percent of
capacity or more if the facility is already at LOS F;

= Anincrease in transit ridership that would require additional facilities beyond those identified in
the Transportation Management Plan that cannot be met by existing or planned transit services;
or

= The generation of traffic that would cause a significant delay along existing and proposed transit
routes.

In addition, the following CEQA significance thresholds from Section XVII, Transportation, of the
2024 CEQA Guidelines Appendix G Checklist were used to evaluate the proposed modifications to
the Original Project. Impacts would be potentially significant if the proposed modifications would
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introduce new significant impacts or substantially increase the severity of previously identified
significant impacts associated with:

= A conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system, including
transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities; or

=  Asubstantial increase in hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment); or

Section XVII, Transportation, of the 2024 CEQA Guidelines Appendix G Checklist also includes a
threshold for adequate emergency access. Consistent with the Final EIR, emergency access is
discussed in Section 4.12, Law Enforcement Services, of this Addendum.

Furthermore, since the certification of the Final EIR, Senate Bill (SB) 743 has been adopted. SB 743
requires transportation impacts to be evaluated under CEQA in terms of vehicle miles traveled
(VMT) instead of LOS. VMT quantifies the number and length of trips generated by a proposed
project and does not measure traffic or congestion associated with a project. Changes in regulations
after approval of the original EIR document do not constitute new information triggering a
supplemental or subsequent EIR (Concerned Dublin Citizens v. City of Dublin [2013] 214 Cal.App.4th
1301, 1320) nor does it require a previously-analyzed topic, such as the change from the LOS
standard to the VMT standard for transportation analysis, to be reassessed under the new
requirements (Olen Properties Corp. v. City of Newport Beach [2023] 93 Cal.App.5™ 270, 280-281).

In conformance with this standard, the following analysis is presented in terms of LOS and the
significance threshold criteria of the Final EIR to demonstrate consistency with the Final EIR. A brief
VMT analysis is included for informational purposes only to further support compliance with CEQA
Guidelines Section 15164.

Project-Level Impact Analysis

SCV Water staff would visit the site once per day to conduct routine operations and maintenance
activities for both Nimbus/Deane Tank No. 1 and the proposed Nimbus/Deane Tank No. 2. As such,
the proposed modifications would not result in a change to traffic volumes, congestion, or VMT
beyond what was anticipated in the Final EIR for the Original Project. The proposed modifications
also would not modify local roadways or otherwise introduce geometric design features or
incompatible uses with the potential to substantially increase traffic hazards. Implementation of
Mitigation Measures 4.F-1(a), 4.F-1(b) 4.F-2(a), and 4.F-2(b) would continue to be required for the
Modified Project. However, these measures would not be applicable to the proposed modifications.
Similar to the Original Project, impacts to traffic and access under the Modified Project would
remain significant and unavoidable.

Cumulative Impact Analysis

Because the Modified Project would not result in greater impacts to traffic/access than the Original
Project, the Modified Project would also result in a significant and unavoidable, cumulatively
considerable contribution to significant cumulative traffic/access impacts.

Conclusion

The Modified Project would not result in new significant impacts to traffic/access or substantially
increase the severity of impacts already identified in the Final EIR for the Original Project.
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4.7 Noise

Final EIR Findings

Noise is discussed in Section 4.G, Noise, of the Final EIR. The Final EIR determined construction noise
levels would generally be below the maximum noise levels identified in the County’s Noise
Ordinance, but particular construction phases, such as grading, and the use of certain equipment
could exceed the noise thresholds. The Final EIR requires implementation of Mitigation Measures
4.G-1(a) and 4.G-1(b), which involve construction equipment avoiding residential areas and peak
hour traffic to the extent feasible, and Mitigation Measures 4.G-2(a) through 4.G-2(d), which restrict
operation of construction equipment to certain areas of the Original Project site and within
designated construction hours along with installation of sound walls when construction is proximate
to existing residences. However, even with implementation of these mitigation measures, the Final
EIR determined construction noise would still exceed the County’s noise thresholds and concluded
impacts would be significant and unavoidable. However, the Final EIR concluded construction
vibration impacts would be less than significant (County of Los Angeles 2010).

During operation, the Final EIR determined the Original Project would expose project occupants to
unacceptable noise levels associated with off-site mobile sources (e.g. vehicles) because noise levels
from these sources already exceeded acceptable thresholds. The Final EIR requires implementation
of Mitigation Measures 4.G-3(a) through 4.G-3(c), which involve installation of sound barrier
features at residences proximate to Skyline Ranch Road, and Mitigation Measures 4.G-4(a) and 4.G-
4(b), which involve preparation of an acoustical study and implementation of design measures to
minimize school activity noise at nearby residences. However, even with implementation of these
mitigation measures, the Final EIR determined off-site mobile source noise would still exceed the
County’s noise thresholds and concluded impacts would be significant and unavoidable (County of
Los Angeles 2010).

The Final EIR determined the Original Project would result in a significant and unavoidable,
cumulatively considerable contribution to significant cumulative noise impacts associated with
traffic on area roadways due to noise increases on Sierra Highway and Whites Canyon Road. No
mitigation was proposed for this impact (County of Los Angeles 2010).

Modified Project Analysis

Significance Threshold Criteria

The following CEQA significance threshold criteria were used to evaluate impacts to noise
associated with the proposed modifications to the Original Project. Impacts would be potentially
significant if the proposed modifications would introduce new significant impacts or substantially
increase the severity of previously identified significant impacts associated with:

=  An exceedance of the County’s Construction Noise Restrictions criteria during construction
activities;

= The exposure of occupied structures, both on-site and off-site, to construction vibration levels in
excess of 0.1 inch per second peak particle velocity (PPV), the exposure of unoccupied
structures to construction vibration levels in excess of 0.2 inch per second PPV, or the
implementation of sustaining pile driving activity with 25 feet of any building;

= The exposure of noise-sensitive receptors to noise levels above the normally acceptable noise
levels identified in the State of California’s Guidelines for Noise and Land Use Compatibility;
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= The exposure of occupants of the Original Project to point source noise levels originating on- or
off-site that are above County’s or City’s Noise Ordinance standards;

= The exposure of exterior frequent use areas at off-site land uses to mobile source noise levels
about the normally acceptable noise levels identified in the State of California’s Guidelines for
Noise and Land Use Compatibility and exceeding the following criteria:

@ Anincrease of 5 dBA or greater in noise level from project-related activities if levels remain
within the same land use compatibility classification under the State of California’s
Guidelines for Noise and Land Use Compatibility for receptors within Los Angeles County, or
the City’s Guidelines for Noise and Land Use Compatibility for receptors within Santa Clarita;

@ Anincrease of 3 dBA or greater in noise level from project-related activities which results in
a change in land use compatibility classification under the State of California’s Guidelines for
Noise and Land Use Compatibility for receptors within Los Angeles County, or the City’s
Guidelines for Noise and Land Use Compatibility for receptors within the City; or

@ Any increase in noise levels where existing noise levels are already considered unacceptable
under the State of California’s Guidelines for Noise and Land Use Compatibility for receptors
within Los Angeles County, or the City’s Guidelines for Noise and Land Use Compatibility for
receptors within the City; or

= The exposure of on- or off-site sensitive receptors to a perceptible level of vibration (i.e., 0.01
inch per second PPV).

These thresholds are substantially the same as the CEQA significance thresholds (a) and (b) outlined
in Section XIlI, Noise, of the 2024 CEQA Guidelines Appendix G Checklist.

In addition, the following CEQA significance threshold from Section XllI, Noise, of the 2024 CEQA
Guidelines Appendix G Checklist was used to evaluate the proposed modifications to the Original
Project. Impacts would be potentially significant if the proposed modifications would introduce new
significant impacts or substantially increase the severity of previously identified significant impacts
associated with:

= Exposure of people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels for projects
located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land use plan or, where such a plan
has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport.

Project-Level Impact Analysis

CONSTRUCTION NOISE

Noise is usually defined as unwanted sound and is typically measured in terms of A-weighted decibels
(dBA). Sensitive receptors to noise typically include residences, hotels, schools, libraries, hospitals,
and other sensitive land uses. Short-term noise impacts associated with construction activities were
analyzed based on typical construction equipment noise levels derived from the Federal Highway
Administration’s (FHWA'’s) Roadway Construction Noise Model (RCNM). Anticipated equipment used
for the various phases of construction (site preparation, grading, tank construction, and
paving/restoration) were provided by the SCV Water staff. It is assumed that construction equipment
would be operated throughout the Nimbus/Deane Tank No. 2 site during the construction period, and
pursuant to Federal Transit Administration guidance (2018), noise levels were predicted from the
center of construction activity to the nearest residences located approximately 100 feet to the south
and 150 feet to the east of the Nimbus/Deane Tank No. 2 site.
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Estimated construction noise levels are provided in Table 3. Detailed construction noise estimates
are provided in Appendix D. As shown in the table, construction noise levels at the nearest sensitive
receptors would range from approximately 72 dBA Leq to 81 dBA Leq. Construction noise levels from
the Modified Project would potentially exceed the County’s construction noise threshold of 60 dBA
Leq for single-family residences used in the Final EIR. Consistent with the Original Project,
implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.G-1(a), 4.G-1(b), and 4.G-2(a) through 4.G-2(d) would
apply to the proposed modifications and would reduce impacts related to construction noise
through construction noise attenuation methods such as temporary noise barriers. However, similar
to the Final EIR, noise levels associated with construction of the proposed modifications may not be
reduced below the threshold of 60 dBA L, at the nearest sensitive receptors.® Therefore, as with
the Original Project, impacts related to construction noise would be significant and unavoidable
under the Modified Project. Construction noise associated with the proposed modifications would
be substantially similar in magnitude to that generated by construction of the Original Project,
which was estimated to be 71 to 80 dBA Leqat a distance of 100 feet in the Final EIR. In addition,
construction noise associated with the proposed modifications would not affect a greater number of
sensitive receptors beyond those considered in the Final EIR, which anticipated that earlier phases
of the Original Project buildout would experience construction noise impacts from subsequent
phases of the Original Project. The residential neighborhood in the vicinity of the Nimbus/Deane
Tank No. 2 site is completely built out, and the closest ongoing construction activities in other
portions of the Skyline Ranch Project site are approximately 0.25 mile to the east. As a result,
construction noise associated with the proposed modifications would not combine with that
generated by construction activities for the Original Project to create substantially more severe
construction noise impacts at noise-sensitive receptors beyond those evaluated in the Final EIR.
Therefore, while the construction noise impact would remain significant and unavoidable under the
Modified Project, the proposed modifications would not substantially increase the severity of the
significant construction noise impact, and pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15164(a),
preparation of a Subsequent or Supplemental EIR is not required.

3 The significance of the magnitude of an ambient noise level increase is inherently evaluated by the absolute construction noise limit
utilized for this noise analysis. The absolute noise limit used in this analysis (60 dBA Leq) to evaluate construction noise impacts is set at a
reasonable level at which a substantial noise level increase as compared to existing ambient noise levels would occur. This fact is evident
in that the County has adopted higher construction noise level limits for construction activities lasting 10 days or less as compared to
those for construction activities lasting more than 10 days to account for the fact that noise level increases associated with construction
activities typically result in adverse community reaction when occurring for longer periods of time (Los Angeles County Code Section
12.08.440[B]). In addition, the County’s adopted construction noise limits are lower for nighttime hours to account for the differences in
ambient noise levels for daytime hours as compared to nighttime hours. Furthermore, the County’s construction noise limits used in the
analysis inherently integrate the ambient noise level in that the noise limits are tailored to specific land uses. The construction noise limits
are stricter for single-family residential land uses as compared to multi-family or semiresidential/commercial land uses because of the
typically lower ambient noise levels associated with single-family residential land uses. Therefore, these absolute noise limits account for
typical ambient noise levels associated with each land use such that an increase in ambient noise levels that exceeds these limits would
be considered a substantial increase above ambient noise levels.
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Table 3 Estimated Consiruction Noise Levels for Proposed Modifications

Estimated Construction Noise Levels (dBA Leg)*

Construction Residences to South Residences to East
Phase Equipment (100 feet) (150 feet)
Site Preparation Backhoe, Dumper, Excavator, 76 7
Generator, Sweeper
Grading Backhoe, Cement Mixer,
Compactor, Dumper, Excavator, 78 74

Generator, Loader, Sweeper

Tank Construction Aerial Lift, Backhoe, Cement
Mixer, Concrete Saw, Compactor,
Crane, Dumper, Excavator, Forklift, 81 78
Generator, Loader, Pump,
Sweeper, Welder

Paving/Restoration ~ Backhoe, Cement Mixer, Concrete
Saw, Compactor, Dumper, Forklift,

Generator, Loader, Paver, 80 7
Sweeper
Threshold of Significance 60 60
Threshold Exceeded? Yes Yes

dBA = A-weighted decibel; Leq = average equivalent noise level

! Distances to each receiver were assumed to be the center of the construction site pursuant to Federal Transit Administration
guidance on construction noise calculations (Federal Transit Administration 2018).

Source: Appendix D

CONSTRUCTION VIBRATION

Similar to the Original Project, construction vibration under the Modified Project may occur within
75 feet of the nearest residential building and would be generated by similar equipment analyzed in
the Final EIR. For example, construction of the Modified Project would use excavators and graders
that may generate similar vibration to the large bulldozer that was analyzed in the Final EIR, which
would generate a vibration level of approximately 0.03 inch per second PPV at 75 feet. This level of
vibration would be well below the threshold of 0.2 inch per second PPV for architectural damage as
well as the threshold of 0.1 inch per second PPV for occupied structures. Therefore, impacts would
be less than significant, similar to the findings of the Final EIR.

OPERATIONAL NOISE

The proposed modifications do not include any new sources of operational noise. The proposed
tank itself does not include mechanical noise sources, and noise generated by mechanical
equipment indirectly associated with operation of the tank, such as the two pump stations, has
already been evaluated in the Final EIR as part of the Original Project to support Nimbus/Deane
Tank No. 1. In addition, SCV Water staff would visit the site once per day to conduct routine
operations and maintenance activities for both Nimbus/Deane Tank No. 1 and the proposed
Nimbus/Deane Tank No. 2. As such, the proposed modifications would not result in a change in off-
site mobile source noise beyond what was anticipated for the Original Project. Similar to the Original
Project, implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.G-3(a) through 4.G-3(c) and 4.G-4(a) and 4.G-4(b)
would continue to be required for the Modified Project but would not be applicable to the proposed

35



Santa Clarita Valley Water Agency
Nimbus/Deane Tank No. 2 Project

modifications, which would not generate substantial vehicle trips. As with the Original Project, off-
site mobile source noise impacts would remain significant and unavoidable.

AIRPORTS

The nearest airport is Whiteman Airport, located approximately 13 miles south of the
Nimbus/Deane Tank No. 2 site. The Nimbus/Deane Tank No. 2 site is not within its airport land use
plan (County of Los Angeles 2011).

Cumulative Impact Analysis

Because the Modified Project would not result in greater impacts to noise than the Original Project,
the Modified Project would similarly result in a significant and unavoidable, cumulatively
considerable contribution to significant cumulative noise impacts associated with traffic on area
roadways.

Conclusion

The Modified Project would not result in new significant impacts to noise or substantially increase
the severity of impacts already identified in the Final EIR for the Original Project.

4.8 Air Quality

Final EIR Findings

Air quality is discussed in Section 4.H, Air Quality, of the Final EIR. The Final EIR determined
construction of the Original Project would result in significant impacts related to regional air
pollutant emissions because construction emissions would exceed daily significance thresholds
established by the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) for particulates 10
microns or less in diameter (PM1o) and 2.5 microns or less in diameter (PM.s), carbon monoxide
(CO), nitrogen oxides (NOx), and volatile organic compounds (VOC). The Final EIR required
implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.H-1(a) through 4.H-1(c), which involve implementation of
SCAQMD-recommended fugitive dust control measures, proper maintenance of construction
equipment and vehicle engines, and installation of diesel particulate traps on heavy-duty
construction equipment, as feasible. While localized impacts would be less than significant, the Final
EIR concluded regional emissions impacts would remain significant and unavoidable because
construction emissions would continue to exceed SCAQMD thresholds even with incorporation of
mitigation. The Final EIR also concluded short-term impacts from construction related to odors
would be less than significant (County of Los Angeles 2010).

During operation, the Final EIR determined the Original Project would generate total emissions that
would exceed the SCAQMD-recommended thresholds for regional PM1o and PM,s, CO, NOy, and
VOC. The Final EIR required implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.H-2(a) and 4.H-2(b), which
involve exceeding of Title 24 building requirements in subdivisions and buildings and the use of
energy-efficient lighting for public streets, parking areas, and recreation areas. However, the Final
EIR concluded these impacts would remain significant and unavoidable because operational
emissions would continue to exceed SCAQMD thresholds even with incorporation of mitigation. The
Final EIR also concluded long-term impacts related to localized emissions, toxic air contaminants,
odors, and Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) consistency would be less than significant (County
of Los Angeles 2010).
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