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Initial Study 

1. Project Title 
Well 205 Groundwater Treatment Project 

2. Lead Agency Name and Address 
Santa Clarita Valley Water Agency  
26521 Summit Circle  
Santa Clarita, California 91350 

3. Contact Person and Contact Information 
Rick Vasilopulos, Water Resources Planner  
(661) 705-7912 – rvasilopulos@scvwa.org 

4. Project Location 
The project site is located on Assessor’s Parcel Number 2861-066-002, which is an approximately 
1.75-acre parcel on Valencia Boulevard near McBean Parkway in Santa Clarita, California. The 
project site currently contains Santa Clarita Valley Water Agency’s (SCV Water) Well 205, which is 
enclosed in an approximately 815-square-foot building, and its appurtenant facilities. The project 
site has a metal gate and fencing along the eastern boundary as well as a storm drain inlet near the 
site’s eastern border. An unpaved pathway runs through the project site and connects the sidewalk 
along Valencia Boulevard to a trail network through the open space northwest of the project site. 
Access is provided via a driveway that leads into the adjacent McBean Regional Transit Center Park 
and Ride parking lot. See Figure 1 for a map of the regional project location and Figure 2 for a map 
of the project site location in a local context. Figure 3 shows site photographs of the existing site and 
facilities. 

5. Project Sponsor’s Name and Address 
Santa Clarita Valley Water Agency  
26521 Summit Circle  
Santa Clarita, California 91350 

6. General Plan Designation 
Open Space (OS) 

7. Zoning 
Open Space (OS) 
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Figure 1 Regional Location 
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Figure 2 Project Site Location 
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 4 Figure 3 
Site Photographs 

 
Photograph 1. View

 of existing W
ell 205 structure, taken from

 southeast corner of project site facing 
north.  

 
Photograph 2. View

 of project site, taken from
 w

estern portion of site facing northeast tow
ards the 

M
cBean Regional Transit Center Park and Ride parking lot. 
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Photograph 3. View of existing storm drain, taken from eastern portion of project site facing northeast 
towards the McBean Regional Transit Center Park and Ride parking lot.  

 
Photograph 4. View of existing Well 205 building, taken from western portion of site facing east towards 
Valencia Boulevard. 
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8. Description of Project 

Background 
In 2000, SCV Water constructed Well 205 on the project site for the purpose of pumping 
groundwater from the Saugus Formation of the Santa Clara River Valley Groundwater Basin. Well 
205 was operational between 2000 and 2012. In April 2012, Well 205 was voluntarily taken out of 
service with notice to the California State Water Resources Control Board, Division of Drinking 
Water due to initial low-level perchlorate detections. In January 2018, the well status was changed 
to inactive.  

Project Description 
The Well 205 Groundwater Treatment Project (herein referred to as “proposed project” or 
“project”) would involve construction and operation of a new groundwater treatment facility for 
treatment of perchlorate and other groundwater contaminants at the project site. Under the 
proposed project, all existing facilities would remain in place. The new treatment facility would 
consist of a chemical building, water tanks, pumps, and treatment equipment alongside the existing 
facilities at the site. The new chemical building would be approximately 612 square feet and would 
be located approximately 10 feet southeast of the existing Well 205 building. The building would 
consist of concrete masonry unit material and would be constructed to match the architectural style 
of the existing Well 205 building, which is also constructed from concrete masonry unit material. 
The chemical storage building would contain a liquid ammonium sulfate room and a sodium 
hypochlorite room. These non-hazardous chemicals would be stored in recessed concrete double-
containment and double-walled chemical tanks, which provide additional protection against any 
spills or leaks. The chemical building would be locked.  

Table 1 summarizes the proposed treatment equipment and dimensions. To provide a conservative 
estimate of project impacts, this list comprises the full potential suite of treatment equipment; 
however, all equipment listed may not ultimately be included in the project. Treatment equipment 
would be located outdoors and would be coated for corrosion control using a non-reflective 
Bayberry-colored paint. The project also includes a shade structure over the proposed vessels. 

Table 1 Proposed Treatment Equipment 
Proposed Treatment Equipment Dimensions/Specifications 

Granulated activated carbon (GAC) vessels (6) 12 ft diameter x 18 ft height 

Ion exchange (IX) vessels (4) 12 ft diameter x 16 ft 4 in. height 

Backwash tank (1) 12 ft diameter x 18 ft height 

Cartridge filter vessels (3) 2 ft width x 5 ft height 

Sodium hypochlorite salt tank (600-gallon) 5 ft diameter x 7 ft 10 in. height 

Sodium hypochlorite day tank (1,800-gallon) 8 ft 6 in. diameter x 8 ft 4 in. height 

Liquid ammonium sulfate tank (650-gallon) 4 ft 8 in. diameter x 5 ft 10 in. height 

Well pump 2,700 gpm, 800 HP 

Sodium hypochlorite metering pump 75 gph, 1/2 HP 

Liquid ammonium sulfate metering pump 1 gph, 1/10 HP 

ft: foot; in.: inches; gpm: gallons per minute; gph: gallons per hour; HP: horsepower 
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The proposed project would not increase the production capacity of Well 205. However, due to the 
increased pressure demands of the new groundwater treatment process flow, the proposed project 
includes an upgraded pump head inside the Well 205 building. The existing Well 205 well pump has 
a production capacity of 2,700 gallons per minute (gpm). The proposed project would replace the 
existing well pump housed inside the Well 205 building with a new 2,700-gpm, 800-horsepower (HP) 
pump. All pumps would be operational 24 hours per day, 365 days per year. 

Figure 4 shows the site plan for the proposed treatment facility with the currently anticipated 
equipment configuration, and Figure 5 shows simulated 3D renderings of the proposed project 
facilities at the Well 205 site assuming the full potential suite of treatment equipment is installed 
(i.e., the worst-case scenario). The development footprint of the proposed groundwater treatment 
facility would be approximately 33,000 square feet, or approximately 0.8 acre. An eight-foot-tall 
retaining wall made of masonry and concrete, which would partially screen the site from public 
view, would be constructed around the entire facility footprint, including the existing Well 205 
building and the proposed groundwater treatment facility. Two controlled entry gates would be 
constructed with one facing east towards the McBean Regional Transit Center Park and Ride parking 
lot and one facing south along Valencia Boulevard along with a new access driveway along Valencia 
Boulevard. A paved truck access road would be installed on the project site to facilitate truck 
deliveries, and the remainder of the facility footprint would be covered in crushed rock or 
decomposed granite. Stormwater runoff would be directed towards an existing stormwater drain 
inlet on the eastern side of the project site, as shown in Figure 3, Photograph 3. In addition, the 
proposed project would plant approximately 50 native trees along the western portion of the 
project site. The vegetative plantings would consist of mature trees, ranging between 18 and 24 feet 
in height.  

Construction  
Construction of the proposed project would occur between mid-2023 and mid-2024. Construction 
activities would typically occur between 7:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m., Monday through Friday. No 
nighttime construction is proposed. Occasional weekend work may be required. Construction 
personnel vehicles would be parked on the project site. Construction materials would also be staged 
at the project site. The maximum depth of excavation would be six feet, and up to 300 cubic yards 
(cy) of soil would be imported to the site. No soil would be exported.  

Operation and Maintenance 
Upon completion of project construction activities, Well 205 would be reactivated. Groundwater 
pumped from Well 205 would proceed through pre-filters, granular activated carbon (GAC) vessels, 
ion exchange (IX) vessels, and chemical injection before connecting to an existing water distribution 
pipeline on the project site. Figure 6 shows the groundwater treatment process flow.  

As previously discussed, the proposed project would not increase the production capacity of Well 
205. Consistent with previous operating conditions, Well 205 would be equipped to produce up to 
2,700 gpm of groundwater from the Saugus Formation of the Santa Clara River Valley Groundwater 
Basin. The project would treat up to 4,360 acre-feet per year of groundwater.  

The proposed project would consume approximately 490 kilowatts (kW) of electricity and would 
operate 24 hours per day, 365 days per year. On an annual basis, the project would consume 
approximately 4,300 megawatt-hours (MWh) of electricity through the local electricity grid, which 
would be supplied by Southern California Edison (SCE). No upgrades to local electricity 
infrastructure would be required. 
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Figure 4 Site Plan (Anticipated Equipment Configuration) 
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Figure 5 3D Renderings (Worst-Case Scenario) 

 
Rendering 1. Simulated view of project site, facing east.  

 
Rendering 2. Simulated aerial view of project site, facing east.  
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Figure 6 Groundwater Treatment Process Flow 
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Maintenance of the proposed project would include regular backwashing, replacement of filtration 
media, and routine performance monitoring and sampling. Maintenance staff would visit the project 
site daily, 365 days a year. Regular and routine maintenance activities would not include any 
ground-disturbing activities. Maintenance vehicles would park on the project site near the proposed 
equipment. Chemical deliveries would occur once every 30 days. GAC media would be replaced 
approximately once every two years, and IX media would be replaced approximately once every six 
to nine months. Major equipment (e.g., pumps and vessels) are anticipated to last more than 20 
years.  

9. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting 
The project site is surrounded by residential development to the west, Valencia Boulevard and 
residential development to the south, the McBean Regional Transit Center Park and Ride parking lot 
to the east, and open space to the north. Surrounding land uses are labeled in Figure 2.  

10. Other Public Agencies Whose Approval is Required 
SCV Water is the lead agency for this project. Because the proposed project is located in an area 
zoned as Open Space by the Santa Clarita Municipal Code, the project would require a permit from 
the Santa Clarita City Manager prior to any vegetation removal (Santa Clarita Municipal Code 
Section 14.10.060).  
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Environmental Factors Potentially Affected 
This project would potentially affect the environmental factors checked below, involving at least 
one impact that is “Potentially Significant” or “Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated” as 
indicated by the checklist on the following pages. 

□ Aesthetics □ Agriculture and 
Forestry Resources 

□ Air Quality 

■ Biological Resources ■ Cultural Resources □ Energy 

■ Geology and Soils □ Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions 

■ Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials 

■ Hydrology and Water 
Quality 

□ Land Use and Planning □ Mineral Resources 

□ Noise □ Population and 
Housing 

□ Public Services 

□ Recreation □ Transportation ■ Tribal Cultural Resources 

□ Utilities and Service 
Systems 

■ Wildfire ■ Mandatory Findings  
of Significance 

Determination 
Based on this initial evaluation: 

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

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

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

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



Environmental Checklist 
Aesthetics 

 
Draft Initial Study – Mitigated Negative Declaration 15 

Environmental Checklist 

1 Aesthetics 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Except as provided in Public Resources Code Section 21099, would the project: 

a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a 
scenic vista? □ □ □ ■ 

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

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

d. Create a new source of substantial light or 
glare that would adversely affect daytime 
or nighttime views in the area? □ □ ■ □ 

Existing Setting 
The project site currently contains the existing Well 205 building and appurtenant facilities as well 
as undeveloped open space. As shown in Figure 2 under Project Location, the existing Well 205 
building is located on the eastern side of the project site near the McBean Regional Transit Center 
Park and Ride parking lot. The existing Well 205 building is built of concrete masonry unit material 
with a Spanish style roof. The remainder of the project site is currently undeveloped with scattered 
vegetation. Large arboreal trees line the western edge of the project site in addition to smaller 
shrubs scattered throughout the site. Several dirt pathways connect with one another across the 
project site. A paved pedestrian sidewalk runs along the southern boundary of the project site, 
parallel to Valencia Boulevard. Figure 3 under Project Location shows site photographs of the 
existing site and facilities. The project site is surrounded by residential development to the west, 
Valencia Boulevard and residential development to the south, the McBean Regional Transit Center 
Park and Ride parking lot to the east, and open space to the north. Surrounding land uses are 
labeled in Figure 2 under Project Location. 
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a. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 

According to the City of Santa Clarita’s General Plan Conservation and Open Space Element (2011a), 
“scenic resources” can include “natural open spaces, topographic formations, and landscapes that 
contribute to a high level of visual quality.” The General Plan describes scenic resources in the Santa 
Clarita Valley as mountains and canyons, woodlands, water bodies, and Vasquez Rocks County Park. 
The City’s General Plan does not specifically define scenic vistas; therefore, there are no designated 
scenic vistas in the vicinity of the project site. 

The Conservation and Open Space Element specifically identifies several large mountain and canyon 
regions that are of aesthetic importance to the community, including Placerita Canyon, Whitney 
Canyon, Elsmere Canyon, Bouquet Canyon, San Francisquito Canyon, Sand Canyon, Pico Canyon, 
and Towsley Canyon (City of Santa Clarita 2011a). The project site is not located in any of these 
identified regions of aesthetic importance.  

Although the project site itself contains undeveloped natural land, it is located in a suburban setting 
and is surrounded by suburban development on three sides. The project site is not located in a 
region identified by the City’s General Plan as a scenic vista or scenic resource area. As such, the 
proposed project would not have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista. No impact would 
occur.  

NO IMPACT 

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

The project site is not located adjacent to a designated state scenic highway, as identified by the 
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) (Caltrans 2022). The closest designated state 
scenic highway is State Route 2, located approximately 23 miles to the southeast of the project site. 
Due to distance and intervening topography, the project site is not visible from State Route 2. 
Therefore, the project would not substantially damage scenic resources within a state scenic 
highway. No impact would occur.  

NO IMPACT 

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

Pursuant to Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 21071, an incorporated city with a population of at 
least 100,000 people meets the criteria for an urbanized area. Santa Clarita has a population of 
approximately 221,572 people and is therefore considered an urbanized area under the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA; California Department of Finance 2021). The site itself is currently 
zoned as Open Space (OS) and currently contains water infrastructure in the form of the existing 
Well 205 building and its appurtenant facilities. Utility public services are permitted in OS zones and 
typically require a conditional use permit. However, according to Government Code Section 53091, 
“Zoning ordinances of a county or city shall not apply to the location or construction of facilities for 
the production, generation, storage, treatment, or transmission of water…”. As such, a conditional 
use permit would not be required, and the project would not conflict with the applicable zoning.  
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According to the City of Santa Clarita’s General Plan Conservation and Open Space Element (2011a), 
“scenic resources” can include “natural open spaces, topographic formations, and landscapes that 
contribute to a high level of visual quality.” The General Plan describes scenic resources in the Santa 
Clarita Valley as mountains and canyons, woodlands, water bodies, and Vasquez Rocks County Park.  

The City’s General Plan identifies the following goals and policies to protect and preserve the City’s 
scenic resources:  

Goal CO 6: Preservation of scenic features that keep the Santa Clarita Valley beautiful and 
enhance quality of life, community identity, and property values. 

Objective 6.1: Protect the scenic character of local topographic features. 

Objective 6.2: Protect the scenic character of view corridors. 

Objective 6.3: Protect the scenic character of major water bodies. 

Objective 6.4: Protect the scenic character of oak woodlands, coastal sage, and other habitats 
unique to the Santa Clarita Valley. 

Objective 6.5: Maintain the scenic character of designated routes, gateways, and vista points 
along roadways. 

Objective 6.6: Limit adverse impacts by humans on the scenic environment. 

The proposed project would not degrade the scenic character of local topographic features; view 
corridors; major water bodies; oak woodlands, coastal sage, and other habitats unique to the Santa 
Clarita Valley; or designated routes, gateways, and vista points along roadways because none are 
present on or near the project site. In addition, as discussed under item (a), although the project site 
itself contains undeveloped natural land, it is located in a suburban setting and is surrounded by 
suburban development on three sides. Existing open space to the north of the project site would 
remain undeveloped. In addition, as shown in the simulated 3D renderings of the proposed project 
in Figure 5 under Description of Project, the proposed project is designed to minimize aesthetic 
impacts. The new chemical building would consist of concrete masonry unit material and would be 
constructed to match the architectural style of the existing Well 205 building, which is made of the 
same material. The facility would be surrounded by an eight-foot-tall retaining wall made of 
masonry and concrete, which would partially screen the site from public view, and the proposed 
treatment equipment would be painted a non-reflective, neutral, Bayberry-colored paint. In 
addition, the proposed project includes planting approximately 50 native trees along the western 
portion of the project site, which would consist of mature trees, ranging between 18 and 24 feet in 
height, that would further screen the project site from the adjacent residential community. 
Therefore, the project would limit adverse impacts by humans on the scenic environment. As a 
result, the proposed project would not conflict with General Plan policies to protect and preserve 
scenic resources, and impacts would be less than significant.  

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
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d. Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect 
daytime or nighttime views in the area? 

Construction 
Construction would occur during daytime hours and would generally not require the use of lighting. 
However, construction lighting may be required during the afternoon hours in the late fall and early 
winter months. In this case, lights may be visible from surrounding roadways and residential and 
other land uses. Any necessary lights used during construction activities would create a new 
temporary light source that would otherwise not be present. However, the lighting would not face 
toward adjacent uses and would be directed down towards construction activities. Furthermore, 
construction would be temporary and limited to the 16-month construction period. Therefore, 
construction-related impacts to light and glare would be less than significant.  

Operational  
Similar to the existing Well 205 building, the proposed groundwater treatment facility would include 
external safety lighting upon completion of construction, which would be directed and shielded 
toward project facilities to minimize or avoid light spillage outside the project site. In addition, the 
proposed treatment equipment would be coated for corrosion control using a non-reflective paint. 
Therefore, operational-related impacts to light and glare would be less than significant.  

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
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2 Agriculture and Forestry Resources 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project: 

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

b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural 
use or a Williamson Act contract? □ □ □ ■ 

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

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

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

a. Would the project convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide 
Importance (Farmland), as shown on maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? 

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

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

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

According to the California Department of Conservation (DOC) Farmland Mapping and Monitoring 
Program (2022a), the project site and immediate surrounding areas are not designated as Prime 
Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Local Importance. 
The project site is not located on land enrolled under the Williamson Act or zoned for agricultural 
use. Therefore, the project would not convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of 
Statewide Importance (Farmland) to non-agricultural use and would not conflict with zoning for 
agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract. In addition, due to the absence of agricultural land on 
or near the project site, the project would not involve changes to the existing environment that 
could result in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use. No impact to agricultural resources 
would occur.  

The project site and its surroundings are located in a suburban area of Santa Clarita and do not 
contain forest land. Neither the project site nor surrounding properties are zoned for forest land, 
timberland, or timberland production. Therefore, the project would not involve changes to the 
existing environment that could result in the loss of forest land or the conversion of forest land to 
non-forest use. No impact to forestry resources would occur. 

NO IMPACT 
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3 Air Quality 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project: 

a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation 
of the applicable air quality plan? □ □ □ ■ 

b. Result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase of any criteria pollutant for 
which the project region is non-
attainment under an applicable federal or 
state ambient air quality standard? □ □ ■ □ 

c. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations? □ □ ■ □ 

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

Air Quality Standards and Attainment 
The project site is located within the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB), which is bounded by the Pacific 
Ocean to the west and the San Gabriel, San Bernardino, and San Jacinto Mountains to the north and 
east, and includes all of Orange County and the non-desert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, and 
San Bernardino Counties, in addition to the San Gorgonio Pass area in Riverside County. The SCAB is 
under the regulatory jurisdiction of the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD), 
which is required to monitor air pollutant levels to ensure National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS) and California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) are met and, if they are not met, to 
develop strategies to meet the standards.  

Depending on whether the standards are met or exceeded, the SCAB is classified as being in 
“attainment” or “nonattainment” for air quality. The SCAQMD’s 2016 Air Quality Management Plan 
(AQMP) assesses the attainment status of the SCAB. The NAAQS and CAAQS attainment statuses for 
the SCAB are listed in Table 2. As shown therein, the SCAB is in nonattainment for the NAAQS for 
ozone and particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter (PM2.5) and the CAAQS for ozone, 
particulate matter 10 microns or less in diameter (PM10), and PM2.5. The Los Angeles County portion 
of the SCAB is also in nonattainment for lead (SCAQMD 2017). The SCAB is designated unclassifiable 
or in attainment for all other NAAQS and CAAQS. Thus, the SCAB currently exceeds several NAAQS 
and CAAQS and is required to implement strategies that would reduce pollutant levels to recognized 
acceptable standards. The SCAQMD has adopted an AQMP that provides a strategy for the 
attainment of the NAAQS and CAAQS. 
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Table 2 South Coast Air Basin Attainment Status 

Pollutant Averaging Time 

California Ambient Air  
Quality Standards 

National Ambient Air  
Quality Standards 

Concentration Attainment Status Concentration Attainment Status 

Ozone 8-Hour 0.070 ppm N 0.070 ppm N 

1-Hour 0.09 ppm N − − 

Carbon Monoxide 8-Hour 9.0 ppm A 9 ppm A 

1-Hour 20 ppm A 35 ppm A 

Nitrogen Dioxide 1-Hour 0.18 ppm A 0.100 ppm U/A 

Annual 
Arithmetic Mean 

0.030 ppm  0.053 ppm A 

Sulfur Dioxide 24-Hour 0.04 ppm A 0.14 ppm U/A1 

1-Hour 0.25 ppm A 0.075 ppm U/A 

Annual 
Arithmetic Mean 

− − 0.030 ppm U/A 

Particulate Matter 
– Small (PM10) 

Annual 
Arithmetic Mean 

20 µg/m3 N − − 

24-Hour 50 µg/m3 N 150 µg/m3 A 

Particulate Matter - 
Fine (PM2.5) 

Annual 
Arithmetic Mean 

12 µg/m3 N 12 µg/m3 N 

24-Hour − − 35 µg/m3 N 

Sulfates 24-Hour 25 µg/m3 A − − 

Lead Rolling 3-Month 
Average 

−  0.15 µg/m3 N2 

30-Day Average 1.5 µg/m3 A − − 

Hydrogen Sulfide 1-Hour 0.03 ppm  
(42 µg/m3) 

A −  

Vinyl Chloride 
(Chloroethene) 

24-Hour 0.010 ppm 
(26 µg/m3) 

A − − 

Visibility Reducing 
Particles  

8-Hour(10:00 to 
18:00 PST) 

− No information 
available 

− − 

A = attainment; N = nonattainment; U = unclassified; ppm = parts per million; µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; PST = Pacific 
Standard Time 
1 Designation pending. 
2 Partial Nonattainment designation – Los Angeles County portion of the SCAB only for near-source monitors. Expect re-designation to 
attainment based on current monitoring data. 

Source: SCAQMD 2017 and California Air Resources Board 2019a 

Air Quality Management 
Under State law, the SCAQMD is required to prepare a plan for air quality improvement for 
pollutants for which the SCAB is in nonattainment. The SCAQMD has adopted an AQMP that 
provides a strategy for the attainment of the NAAQS and CAAQS. Each iteration of the AQMP is an 
update of the previous plan and has a 20-year horizon. The latest AQMP, the 2016 AQMP, was 
adopted on March 3, 2017. The 2016 AQMP incorporates new scientific data and notable regulatory 
actions that have occurred since adoption of the 2012 AQMP, including the approval of the new 8-
hour ozone NAAQS of 0.070 parts per million (ppm) that was finalized in 2015. The 2016 AQMP 
builds upon the approaches taken in the 2012 AQMP for the attainment of federal PM and ozone 
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standards and highlights the significant amount of reductions to be achieved. It emphasizes the 
need for interagency planning to identify additional strategies to achieve reductions within the 
timeframes allowed under the federal Clean Air Act, especially in the area of mobile sources. The 
2016 AQMP also includes a discussion of emerging issues and opportunities, such as fugitive toxic 
particulate emissions, zero-emission mobile source control strategies, and the interacting dynamics 
among climate, energy, and air pollution. The 2016 AQMP also includes attainment demonstrations 
of the new 8-hour ozone NAAQS and vehicle miles travelled (VMT) emissions offsets, pursuant to 
recent United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) requirements (SCAQMD 2017). 

Thresholds of Significance 
The SCAQMD provides numerical thresholds to analyze the significance of a project’s construction 
and operational impacts to regional air quality. These thresholds, which are listed in Table 3, are 
designed such that a project consistent with the thresholds would not have an individually or 
cumulatively significant impact to the air quality in the SCAB.  

Table 3 SCAQMD Regional Air Quality Significance Thresholds 

Pollutant 

Mass Daily Thresholds 

Construction Thresholds 
(pounds/day) 

Operation Thresholds 
(pounds/day) 

NOX 100 55 

VOC 75 55 

PM10 150 150 

PM2.5 55 55 

SOX 150 150 

CO 550 550 

Lead 3 3 

NOX: nitrogen oxides; VOC: volatile organic compounds; PM10: particulate matter 10 microns or less in diameter; PM2.5: particulate 
matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter; SOX: sulfur oxides; CO: carbon monoxide; SCAQMD = South Coast Air Quality Management 
District  

Source: SCAQMD 2019 

In addition to the above thresholds, the SCAQMD has developed Localized Significance Thresholds 
(LSTs) in response to the Governing Board’s Environmental Justice Enhancement Initiative (1-4), 
which was prepared to update the CEQA Air Quality Handbook. LSTs were devised in response to 
concern regarding exposure of individuals to criteria pollutants in local communities and have been 
developed for nitrogen oxides (NOX), carbon monoxide, PM10, and PM2.5. LSTs represent the 
maximum emissions from a project that will not cause or contribute to an air quality exceedance of 
the most stringent applicable NAAQS or CAAQS at the nearest sensitive receptor, taking into 
consideration ambient concentrations in each source receptor area (SRA), distance to the sensitive 
receptor, and project size. LSTs only apply to emissions within a fixed stationary location and are not 
applicable to mobile sources, such as cars on a roadway (SCAQMD 2008). According to the SCAQMD 
(2008) Final Localized Significance Thresholds Methodology, the use of LSTs is voluntary, to be 
implemented at the discretion of local agencies. 

The project is located within SRA 13, which covers the Santa Clarita Valley. LSTs have been 
developed for emissions within construction areas up to five acres in size. The SCAQMD provides 
lookup tables for sites that measure up to one, two, or five acres. As described under the 
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Description of Project, while the proposed facility footprint is approximately 0.8-acre, construction 
staging and equipment could take up a larger 1.75-acre site. Pursuant to SCAQMD guidance, a 
regression was conducted to calculate the LSTs for a 1.75-acre site. 

LSTs are provided for receptors at a distance of 82 to 1,640 feet (25 to 500 meters) from the project 
site boundary. The sensitive receptors closest to the project site are single-family residences 
approximately 100 feet, or approximately 30 meters, to the west of the project site. This analysis 
conservatively uses LSTs for sensitive receptors at a distance of 25 meters. LSTs for construction in 
SRA 13 on a 1.75-acre site at a distance of 25 meters from receptors are shown in Table 4. 

Table 4 SCAQMD LSTs for Construction 

Pollutant 
LSTs for a 1.75-acre Site in SRA 13 

for a Receptor within 25 Meters (pounds/day) 

Gradual conversion of NOx to NO2 151 

CO 805 

PM10 6 

PM2.5 4 

LST: Localized Significance Threshold; SRA: Source Receptor Area; NOX: nitrogen oxides; NO2: nitrogen dioxide; PM10: particulate matter 
10 microns or less in diameter; PM2.5: particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter; CO: carbon monoxide; SCAQMD = South Coast 
Air Quality Management District 

Source: SCAQMD 2009 

Applicable SCAQMD Rules and Regulations 

Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust)  

Rule 403 requires the implementation of best available dust control measures during active 
operations capable of generating fugitive dust. 

Rule 1113 (Architectural Coatings)  

Rule 1113 limits the volatile organic compound content of architectural coatings.  

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

A project may be inconsistent with the AQMP if it would generate population, housing, or 
employment growth exceeding the forecasts used in the development of the AQMP. The 2016 
AQMP relies on local city general plans and the Southern California Association of Governments’ 
(2016) Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy forecasts of regional 
population, housing, and employment growth in its projections for managing air quality in the SCAB. 

The project does not include new housing or businesses, and operation and maintenance of the 
proposed project would not require new SCV Water employees. Furthermore, the proposed project 
would not increase the pumping capacity of the existing Well 205 and would not provide an 
additional source of water supplies to serve new population growth. Therefore, the project would 
not directly or indirectly generate population, housing, or employment growth. As a result, the 
project would not exceed the Southern California Association of Governments’ projected growth 
forecasts, which underlie the emissions forecasts in the 2016 AQMP. Therefore, the project would 
not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the AQMP. No impact would occur. 

NO IMPACT 
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b. Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for 
which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air 
quality standard? 

Criteria pollutants include ozone, carbon monoxide, PM10, PM2.5, sulfur oxides, and lead. As 
discussed under Air Quality Standards and Attainment, the SCAB is a nonattainment area for the 
ozone and PM2.5 NAAQS and the ozone, PM10, and PM2.5 CAAQS. The Los Angeles County portion of 
the SCAB in which the project site is located is also designated nonattainment for lead (SCAQMD 
2017). The SCAB is designated unclassifiable or in attainment for all other NAAQS and CAAQS. 
Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(h)(3), SCAQMD’s approach for assessing cumulative 
impacts is based on the AQMP forecasts of attainment of ambient air quality standards in 
accordance with the requirements of the federal and State Clean Air Acts. If the mass emissions 
calculated for the project exceed the applicable SCAQMD daily significance thresholds that are 
designed to assist the region in attaining the applicable NAAQS and CAAQS, emissions generated by 
the project would be considered cumulatively considerable. 

Methodology 
This air quality analysis conforms to the methodologies recommended in the SCAQMD CEQA Air 
Quality Handbook, as well as supplemental guidance provided by SCAQMD. The project’s 
construction and operational emissions of criteria air pollutants were estimated using the California 
Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod), version 2020.4.0. CalEEMod was developed by SCAQMD 
and is used by jurisdictions throughout the state to quantify criteria pollutant emissions. CalEEMod 
modeling results are shown in Appendix A. 

Compliance with SCAQMD Rule 403, Fugitive Dust Emissions, and SCAQMD Rule 1113, Architectural 
Coatings, was included in the model. SCAQMD Rule 403 requires construction site watering at least 
twice daily (or implementation of an equivalent dust control measure) to control dust from 
disturbed soil. SCAQMD Rule 1113 requires the use of paints with low volatile organic compound 
content. 

For the purposes of modeling, the analysis relied upon the following conservative assumptions: 

 Construction Schedule. Construction would commence in mid-2023 and be completed in mid-
2024, for a total construction duration of 12 months.  

 Project Site Area. For the purposes of emissions modeling, the area of the facility footprint was 
used to represent the project area (33,000 square feet, or 0.76 acre).  

 Haul Trips. Approximately 300 cy of soil would be imported to the project site, for a total of 38 
one-way haul trips.  

 Operation and Maintenance Trips. For the purposes of calculating maximum daily air criteria 
pollutant emissions under operational conditions, this analysis conservatively analyzes a worst-
case emissions scenario for operation and maintenance trips. The model assumes a 
maintenance staff trip, a chemical delivery trip, a GAC media replacement trip, and an IX media 
replacement trip would all occur on the same day. It was assumed 25 percent of vehicles visiting 
the site would be light-duty trucks (for maintenance staff) and 75 percent would be medium-
duty vehicles (for chemical delivery and media replacement trips). 

Operation of the proposed facility would require approximately 4,300 MWh of electricity per year; 
however, CalEEMod only calculates direct emissions of criteria pollutants from energy sources that 
combust on site, such as natural gas used in a building (California Air Pollution Control Officers 
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Association 2021). CalEEMod does not calculate or attribute emissions of criteria pollutants from 
electricity generation to individual projects because fossil fuel power plants are existing stationary 
sources permitted by air districts and/or the U.S. EPA, and they are subject to local, state and 
federal control measures. Criteria pollutant emissions from power plants are associated with the 
power plants themselves, and not individual projects or electricity users. Therefore, the primary 
source of operational air criteria pollutant emissions would be daily site visits to the facility for 
maintenance activities (i.e., mobile sources).  

Construction Emissions 
Project construction would generate temporary air pollutant emissions. These emissions are 
associated with fugitive dust and exhaust from heavy construction vehicles, as well as volatile 
organic compounds released during the application of architectural coatings. Table 5 summarizes 
the estimated maximum daily emissions of pollutants during project construction.  

Table 5 Construction Emissions 

 

Estimated Maximum Daily Emissions (pounds/day) 

VOC NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 

Proposed Project 1 7 10 < 1 3 1 

SCAQMD Regional Thresholds 75 100 550 150 150 55 

Threshold Exceeded? No No No No No No 

Maximum On-site Emissions 1 7 7 < 1 3 1 

Localized Significance Thresholds (LSTs) 
(on-site only) 

N/A 151 805 N/A 6 4 

Threshold Exceeded? N/A No No N/A No No 

VOC: volatile organic compounds; NOX: nitrogen oxides; CO: carbon monoxide; SOX: sulfur oxides; PM10: particulate matter 10 microns 
or less in diameter; PM2.5: particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter 

See Appendix A for CalEEMod results.  

Notes: Emissions presented are the highest of the winter and summer modeled emissions. Due to rounding, numbers may not add up 
precisely to the totals indicated. Emission data is pulled from “mitigated” results, which include regulatory compliance measures that 
would be implemented during Project construction, such as watering of soils during construction as required under SCAQMD Rule 403. 

As shown in Table 5, construction emissions generated by the project would not exceed SCAQMD’s 
regional thresholds or LSTs. Furthermore, the proposed project would be required to comply with 
SCAQMD Rules 403 and 1113. Therefore, project construction would not result in a cumulatively 
considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the SCAB is non-attainment under an 
applicable NAAQS or CAAQS. Construction-related impacts associated with criteria air pollutant 
emissions would be less than significant.  

Operational Emissions 
The primary source of operational emissions associated with the proposed project would be daily 
vehicle trips by staff for maintenance activities (i.e., mobile sources). Other sources would include 
the off-gassing of architectural coatings used for the proposed chemical building, paved surfaces, 
and vessels. Table 6 summarizes maximum daily pollutant emissions during operation of the project. 
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Table 6 Operational Emissions 

 

Estimated Maximum Daily Emissions (pounds/day) 

VOC NOX CO SOX PM10 PM2.5 

Area < 1 < 1 < 1 < 1 < 1 < 1 

Mobile < 1 < 1 < 1 < 1 < 1 < 1 

Total < 1 < 1 < 1 < 1 < 1 < 1 

SCAQMD Thresholds 55 55 550 150 150 55 

Threshold Exceeded? n/a No No n/a No No 

VOC: volatile organic compounds; NOX: nitrogen oxides; CO: carbon monoxide; SOX: sulfur oxides; PM10: particulate matter 10 microns 
or less in diameter; PM2.5: particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter; SCAQMD: South Coast Air Quality Management District 

See Appendix A for modeling results. 

Notes: Emissions presented are the highest of the winter and summer modeled emissions. Numbers may not add up due to rounding.  

As shown in Table 6, operational emissions from the proposed project would not exceed the 
SCAQMD thresholds for any criteria pollutant. Therefore, project operation would not result in a 
cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the SCAB is non-
attainment under an applicable NAAQS or CAAQS. Operational impacts associated with criteria air 
pollutant emissions would be less than significant.  

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

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

Certain population groups, such as children, the elderly, and people with health problems, are 
particularly sensitive to air pollution. Sensitive receptors are defined as land uses that are more 
likely to be used by these population groups and include health care facilities, retirement homes, 
school and playground facilities, and residential areas. The project site is located adjacent to a 
residential neighborhood. However, as discussed under item (b) above, the project’s construction 
and operational emissions of criteria air pollutants would not exceed the SCAQMD regional 
thresholds or LSTs, which are designed to be protective of public health as it relates to criteria air 
pollutant emissions. 

The following subsections discuss the potential for the proposed project to expose sensitive 
receptors to substantial concentration of carbon monoxide and toxic air contaminants (TACs). 

Carbon Monoxide Hotspots 
A carbon monoxide hotspot is a localized concentration of carbon monoxide that is above the state 
one-hour or eight-hour standards of 20.0 ppm and 9.0 ppm, respectively. Localized carbon 
monoxide hotspots generally occur at intersections with heavy peak hour traffic. Specifically, 
hotspots can be created at intersections where traffic volumes are high and there is heavy 
congestion. The entire SCAB is a federal carbon monoxide maintenance area. The closest carbon 
monoxide monitoring station to the project site is the U.S. EPA monitoring station located at 22224 
Placerita Canyon Road in Santa Clarita. In 2021, the Santa Clarita monitoring station detected a 
maximum eight-hour maximum carbon monoxide concentration of 0.6 ppm, which is substantially 
below the state and federal eight-hour standard of 9.0 ppm (U.S. EPA 2022).  

As shown in Table 5, project construction would generate maximum daily carbon monoxide 
emissions of approximately 10 pounds per day, which is well below the SCAQMD regional threshold 
of 550 pounds per day. In addition, maximum daily on-site carbon monoxide emissions of 
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approximately 7 pounds per day, which is well below the LST threshold of 805 pounds per day. 
Additionally, as shown in Table 6, project operation would generate maximum daily carbon 
monoxide emissions of less than one pound per day, which is well below the SCAQMD regional 
threshold of 550 pounds. Both SCAQMD regional thresholds and LSTs are designed to be protective 
of public health. Based on the low background level of carbon monoxide in the project area, ever-
improving vehicle emissions standards for new cars in accordance with state and federal 
regulations, and the project’s low level of operational carbon monoxide emissions, the project 
would not create new hotspots or contribute substantially to existing hotspots. Therefore, the 
project would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial carbon monoxide concentrations, and 
impacts would be less than significant.  

Toxic Air Contaminants 
TACs are a diverse group of air pollutants that may cause or contribute to an increase in deaths or 
serious illness or that may pose a present or potential hazard to human health. TACs include both 
organic and inorganic chemical substances that may be emitted from a variety of common sources, 
including gasoline stations, motor vehicles, dry cleaners, industrial operations, painting operations, 
and research and teaching facilities. TACs are different than the criteria pollutants previously 
discussed because ambient air quality standards have not been established for TACs. TACs occurring 
at extremely low levels may still cause health effects, and it is typically difficult to identify levels of 
exposure that do not produce adverse health effects. TAC impacts are described by carcinogenic risk 
and by chronic (i.e., of long duration) and acute (i.e., severe but of short duration) adverse effects 
on human health.  

Project construction is expected to occur over an approximately 12-month period and would result 
in the generation of diesel particulate matter (DPM) emissions from the use of off-road diesel 
equipment required for site grading and excavation, paving, and other construction activities as well 
as from on-road diesel equipment used to bring materials to and from the project site. According to 
SCAQMD methodology, health effects from carcinogenic air toxics are usually described in terms of 
individual cancer risk. “Individual Cancer Risk” is the likelihood that a person continuously exposed 
to concentrations of TACs over a 70-year lifetime will contract cancer based on the use of standard 
risk assessment methodology. SCAQMD CEQA guidance does not require preparation of a health risk 
assessment for short-term construction emissions. Therefore, it is not necessary to evaluate long-
term cancer impacts from construction activities that occur over a relatively short duration. In 
addition, there would be no residual emissions or corresponding individual cancer risk after 
construction is complete. Furthermore, with ongoing implementation of U.S. EPA and California Air 
Resources Board (CARB) requirements for cleaner fuels, off-road diesel engine retrofits, and new, 
low-emission diesel engine types, DPM emissions from construction equipment would be 
substantially reduced. Therefore, project construction would not expose sensitive receptors to 
substantial concentrations of TACs, and impacts would be less than significant. 

CARB’s (2005) Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective provides 
recommendations regarding the siting of new sensitive land uses near potential sources of air toxic 
emissions (e.g., freeways, distribution centers, rail yards, ports, refineries, chrome plating facilities, 
dry cleaners, and gasoline dispensing facilities). SCAQMD adopted similar recommendations in its 
Guidance Document for Addressing Air Quality Issues in General Plans and Local Planning (2005). 
The project proposes water treatment facilities, which are not identified as a land use emitting 
substantial TAC concentrations. The project does not include any stationary sources of TAC 
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emissions. Therefore, project operation would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
concentrations of TACs, and no operational impacts would occur. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

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

During construction, the project would generate oil and diesel fuel odors from use of heavy 
equipment as well as odors related to asphalt paving. The odors would be limited to the 
construction period, would be temporary, and would dissipate rapidly with distance. Therefore, 
project construction would not result in other emissions, such as those leading to odors, adversely 
affecting a substantial number of people, and impacts would be less than significant.  

The SCAQMD (1993) CEQA Air Quality Handbook identifies land uses associated with odor 
complaints to be agricultural uses, wastewater treatment plants, chemical and food processing 
plants, composting, refineries, landfills, dairies, and fiberglass molding. The proposed project would 
not include any of these uses that are known to generate odors and no adverse impact would occur. 

NO IMPACT 
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4 Biological Resources 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project: 

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

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

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

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

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

f. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted 
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 
Community Conservation Plan, or other 
approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan? □ □ □ ■ 
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In March 2021, Rincon Consultants, Inc. conducted a Biological Resources Assessment, including a 
literature review and field reconnaissance survey, to document existing site conditions and the 
potential presence of special-status biological resources, including plant and wildlife species, plant 
communities, jurisdictional waters and wetlands, and habitat for nesting birds. The biological 
reconnaissance survey encompassed the proposed project footprint (i.e., areas that are expected to 
be affected by the proposed project) and a 100-foot survey buffer, referred to in this section as the 
“project area.” The following summarizes the findings of the assessment. The complete Biological 
Resources Assessment is contained in Appendix B of this document.  

A review of recent and historical aerial imagery indicates that from 1947 through 1959, the project 
area and vicinity contained open space and agricultural fields that were subject to disturbance. 
Vegetation communities and land cover types documented within the project area during the 
reconnaissance survey include California buckwheat scrub, purple sage scrub, upland mustards, 
ornamental landscaping, bare ground, and developed areas. Plant and wildlife species observed in 
the project area during the reconnaissance survey are listed in Attachment D of the Biological 
Resources Assessment (Appendix B). No jurisdictional waters or wetlands were observed within the 
project area. 

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

Special-status species are those plants and animals listed, proposed for listing, or candidates for 
listing as Threatened or Endangered by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) under 
the federal Endangered Species Act; those considered “Species of Concern” by the USFWS; those 
listed or candidates for listing as Rare, Threatened, or Endangered by the California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) under the California Endangered Species Act; animals designated as “Fully 
Protected” by the California Fish and Game Code (CFGC); animals listed as “Species of Special 
Concern” (SSC) by the CDFW; and CDFW Special Plants, specifically those with California Rare Plant 
Ranks of 1B, 2, 3, and 4 in the California Native Plant Society’s Inventory of Rare and Endangered 
Vascular Plants of California. A list of special-status plant and wildlife species with potential to occur 
on site was developed based on a review of a five-mile search of the California Natural Diversity 
Database (CNDDB) and the California Native Plant Society’s online Inventory of Rare and 
Endangered Vascular Plants of California (Appendix B).  

Special-Status Plants 
Twenty special-status plant species and 23 special-status wildlife species are known to occur or have 
the potential to occur within five miles of the project area. No special-status plant species were 
detected within the project area during the reconnaissance survey. Of the 20 plant species 
evaluated, none have a moderate or high potential to occur within the project area. Seven species 
have a low potential to occur, and 13 are not expected to occur based on factors ranging from the 
existing developed nature of the project site, history of disturbance of the project area, lack of 
suitable soils, inappropriate hydrologic conditions, absence of appropriate vegetation communities, 
and lack of observation during the reconnaissance survey conducted for perennially identifiable 
species. In addition, the CNDDB occurrences for several species are historical, dating to the mid-
1900s or earlier. Therefore, no impacts to special-status plant species would occur as a result of the 
proposed project.  
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Special-Status Wildlife 
No special-status wildlife species were detected within the project area during the reconnaissance 
survey. Of the 23 wildlife species evaluated, five have a moderate potential to occur within the 
project area: California legless lizard (Anniella spp., SSC), California glossy snake (Arizona elegans 
occidentalis, SSC), coast horned lizard (Phrynosoma blainvillii, SSC), coastal whiptail (Aspidoscelis 
tigris stejnegeri, SSC), and white-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus, CDFW fully protected species). Seven 
species have a low potential to occur, including coastal California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica 
californica, federally Threatened, SSC). 

Species of Special Concern 

The California buckwheat scrub and purple sage scrub vegetation communities within the project 
area provide moderately suitable habitat for California legless lizard, California glossy snake, coast 
horned lizard and coastal whiptail. Project activities could potentially directly or indirectly impact 
individuals of these species with moderate potential to occur. However, these SSC-designated 
species with potential to occur are not geographically restricted to the vicinity of the project area, 
and injury/death to limited individuals would not contribute to a loss of population viability of these 
SSC-designated species. Furthermore, implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1 would reduce 
potential direct and indirect effects to these species to a less-than-significant level. 

White-tailed Kite 

The upland mustards vegetation community within the project area provides foraging habitat for 
white-tailed kite. This species primarily feeds on small mammals and forages by hovering over open 
fields and marshes; however, suitable nesting habitat is not present within the project area. The 
project would result in the removal of a relatively small area of suitable foraging habitat for white-
tailed kite; however, the open space northwest of the project area serves as a long-term source of 
suitable foraging habitat. Therefore, potential impacts to white-tailed kite foraging habitat would be 
less than significant.  

Coastal California Gnatcatcher 

Four records of Coastal California gnatcatcher are reported approximately 4.5 miles away from the 
project area. The buckwheat scrub and purple sage scrub communities within the project area 
provide moderately suitable nesting habitat for the species. However, the project area is situated at 
the northern extent of the species’ range where occurrences are sparsely scattered. In addition, the 
suitable habitat within the project area is isolated from large blocks of open space, and coastal 
California gnatcatchers do not typically travel through urbanized areas.  

If the species were to be present within the vicinity of the project area during initial vegetation 
clearance, the proposed project has the potential to directly (by destroying a nest) or indirectly 
(through removal of habitat, construction noise, dust, and other human disturbances that may 
cause a nest to fail) impact the species. Between October 2020 and March 2021, Rincon Consultants 
conducted nine non-breeding season (July 1 through March 14) surveys in accordance with USFWS 
protocol to determine presence/absence of coastal California gnatcatchers within the project 
vicinity, the details of which are included in the Coastal California Gnatcatcher Focused Survey 
Report contained in Appendix B of this document. No coastal California gnatcatchers were detected. 
Accordingly, California buckwheat scrub and purple sage scrub within the project footprint does not 
support a coastal California gnatcatcher territory, and its removal would not impact the species 
(Appendix B). Therefore, the project would result in no impact to coastal California gnatcatcher. 
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Nesting Birds 
Migratory or other common nesting birds, while not designated as special-status species, are 
protected by the CFGC and Migratory Bird Treaty Act and may nest on site in California buckwheat 
scrub, purple sage scrub, and ornamental landscaping. Therefore, construction of the project has 
the potential to directly (by destroying a nest) or indirectly (through construction noise, dust, and 
other human disturbances that may cause a nest to fail) impact nesting birds protected under the 
CFGC and Migratory Bird Treaty Act. Implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-2 would be 
required to maintain compliance with CFGC 3503 and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and includes a 
pre-construction nesting bird survey if vegetation removal or construction occurs during the nesting 
bird season (typically February 1 to August 31). If active nests are identified, buffers would be 
implemented to minimize impacts to nesting birds.  

Mitigation Measures 
With implementation of the following mitigation measures, potential impacts related to special-
status species would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

BIO-1 General Best Management Practices 

The following general requirements shall be followed by construction personnel: 

 The contractor shall clearly delineate the construction limits and prohibit any construction-
related traffic outside those boundaries. 

 Project-related vehicles shall observe a 10-mile-per-hour speed limit within the unpaved limits 
of construction.  

 All open trenches or excavations shall be fenced and/or sloped to prevent entrapment of 
wildlife species. 

 All food-related trash items such as wrappers, cans, bottles, and food scraps generated during 
project construction shall be disposed of in closed containers only and removed daily from the 
project site. 

 No deliberate feeding of wildlife shall be allowed. 
 No pets shall be allowed on the project site during construction. 
 No firearms shall be allowed on the project site. 
 If vehicle or equipment maintenance is necessary, it shall be performed in the designated 

staging areas. 
 If construction must occur between dusk and dawn, all lighting shall be shielded and directed 

downward to minimize the potential for glare or spillover onto adjacent properties and to 
reduce impacts on local wildlife. 

 All equipment used on site shall be properly maintained to avoid leaks of oil, fuel, or residues. 
Provisions shall be in place to remediate any accidental spills immediately.  

BIO-2 Nesting Birds 
Project-related activities shall occur outside of the bird breeding season (generally February 1 to 
August 31) to the extent practicable. If construction must occur within the bird breeding season, a 
nesting bird pre-construction survey shall be conducted by a qualified biologist within the 
disturbance footprint plus a 100-foot buffer (300-foot for raptors), where feasible, no more than 
three days prior to initiation of ground-disturbing activities (including, but not limited to site 
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preparation, vegetation clearance, grading, excavation, and trenching) within the project site. If the 
proposed project is phased or construction activities stop for more than one week, a subsequent 
pre-construction nesting bird survey shall be required prior to the start of each phase of ground-
disturbing activities during bird breeding season.  

Pre-construction nesting bird surveys shall be conducted during the time of day when birds are 
active and shall factor in sufficient time to perform this survey adequately and completely. A report 
of the nesting bird survey results, if applicable, shall be submitted SCV Water for review and 
approval prior to ground and/or vegetation disturbance activities. 

If nests are found, their locations shall be flagged. An appropriate avoidance buffer ranging in size 
from 25 to 50 feet for passerines and up to 300 feet for raptors (depending upon the species and 
the proposed work activity) shall be determined and demarcated by a qualified biologist with bright 
orange construction fencing or other suitable flagging. Active nests shall be monitored at a 
minimum of once per week until it has been determined the nest is no longer being used by either 
the young or adults. No ground disturbance or vegetation removal shall occur within this buffer until 
the qualified biologist confirms the breeding/nesting is over and all the young have fledged. If 
project activities must occur within the buffer, they shall be conducted at the discretion of the 
qualified biologist. If no nesting birds are observed during pre-construction surveys, no further 
action would be necessary. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED 

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

Plant communities are considered sensitive if they have limited distributions, have high wildlife 
value, include sensitive species, or are particularly susceptible to disturbance. The CDFW ranks 
sensitive communities as "threatened" or "very threatened" and keeps records of their occurrences 
in the CNDDB. No sensitive plant communities are located at the project site. In addition, no riparian 
habitat is present on the project site (Appendix B). Consequently, no impact would occur.  

NO IMPACT 

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

No state- or federally-protected wetlands or other water features that may be considered 
jurisdictional by the CDFW, United States Army Corps of Engineers, or Los Angeles Regional Water 
Quality Control Board occur on the project site (Appendix B). Therefore, no impacts to jurisdictional 
waters or wetlands would occur.  

NO IMPACT 

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

According to the Biological Resources Assessment prepared for the project (Appendix B), it is 
unlikely the open space adjacent to the project site contributes significantly to wildlife movement 
given its isolation and adjacency to existing residential and commercial development and 
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transportation corridors. As a result, construction of the proposed project would not result in a 
substantial adverse effect on localized wildlife movement or create habitat fragmentation in the 
region, and it would not have a significant impact on regional wildlife movement. Therefore, direct 
impacts to wildlife movement as a result of project implementation would be less than significant. 
Upon completion of construction, the proposed groundwater treatment facility may include 
external safety lighting, similar to the lighting on the existing Well 205 building, which would be 
directed and shielded toward project facilities to minimize or avoid light spillage outside the project 
site. Therefore, indirect impacts to wildlife movement would also be less than significant.  

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

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

Open Space Areas 
The proposed project is situated within an area zoned Open Space (OS). Open space areas are 
governed by Santa Clarita Municipal Code Chapter 14.10, which prohibits certain impacts, including 
removal of vegetation or harassment of wildlife, without a permit granted by the City Manager. The 
proposed project would obtain this permit prior to project construction to maintain compliance with 
this local ordinance. Therefore, no impact would occur.  

City of Santa Clarita General Plan 
The City’s General Plan Conservation and Open Space Element (2011a) contains objectives and 
policies for biological resources relevant to the proposed project given its location and/or proposed 
activities. As identified in the Biological Resources Assessment (Appendix A), these objectives and 
policies focus on conservation of existing natural areas; restoration of damaged natural vegetation; 
protection of wetlands, oak trees and other indigenous woodlands, and endangered or threatened 
species and habitat; and protection of biological resources in significant ecological areas and 
significant wildlife corridors. 

The project would not impact wetlands, oak trees, or other woodlands, because these resources are 
not present within the project area. In addition, the project would not affect endangered or 
threatened species and habitat because no federal or state listed species are expected to occur 
within the project area. Furthermore, the project would not alter significant ecological areas or 
impede wildlife movement and corridors because the project is not situated within a significant 
ecological area and does not serve as a wildlife movement corridor or linkage (Appendix B). 
Therefore, the project would not conflict with policies protecting biological resources in the City of 
Santa Clarita General Plan. No impact would occur.  

Protected Trees 
Only one tree, an ornamental pine (Pinus sp.), would be affected by the project. This tree is not 
protected by the City’s Parkway Trees Ordinance (Santa Clarita Municipal Code Section 13.76.020) 
(Appendix B). Therefore, the project would not conflict with the City’s Parkway Trees Ordinance, 
and no impact would occur.  

NO IMPACT 
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f. Would the project conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation 
plan? 

The project 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). Therefore, no impact would occur. 

NO IMPACT 
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5 Cultural Resources 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project: 

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource 
pursuant to §15064.5? □ ■ □ □ 

b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource 
pursuant to §15064.5? □ ■ □ □ 

c. Disturb any human remains, including 
those interred outside of formal 
cemeteries? □ □ ■ □ 

This section provides an analysis of the project’s impacts on cultural resources, including historical 
and archaeological resources, as well as human remains. CEQA requires a lead agency determine 
whether a project may have a significant effect on historical resources (PRC Section 21084.1) and 
tribal cultural resources (PRC Section 21074 [a][1][A-B]). A historical resource is a resource listed in, 
or determined to be eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR); a 
resource included in a local register of historical resources; or any object, building, structure, site, 
area, place, record, or manuscript a lead agency determines to be historically significant (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064.5[a][1-3]). 

A resource shall be considered historically significant if it:  

1. Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of 
California’s history and cultural heritage; 

2. Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past; 
3. Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or 

represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values; or 
4. Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.  

In addition, if it can be demonstrated that a project would cause damage to a unique archaeological 
resource, the lead agency may require reasonable efforts be made to permit any or all of these 
resources to be preserved in place or left in an undisturbed state. PRC Section 21083.2(g) defines a 
unique archaeological resource as an archaeological 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: 

1. Contains information needed to answer important scientific research questions and that there is 
a demonstrable public interest in that information; 

2. Has a special and particular quality such as being the oldest of its type or the best available 
example of its type; or 
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3. Is directly associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or historic event or 
person. 

To the extent that resources cannot be left undisturbed, mitigation measures are required (PRC 
Section 21083.2[a-b]). 

In March 2021, Rincon Consultants, Inc. prepared a Cultural Resources Assessment in support of the 
project, which included a cultural resources records search at the California Historical Resources 
Information System South Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC) located at California State 
University, Fullerton; a Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) Sacred Lands File (SLF) search; 
a pedestrian field survey; and historical topographic map and aerial imagery review. The complete 
Cultural Resources Assessment is contained in Appendix C of this document. 

The SCCIC records search was performed to identify previously recorded cultural resources as well 
as previously conducted cultural resources studies within the project site and a 0.5-mile radius 
surrounding it. Rincon received the SCCIC cultural resources records search results on September 
14, 2020. The National Register of Historic Places, the CRHR, the Office of Historic Preservation 
Historic Properties Directory, the California Inventory of Historic Resources, the Archaeological 
Determinations of Eligibility list, and historical maps were also reviewed. The SCCIC records search 
identified 20 cultural resources studies conducted within a 0.5-mile radius of the project site, three 
of which evaluated portions of the project site. The SCCIC search did not identify any previously 
recorded cultural resources within the project site or the surrounding 0.5-mile radius. 

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

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

The project site has been disturbed by the previous development of the existing Well 205 
groundwater well, building, and appurtenant facilities. The SCCIC cultural resources records search 
results indicate no historical or archaeological resources have been recorded within the project site 
or the surrounding 0.5-mile radius (Appendix B). Rincon also reviewed historical aerials and 
topographic maps from HistoricAerials.com to identify potential cultural resource concerns on the 
project site. Historical topographic maps from 1903 to 1967 depict the project site as undeveloped 
land. Grading is evident in aerial imagery from 1947 to 1959. Aerial imagery from 1969 to 1994 
show the project site next to the development of Valencia Boulevard with historical topographic 
maps showing Valencia Boulevard south of the project site beginning in 1970. Imagery from 2002 
depicts the project site similar to its current condition. Cultural Resources Specialist Alexandra 
Madsen, MA, conducted a pedestrian field survey of the project site on September 22, 2020, and no 
archaeological resources were identified during the pedestrian survey (Appendix B).  

Although no historical or archaeological resources are known to exist within the project site, 
unanticipated discoveries are a possibility during ground disturbance. In the unlikely event of an 
unanticipated discovery, impacts to unknown historical or archaeological resources would be 
potentially significant. Therefore, implementation of Mitigation Measures CR-1 and CR-2 are 
required to reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level. 
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Mitigation Measures 
With implementation of the following mitigation measures, potential impacts related to historical 
and archaeological resources would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

CR-1 Cultural Resources Sensitivity Training 

Prior to the start of ground-disturbing activities, an archaeologist meeting the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards for archaeology (National Park Service 1983) shall 
conduct cultural and tribal cultural resources sensitivity training for all construction workers 
involved in ground-disturbing activities. A local Native American representative shall participate in 
the sensitivity training and shall have the opportunity to distribute information regarding cultural 
resources and/or protection of cultural resources. 

CR-2 Unanticipated Archaeological Resources 

In the unlikely event archaeological resources are unexpectedly encountered during ground-
disturbing activities, work within 50 feet of the find shall be halted, and an archaeologist meeting 
the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards for archaeology (National Park 
Service 1983) shall be contacted immediately to evaluate the find. If the find is prehistoric, then a 
local Native American representative shall also be contacted to participate in the evaluation of the 
find. Impacts to the find shall be avoided to the extent feasible; methods of avoidance may include, 
but shall not be limited to, capping, fencing, or project redesign. If necessary, the archaeologist may 
be required to prepare a treatment plan for archaeological testing in consultation with the local 
Native American representative. If the discovery proves to be eligible for the CRHR and cannot be 
avoided by the project, additional work, such as data recovery excavation, may be warranted to 
mitigate significant impacts to historical resources. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED 

c. Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal 
cemeteries? 

No cemeteries are known to exist within the project site; however, although unlikely, the discovery 
of human remains is always a possibility during ground-disturbing activities. If human remains are 
unexpectedly found, California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 states no further disturbance 
shall occur until the county coroner has made a determination of origin and disposition pursuant to 
PRC Section 5097.98. In the event of an unanticipated discovery of human remains, the county 
coroner would be notified immediately. If the human remains are determined to be prehistoric, the 
coroner would notify the NAHC, which would determine and notify a most likely descendant. The 
most likely descendant would complete the inspection of the site within 48 hours of being granted 
access to the site. With adherence to existing regulations, impacts to human remains would be less 
than significant. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
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6 Energy 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project: 

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

b. Conflict with or obstruct a state or local 
plan for renewable energy or energy 
efficiency? □ □ □ ■ 

As a state, California is one of the lowest per capita energy users in the United States, ranked 50th in 
the nation, due to its energy efficiency programs and mild climate (United States Energy Information 
Administration 2021). Electricity is primarily consumed by the built environment for lighting, 
appliances, and heating and cooling systems in addition to being consumed by alternative fuel 
vehicles. Most of California’s electricity is generated in state with approximately 43 percent 
imported from the Northwest and Southwest in 2020 (California Energy Commission [CEC] 2022a). 
Approximately 33 percent of California’s electricity supply in 2020 came from renewable energy 
sources, such as wind, solar photovoltaic, geothermal, and biomass (CEC 2022a). In 2018, Senate Bill 
100 accelerated the state’s Renewable Portfolio Standards Program, codified in the Public Utilities 
Act, by requiring electricity providers to increase procurement from eligible renewable energy and 
zero-carbon resources to 33 percent of total retail sales by 2020, 60 percent by 2030, and 100 
percent by 2045. 

Petroleum fuels are primarily consumed by on-road and off-road equipment in addition to some 
industrial processes, with California being one of the top petroleum-producing states in the nation 
(CEC 2022b). Gasoline is the most used transportation fuel in California with 12.6 billion gallons sold 
in 2020 (CEC 2021). Diesel is the second most used fuel in California with 1.7 billion gallons sold in 
2020 (CEC 2021).  

Energy consumption is directly related to environmental quality in that the consumption of 
nonrenewable energy resources releases criteria air pollutant and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions 
into the atmosphere. The environmental impacts of air pollutant and GHG emissions associated with 
the project’s energy consumption are discussed in detail in Section 3, Air Quality, and Section 8, 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, respectively.  
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a. Would the project result in a potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, 
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project construction or 
operation? 

Construction 
Energy use during project construction would be primarily in the form of fuel consumption to 
operate heavy equipment, light-duty vehicles, machinery, and generators. Temporary grid power 
may also be provided to construction trailers or electric construction equipment. Table 7 
summarizes the anticipated energy consumption from construction equipment and vehicles, 
including construction worker trips to and from the project site. As shown therein, project 
construction would require approximately 2,291 gallons of gasoline fuel and approximately 17,719 
gallons of diesel fuel.  

Table 7 Energy Use during Project Construction 

Source 

Fuel Consumption (Gallons) 

Gasoline Diesel 

Construction Equipment & Hauling Trips − 17,719 

Construction Worker Vehicle Trips 2,291 − 

See Appendix A for CalEEMod outputs and Appendix D for energy calculation sheets. 

Energy use during construction would be temporary in nature, and construction equipment used 
would be typical of similar-sized construction projects in the region. In addition, construction 
contractors would be required to comply with the provisions of California Code of Regulations Title 
13, Sections 2449 and 2485, which prohibit diesel-fueled commercial motor vehicles and off-road 
diesel vehicles from idling for more than five minutes, which would minimize unnecessary fuel 
consumption. Construction equipment would be subject to the U.S. EPA Construction Equipment 
Fuel Efficiency Standard (40 Code of Federal Regulations Parts 1039, 1065, and 1068), which would 
minimize inefficient fuel consumption. Furthermore, in the interest of cost efficiency, construction 
contractors would not utilize fuel in a manner that is wasteful or unnecessary. Therefore, project 
construction would not result in a potential impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary 
consumption of energy resources, and no construction-related energy impact would occur. 

Operation 
As discussed under Description of Project, the proposed project would not increase the production 
capacity of the existing Well 205. However, due to the increased pressure demands of the new 
groundwater treatment process flow, the proposed project includes an upgraded pump head inside 
the Well 205 building. During operation, this well pump would require approximately 4,300 MWh of 
electricity per year. In addition, maintenance of the proposed project would include routine 
inspections and maintenance of facilities, periodic testing, and emergency repairs. Maintenance 
activities would occur on a daily basis, and chemical deliveries would occur once every 30 days. GAC 
media would be replaced approximately once every two years, and IX media would be replaced 
approximately once every six to nine months. Conservatively assuming maximum annual vehicle 
trips of 365 maintenance trips, 12 chemical trips, one GAC media replacement trip, and two IX 
media replacement trips, operational vehicle trips would require the consumption of energy 
resources in the form of approximately 338 gallons of gasoline fuels per year (see Appendix D for 
energy calculation sheets). However, electricity and fuel consumption would not be wasteful, 
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inefficient, or unnecessary because maintenance activities would only occur as necessary for water 
treatment system operation. In addition, the purpose of the project is to enable SCV Water to 
continue using the local groundwater supplies produced at Well 205. Ultimately, this would reduce 
the dependence of SCV Water’s service area on imported potable water, which would reduce the 
use of energy associated with transporting imported potable water to the project area. 
Consequently, no operational energy impacts would occur. 

NO IMPACT 

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

SCV Water has not adopted a specific renewable energy or energy efficiency plan with which the 
project could comply. As mentioned above, SB 100 mandates 100 percent clean electricity for 
California by 2045. Because the proposed project would be powered by the existing electricity grid, 
the project would eventually be powered by renewable energy mandated by SB 100 and would not 
conflict with this statewide plan.  

The proposed project would not conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy 
or energy efficiency. Consequently, no impact would occur. 

NO IMPACT 
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7 Geology and Soils 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project: 

a. Directly or indirectly cause potential 
substantial adverse effects, including the 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving:     
1. 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? □ □ ■ □ 

2. Strong seismic ground shaking? □ □ ■ □ 
3. Seismic-related ground failure, 

including liquefaction? □ □ ■ □ 

4. Landslides? □ □ ■ □ 
b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the 

loss of topsoil? □ ■ □ □ 
c. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that 

is unstable, or that would become 
unstable as a result of the project, and 
potentially result in on- or off-site 
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, 
liquefaction, or collapse? □ □ ■ □ 

d. Be located on expansive soil, as defined 
in Table 1-B of the Uniform Building Code 
(1994), creating substantial direct or 
indirect risks to life or property? □ □ □ ■ 

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

f. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature? □ ■ □ □ 
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Overview of Geologic Setting 
The project site is situated in the Santa Clarita Valley within the Transverse Ranges geomorphic 
province, one of 11 major provinces in the state (California Geological Survey 2002). The Transverse 
Ranges is a west-east-trending range extending approximately 275 miles from Point Arguello in 
Santa Barbara County, east to the San Bernardino Mountains, and south to the Anacapa-Santa 
Monica Hollywood-Raymond-Cucamonga Thrust Fault Zone. The geology of the Transverse Ranges 
generally consists of Proterozoic to Mesozoic intrusive igneous and metamorphic rocks and 
Cenozoic volcanic, marine, and terrestrial sedimentary deposits, with west-east-trending reverse 
faults and northwest-trending strike-slip faults (Norris and Webb 1990). 

As depicted in Figure 7, the surface geology of the project site is mapped as Quaternary young 
(middle to late Holocene) alluvium (Qa) and Quaternary old (late Pleistocene) alluvial fan deposits 
(Dibblee and Ehrenspeck 1996). Middle to late Holocene alluvium (Qa), mapped within the eastern 
and southern portions of the project site, consists of unconsolidated and poorly sorted alluvial 
gravel, sand, and clay of valley areas. Late Pleistocene alluvial fan deposits (Qog), mapped within the 
northern and western portions of the project site, are composed of unconsolidated alluvial and high 
terrace sediments of gravel and sand with detritus of crystalline basement rocks and Tertiary rocks.  

Although not mapped within the project boundary, exposures of the Pliocene to Pleistocene Saugus 
Formation are prevalent throughout the Santa Clarita Valley and may occur at shallow or unknown 
depth within the project site (Dibblee and Ehrenspeck 1996). The nearest exposure of the Saugus 
Formation is mapped approximately two miles northeast-east of the project site. Pliocene to 
Pleistocene Saugus Formation consists of nonmarine to marine deposits composed of moderately-
indurated, tan to reddish-tan to gray-buff pebble conglomerate, sandstone, and minor siltstone 
(Dibblee and Ehrenspeck 1996; Winterer and Durham 1962). 

Overview of Seismic Hazards 
The project site is located in Southern California, a seismically active region at the junction of the 
North American and Pacific tectonic plates. According to the DOC, the project site is not located in 
an Alquist-Priolo Fault Zone or a liquefaction zone. There are no faults present on the project site, 
and the closest fault to the project site is the Holser Fault, located approximately 0.5 mile to the 
north. The project site is located in a potential earthquake-induced landslide zone (DOC 2022b). The 
project site is composed of unconsolidated and semi-consolidated alluvium deposits, which may be 
subject to seismically-induced settlement (United States Department of Agriculture [USDA] 2022). 

Overview of Soils 
The USDA classifies soil on the project site as Yolo Loam with two to nine percent slopes (USDA 
2022). Depth to the water table is more than six feet and has a drainage class of “Well-Drained.” 
Yolo Loam drained soil is classified in Hydrologic Soil Group “B” and has a non-irrigated land 
capability classification of “2e.” Frequency of flooding or ponding is identified as minimal to non-
existent (USDA 2022).  
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Figure 7 Surface Geology 

 
Imagery provided by "Geologic map of the Newhall quadrangle, Los Angeles County,California," Dibblee & Ehrenspeck,1996.
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a.1. Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the 
most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the 
area or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault? 

a.2. Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving strong seismic ground shaking? 

a.3. Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 

The project site is not located in an Alquist-Priolo Fault Zone. In addition, there are no faults present 
on the project site, and the closest fault to the project site is the Holser Fault, located approximately 
0.5 mile to the north (DOC 2022). Liquefaction occurs when the strength and stiffness of a soil is 
reduced by intense ground shaking typically associated with an earthquake in areas with a high 
groundwater table. According to the DOC (2022), the project site is located in a potential 
liquefaction zone. However, design and construction of the proposed project would conform to the 
current seismic design provisions of the California Building Code (CBC). The CBC incorporates the 
latest seismic design standards for structural loads and materials, as well as provisions from the 
National Earthquake Hazards Reduction Program, to mitigate losses from an earthquake and 
provide for the latest in earthquake safety. While the project site would be susceptible to seismic 
activity given its location within a seismically-active area, the proposed project would be required to 
minimize this risk, to the extent feasible, through the incorporation of applicable CBC standards. A 
large seismic event, such as a fault rupture, seismic shaking, or ground failure, could result in 
breakage of the proposed equipment, failure of joints, and/or leakage from the facility. In the event 
an earthquake compromised any project component during operation, SCV Water would temporarily 
shut off the facility and conduct emergency repairs as soon as feasible. Furthermore, the project does 
not include habitable structures and is setback approximately 100 feet from the nearest residences 
and would therefore not expose people to loss, injury, or death involving seismic events. 
Additionally, implementation of the project would not exacerbate the existing risk of seismic-related 
ground failure, including liquefaction, in the immediate vicinity. Furthermore, prior to project 
approval, geotechnical sampling and analyses would be conducted at the project site to analyze soil 
conditions. Project engineering design would incorporate any recommendations from the 
geotechnical design report, including any pertaining to seismic design parameters. Consequently, 
the project would not expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects involving 
fault rupture, strong seismic ground shaking, and seismic-related ground failure. Impacts would be 
less than significant. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

a.4. Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving landslides? 

According to the DOC (2022), the project site is located in a potential landslide zone. However, as 
stated above, the project does not include habitable structures and is setback approximately 100 
feet from the nearest residences and would therefore not expose people to loss, injury, or death 
involving landslides. Additionally, implementation of the project would not exacerbate the existing 
risk of earthquake-induced landslides in the immediate vicinity. As stated previously, the maximum 
slope with Yolo Loam soil composition on the project site would be nine percent: a gentle to 
moderate sloping. In the event an earthquake compromised any project component due to landslides 
during operation, SCV Water would temporarily shut off the facility and conduct emergency repairs as 
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soon as possible. Because the project site is not located on or near steep slopes and the project 
would not introduce new infrastructure to the site that would exacerbate landslide hazards, the 
proposed project would not directly or indirectly cause potential adverse effects involving 
landslides. Impacts would be less than significant.  

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

b. Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? 

Soil erosion or the loss of topsoil may occur when soils are disturbed but not secured or restored, 
such that wind or rain events may mobilize disturbed soils, resulting in their transport off the project 
site. Construction activities would include grading, excavation, and trenching activities, which could 
potentially result in erosion. As discussed in Section 10, Hydrology and Water Quality, erosion 
factors (K factors) for soils on the project site range from approximately 0.24 to 0.49, indicating 
moderate to high potential for sheet and rill erosion by water (USDA 2022). Additionally, spills, 
leakage, or improper handling and storage of substances such as oils, fuels, chemicals, metals, and 
other substances from vehicles, equipment, and materials used during project construction could 
contribute to stormwater pollutants discharged from the construction area into the existing storm 
drain outlet on site or leach to underlying groundwater. 

Typically, construction-related stormwater pollutant discharges are regulated pursuant to the 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Construction General Permit. 
Furthermore, the Construction General Permit requires implementation of a Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan that outlines project-specific BMPs to control erosion. Such BMPs include the use of 
temporary de-silting basins, construction vehicle maintenance in staging areas to avoid leaks, and 
installation of silt fences and erosion control blankets. Coverage under the Construction General 
Permit is required for projects resulting in greater than one acre of disturbance area. The project 
site is approximately 1.75 acres; however, the proposed facility footprint is approximately 0.8 acre. 
Therefore, the disturbance area on the project site may remain under one acre, and construction 
activities may not be subject to the Construction General Permit requirements. As a result, impacts 
related to soil erosion would be potentially significant. As discussed in Section 10, Hydrology and 
Water Quality, Mitigation Measure HWQ-1 would reduce potential impacts associated with 
construction-related soil erosion by requiring implementation of stormwater pollution prevention 
BMPs if compliance with the Construction General Permit is not required based on the project’s 
anticipated disturbance area upon final design. With implementation of Mitigation Measure 
HWQ-1, potential impacts to substantial soil erosion and the loss of topsoil would be less than 
significant.  

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED 

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

Ground subsidence and associated fissuring have occurred in Los Angeles County due to falling and 
rising groundwater tables. Subsidence is caused by a variety of activities, which include, but are not 
limited to, withdrawal of groundwater, pumping of oil and gas from underground, the collapse of 
underground mines, liquefaction, and hydro-compaction. Based on groundwater levels in the project 
area, which are anticipated to be at least six feet below ground surface (USDA 2022), construction 
activities are unlikely to encounter groundwater. In addition, as previously discussed, the proposed 
project would not increase the production capacity of Well 205. Consistent with previous operating 
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conditions, Well 205 would be equipped to produce up to 2,700 gpm of groundwater from the 
Saugus Formation of the Santa Clara River Valley Groundwater Basin, and the project would treat up 
to 4,360 acre-feet per year of groundwater. Therefore, the proposed project would not increase the 
amount of water pumped from the underlying groundwater basin as compared to previous 
operating conditions. Subsidence did not occur during previous operational conditions and is not 
expected to occur when the existing Well 205 is brought back online under the proposed project.  

Although the project site is located in a seismically active area, the project is not anticipated to 
adversely affect soil stability or increase the potential for local or regional landslides, liquefaction, 
lateral spreading, or collapse. The proposed facility would be constructed adjacent to existing water 
production equipment on the site, and design and construction of the proposed project would 
conform to the current design provisions of the CBC. Furthermore, prior to project approval, 
geotechnical sampling and analyses would be conducted at the project site to analyze soil 
conditions. Project engineering design would incorporate any recommendations from the 
geotechnical design report, including any pertaining to grading recommendations and foundation 
bearing design parameters. Impacts would be less than significant.  

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

d. Would the project be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 1-B of the Uniform Building 
Code (1994), creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property? 

Soils with high concentrations of clay tend to be the most expansive. The soil on the project site is 
mostly comprised of loam with a maximum clay concentration of 15 percent (USDA 2022). The 
expansion potential for these fine sandy and sandy soil types found on alluvial fans and floodplains 
is very low to low. In addition, the proposed project would also be designed and constructed to meet 
CBC requirements. Therefore, the proposed project would not be located on expansive soils and 
would not introduce risk to life or property as a result of expansive soils. No impact would occur.  

NO IMPACT 

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

The proposed project would not include the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal 
systems. No impact would occur. 

NO IMPACT 

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

The paleontological sensitivities of the geologic units underlying the project site were evaluated to 
determine if the proposed project would result in significant impacts to paleontological resources. 
The analysis was based on the results of an online paleontological locality search and review of 
existing information in the scientific literature concerning known fossils within geologic units 
mapped within the project site. Fossil collections records from the Paleobiology Database and 
University of California Museum of Paleontology (UCMP) online database were reviewed for known 
fossil localities in Los Angeles County (Paleobiology Database 2020; UCMP 2020). Based on the 
available information contained within existing scientific literature and the UCMP database, 
paleontological sensitivities were assigned to the geologic units underlying the project site. The 
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potential for impacts to scientifically important paleontological resources is based on the potential 
for ground disturbance to directly impact paleontologically sensitive geologic units. The Society of 
Vertebrate Paleontology (SVP) has developed a system for assessing paleontological sensitivity and 
describes sedimentary rock units as having high, low, undetermined, or no potential for containing 
scientifically significant nonrenewable paleontological resources (SVP 2010). This system is based on 
rock units within which vertebrate or significant invertebrate fossils have been determined by 
previous studies to be present or likely to be present. 

A review of the museum records maintained in the UCMP online collections database identified at 
least 15 vertebrate fossil localities from early Holocene to late Pleistocene sedimentary deposits, 
which yielded numerous fossil specimens of mammalian and avian fauna, throughout Los Angeles 
County (UCMP 2020). Middle to late Holocene sedimentary deposits within the project site (e.g., 
Qa) are typically too young (i.e., less than 5,000 years old) to preserve paleontological resources and 
are determined to have a low paleontological sensitivity at the surface. However, exposures of older 
deposits/formations near the project site, and the stratigraphic setting in the vicinity are indicative 
that Pleistocene and Pliocene (i.e., Qog and QTs) units underlie the middle to late Holocene units 
mapped at the surface at unknown, but potentially shallow, depths (Dibblee and Ehrenspeck 1996). 
Accurately assessing the boundaries between middle to late Holocene units (i.e., Qa) and 
Pleistocene (i.e., Qog, QTs) or Pliocene (QTs) units is generally not possible without site-specific 
stratigraphic data, some form of radiometric dating, or fossil analysis. The depths at which these 
units become old enough to yield fossils is highly variable, but generally does not occur at depths of 
less than three to five feet based on both the findings of Winterer and Durham (1962) and the 
proximity of geologic units with high paleontological sensitivity (i.e., Qog and QTs) mapped near the 
project area that are underlain by middle to late Holocene alluvium (Qa) (Dibblee and Ehrenspeck 
1996).  

Quaternary old (early Holocene to Pleistocene) alluvial sediments have a well-documented record of 
abundant and diverse vertebrate fauna throughout California. Localities have produced fossil 
specimens of mammoth (Mammuthus columbi), horse (Equus), camel (Camelops), and bison (Bison), 
as well as various birds, rodents, and reptiles (Agenbroad 2003; Jefferson 1985 and 2010; Merriam 
1911; Paleobiology Database 2020; Savage et. al 1954; UCMP 2020). As a result, Quaternary old 
(late Pleistocene) alluvial fan deposits (Qog) are assigned a high paleontological sensitivity.  

The Saugus Formation has also yielded numerous terrestrial vertebrate fossils such as rabbit, deer, 
horse, camel, and sloth (Paleobiology Database 2020; UCMP 2020; Winterer and Durham 1962). 
Therefore, the Saugus Formation (QTs) is assigned a high paleontological sensitivity.  

Based on the above analysis, Figure 8 shows the paleontological sensitivity of the project site and 
surrounding area. Ground disturbance associated with installation of concrete foundations for the 
proposed project may reach depths of up to six feet below ground surface. Given that the project 
site is mostly undeveloped, ground-disturbing activities would likely extend below the boundary 
between artificial fill (i.e., previously disturbed sediments) and native (i.e., previously undisturbed) 
sediments within the project site. If native/intact sediments or geologic units with a high 
paleontological sensitivity (i.e., Qog and QTs units shown in Figure 7 and Figure 8) at the surface and 
shallow subsurface are disturbed, impacts to unique paleontological resources could occur. If 
undiscovered unique paleontological resources are present, construction activities may result in the 
destruction, damage, or loss of these resources. Therefore, impacts to unique paleontological 
resources would be significant. Implementation of Mitigation Measure GEO-1 during project 
construction would be required to reduce potential impacts related to paleontological resources to 
a less-than-significant level. 
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Figure 8 Paleontological Sensitivity at the Project Site 

 
Imagery provided by Esri and its licensors © 2020.
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Mitigation Measure 
Implementation of the following measure would reduce potential impacts to unique paleontological 
resources to a less-than-significant level.  

GEO-1 Paleontological Resources Monitoring 

Prior to the commencement of project construction, a qualified paleontological monitor (i.e., a 
paleontologist who meets the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology [2010] standards as a 
Paleontological Resource Monitor) shall be retained to conduct paleontological monitoring during 
ground-disturbing activities (including, but not limited to site preparation, grading, excavation, and 
trenching) of intact (i.e., previously undisturbed) Quaternary old alluvial fan deposits (Qog) at the 
surface or shallow subsurface. Monitoring shall be supervised by a Qualified Paleontologist (i.e., a 
paleontologist who meets the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology [2010] standards as a Qualified 
Professional Paleontologist). 

Full-time paleontological monitoring shall be conducted for all ground disturbance within project 
areas underlain by geologic units with high paleontological sensitivity (Qog). In addition, full-time 
paleontological monitoring shall be conducted for ground-disturbing activities exceeding three feet 
below ground surface within project areas mapped as Quaternary young alluvium (Qa). The 
qualified paleontological monitor shall document project-related ground-disturbing activities and 
their location as well as the stratigraphic context of any fossil discoveries. In accordance with 
Society of Vertebrate Paleontology guidelines, the paleontological monitor shall conduct initial 
(field) processing of sensitive Quaternary old (Pleistocene) sediment samples for small invertebrates 
or microvertebrate fossils (2010). To avoid construction delays, samples of matrix may need to be 
removed from the project area and processed elsewhere. If Quaternary old alluvial fan deposits 
(Qog) and Saugus Formation (QTs) are not observed at the full depth of excavations associated with 
the proposed project, monitoring can be discontinued. Ground-disturbing activities that impact 
previously disturbed sediments only do not require paleontological monitoring. 

The duration and timing of the monitoring shall be determined by the Qualified Paleontologist. If 
the Qualified Paleontologist determines full-time or part-time monitoring is no longer warranted, he 
or she may recommend reducing monitoring to periodic spot-checking or may recommend that 
monitoring cease entirely. Monitoring shall be reinstated if any new ground disturbances of 
previously undisturbed areas are required, and reduction or suspension shall be reconsidered by the 
Qualified Paleontologist at that time. 

If a paleontological resource is discovered, the monitor shall have the authority to temporarily 
divert construction equipment and implement a 50-foot safety buffer and equipment exclusion zone 
around the area of a fossil discovery until it is assessed for scientific significance and collected. Once 
salvaged, significant fossils shall be prepared to a curation-ready condition and curated in a 
scientific institution with a permanent paleontological collection (such as the Natural History 
Museum of Los Angeles County or University of California Museum of Paleontology).  

A final report shall be prepared describing the results of the paleontological monitoring efforts 
associated with the project. The report shall include a summary of the field and laboratory methods, 
an overview of the project geology and paleontology, a list of taxa recovered (if any), an analysis of 
fossils recovered (if any) and their scientific significance, and recommendations. The report shall be 
submitted to SCV Water. If the monitoring efforts produce fossils, then a copy of the report shall 
also be submitted to the designated museum repository. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED 
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8 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project: 

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

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

Overview of Climate Change and Greenhouse Gases 
Climate change is the observed increase in the average temperature of the Earth’s atmosphere and 
oceans along with other substantial changes in climate (such as wind patterns, precipitation, and 
storms) over an extended period of time. Climate change is the result of numerous, cumulative 
sources of GHG emissions contributing to the “greenhouse effect,” a natural occurrence which takes 
place in the Earth’s atmosphere and helps regulate the temperature of the planet. The majority of 
radiation from the sun hits the Earth’s surface and warms it. The surface, in turn, radiates heat back 
towards the atmosphere in the form of infrared radiation. Gases and clouds in the atmosphere trap 
and prevent some of this heat from escaping into space and re-radiate it in all directions.  

GHG emissions occur both naturally and as a result of human activities, such as fossil fuel burning, 
decomposition of landfill wastes, raising livestock, deforestation, and some agricultural practices. 
GHGs produced by human activities include carbon dioxide (CO2), methane, nitrous oxide, 
hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, and sulfur hexafluoride. Different types of GHGs have 
varying global warming potentials (GWP). The GWP of a GHG is the potential of a gas or aerosol to 
trap heat in the atmosphere over a specified timescale (generally, 100 years). Because GHGs absorb 
different amounts of heat, a common reference gas (CO2) is used to relate the amount of heat 
absorbed to the amount of the gas emitted, referred to as “carbon dioxide equivalent” (CO2e), 
which is the amount of GHG emitted multiplied by its GWP. Carbon dioxide has a 100-year GWP of 
one. By contrast, methane has a GWP of 30, meaning its global warming effect is 30 times greater 
than CO2 on a molecule per molecule basis (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change [IPCC] 
2021).1 

The United Nations IPCC expressed that the rise and continued growth of atmospheric CO2 
concentrations is unequivocally due to human activities in its Sixth Assessment Report (2021). 
Human influence has warmed the atmosphere, ocean, and land, which has led the climate to warm 
at an unprecedented rate in the last 2,000 years. It is estimated that between the period of 1850 

 
1 The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change’s (2021) Sixth Assessment Report determined that methane has a GWP of 30. However, 
the 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan published by the California Air Resources Board uses a GWP of 25 for methane, consistent with the 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change’s (2007) Fourth Assessment Report. Therefore, this analysis utilizes a GWP of 25. 
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through 2019, that a total of 2,390 gigatonnes of anthropogenic CO2 was emitted. It is likely that 
anthropogenic activities have increased the global surface temperature by approximately 1.1 
degrees Celsius between the years 2010 through 2019 (IPCC 2021). Furthermore, since the late 
1700s, estimated concentrations of CO2, methane, and nitrous oxide in the atmosphere have 
increased by over 43 percent, 156 percent, and 17 percent, respectively, primarily due to human 
activity (U.S. EPA 2021). Emissions resulting from human activities are thereby contributing to an 
average increase in Earth’s temperature. Potential climate change impacts in California may include 
loss of snow pack, sea level rise, more extreme heat days per year, more high ozone days, more 
large forest fires, and more drought years (State of California 2018). 

Regulatory Framework 
In response to climate change, California implemented Assembly Bill (AB) 32, the “California Global 
Warming Solutions Act of 2006.” AB 32 required the reduction of statewide GHG emissions to 1990 
emissions levels (essentially a 15 percent reduction below 2005 emission levels) by 2020 and the 
adoption of rules and regulations to achieve the maximum technologically feasible and cost-
effective GHG emissions reductions. On September 8, 2016, the Governor signed Senate Bill 32 into 
law, extending AB 32 by requiring the State to further reduce GHG emissions to 40 percent below 
1990 levels by 2030 (the other provisions of AB 32 remain unchanged). On December 14, 2017, 
CARB adopted the 2017 Scoping Plan, which provides a framework for achieving the 2030 target. 
The 2017 Scoping Plan relies on the continuation and expansion of existing policies and regulations, 
such as the Cap-and-Trade Program and the Low Carbon Fuel Standard, and implementation of 
recently adopted policies and legislation, such as SB 1383 (aimed at reducing short-lived climate 
pollutants including methane, hydrofluorocarbon gases, and anthropogenic black carbon) and SB 
100 (discussed further below). The 2017 Scoping Plan also puts an increased emphasis on 
innovation, adoption of existing technology, and strategic investment to support its strategies. As 
with the 2013 Scoping Plan Update, the 2017 Scoping Plan does not provide project-level thresholds 
for land use development. Instead, it recommends local governments adopt policies and locally-
appropriate quantitative thresholds consistent with a statewide per capita goal of six metric tons 
(MT) of CO2e by 2030 and two MT of CO2e by 2050 (CARB 2017).  

Other relevant state laws and regulations include SB 100, which supports the reduction of GHG 
emissions from the electricity sector by accelerating the state’s Renewables Portfolio Standard 
Program. SB 100 requires electricity providers to increase procurement from eligible renewable 
energy resources to 33 percent of total retail sales by 2020, 60 percent by 2030, and 100 percent by 
2045. 

Significance Thresholds 
The vast majority of individual projects do not generate sufficient GHG emissions to directly 
influence climate change. However, physical changes caused by a project can contribute 
incrementally to cumulative effects that are significant, even if individual changes resulting from a 
project are limited. The issue of climate change typically involves an analysis of whether a project’s 
contribution towards an impact would be cumulatively considerable. “Cumulatively considerable” 
means that the incremental effects of an individual project are significant when viewed in 
connection with the effects of past projects, other current projects, and probable future projects 
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15064[h][1]). The CEQA Guidelines provide regulatory direction for the 
analysis and mitigation of GHG emissions appearing in CEQA documents, while giving lead agencies 
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the discretion to set quantitative or qualitative thresholds for the assessment and mitigation of 
GHGs and climate change impacts. 

In guidance provided by the SCAQMD’s GHG CEQA Significance Threshold Working Group in 
September 2010, SCAQMD considered a tiered approach to determine the significance of 
residential, commercial, and mixed-use projects. The draft tiered approach is outlined in meeting 
minutes dated September 29, 2010 (SCAQMD 2010). 

 Tier 1. If the project is exempt from further environmental analysis under existing statutory or 
categorical exemptions, there is a presumption of less-than-significant impacts with respect to 
climate change. If not, then the Tier 2 threshold should be considered.  

 Tier 2. Consists of determining whether or not the project is consistent with a GHG reduction 
plan that may be part of a local general plan, for example. The concept embodied in this tier is 
equivalent to the existing concept of consistency in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(h)(3), 
15125(d), or 15152(a). Under this Tier, if the proposed project is consistent with the qualifying 
local GHG reduction plan, it would not result in significant impacts related to GHG emissions. If 
there is no adopted plan, then the Tier 3 approach would be appropriate.  

 Tier 3. Establishes a screening significance threshold level to determine significance. The 
Working Group has provided a recommendation of 3,000 MT of CO2e per year for residential, 
commercial, and mixed-use projects. 

 Tier 4. Establishes a service population threshold to determine significance. The Working Group 
has provided a recommendation of 4.8 MT of CO2e per year for land use projects. 

Under Tier 2, project impacts related to GHG emissions would be less-than-significant if a project is 
consistent with an approved local or regional plan. SCV Water has not adopted a plan for the 
reduction of GHG emissions; therefore, Tier 2 does not apply, and the GHG emissions analysis for 
the project cannot be streamlined via CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5. Therefore, for the purposes 
of this analysis, the bright-line threshold developed by the SCAQMD (3,000 MT of CO2e per year for 
development projects) is considered to be the best available method for determining the 
significance of GHG emissions associated with the proposed project.2 

a. Would the project generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a 
significant impact on the environment? 

The project’s construction emissions and operational GHG emissions from area and mobile sources 
were estimated using CalEEMod version 2020.4.0 generally in accordance with the methodology 
outlined in Section 3, Air Quality. For the purposes of calculating annual GHG emissions under 
operational conditions, this analysis conservatively accounts for 365 maintenance trips, 12 chemical 
delivery trips, one GAC media replacement trip, and one IX media replacement trip per year. It was 
assumed 96 percent of vehicles visiting the site would be light-duty trucks (for maintenance staff) 
and four percent would be medium-duty vehicles (for chemical delivery and media replacement 
trips). Operational emissions associated with annual electricity consumption were calculated 
outside CalEEMod by multiplying the anticipated energy use by the carbon intensity factors of SCE-
supplied electricity, which were sourced from CalEEMod.  

 
2 Because the project would neither directly nor indirectly generate new population, comparison to a per capita or per service population 
threshold is not appropriate. In addition, because the project would not involve an industrial stationary source requiring SCAQMD 
permitting, this analysis conservatively uses the lower GHG threshold for development projects of 3,000 MT of CO2e per year instead of 
the higher industrial GHG threshold of 10,000 MT of CO2e per year.  
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Construction Emissions 
Project construction would generate GHG emissions from the operation of heavy equipment, motor 
vehicles, and worker trips to and from the site. As shown in Table 8, emissions from project 
construction would be approximately 168 MT of CO2e total over the entire construction period, or 
approximately 6 MT of CO2e per year when amortized over a 30-year period in accordance with 
SCAQMD recommendations. 

Table 8 Estimated GHG Emissions during Construction 
 Emissions (MT of CO2e) 

Project Construction 168 

Amortized Over Estimated Project Lifetime (30 Years) 6 per year 

MT: metric tons; CO2e: carbon dioxide equivalent  
See Appendix A for CalEEMod results.  

Operational Emissions 
In addition to project construction emissions, operation of the proposed project would generate 
GHG emissions from electricity usage, daily maintenance vehicle trips, and monthly chemical 
delivery trips. Table 9 presents a summary of GHG emissions associated with operation of the 
proposed project. As shown therein, project operation would generate approximately 784 MT of 
CO2e per year. 

Table 9 Estimated GHG Emissions during Operation 
Emission Source Emissions (MT of CO2e per year) 

Area Source Emissions <1 

Mobile Source Emissions 2 

Electricity Emissions 782 

Total 784 

MT: metric tons; CO2e: carbon dioxide equivalent 
See Appendix A for CalEEMod results and GHG calculations. 

Combined Annual Emissions 
Table 10 summarizes the combined annual emissions of GHGs, including construction and operation 
of the water treatment facility. As shown therein, the project would generate approximately 790 MT 
of CO2e per year with construction emissions amortized over a 30-year period pursuant to SCAQMD 
guidance. As discussed above, the proposed project would have a significant impact related to GHG 
emissions if project-related emissions would exceed 3,000 MT of CO2e per year. The proposed 
project would not exceed the threshold. In addition, the purpose of the project is to enable SCV 
Water to continue utilizing local groundwater supplies produced at Well 205. Ultimately, the project 
would reduce dependence on imported potable water, which would have the benefit of reducing 
GHG emissions associated with energy used to transport imported potable water to SCV Water’s 
service area. Therefore, the project would not generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, 
that may have a significant impact on the environment, and impacts would be less than significant. 
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Table 10 Combined Annual Emissions of Greenhouse Gases 
Emission Source Emissions (MT of CO2e per year) 

Amortized Construction Emissions 6 

Operational Emissions 784 

Total 790 

MT: metric tons; CO2e: carbon dioxide equivalent  
See Appendix A for CalEEMod results and GHG calculations. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

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

As discussed above, SCV Water does not have a GHG reduction plan; therefore, there are no local 
GHG reduction plans that would apply to the proposed project. Therefore, the primary applicable 
plan for reducing GHG emissions is CARB’s 2017 Scoping Plan. One of the primary sources of GHG 
emissions associated with the pumping, conveyance, treatment, and distribution of water and 
wastewater is the use of energy. The 2017 Scoping Plan also points to groundwater remediation as a 
means of “meeting new water demands and sustaining prosperity.” The 2017 Scoping Plan 
acknowledges that “the water-energy nexus provides opportunities for conservation of these 
natural resources as well as reductions of GHG emissions” (CARB 2017). Statewide emissions 
reduction strategies for the water sector are aimed at reducing the energy intensity of water, which 
is “the amount of energy required to take a unit of water from its origin (such as a river or aquifer) 
and extract and convey it to its end use” (CARB 2017).  

The following goals from the 2017 Scoping Plan would be applicable to the proposed project: 

 Develop and support more reliable water supplies for people, agriculture, and the environment, 
provided by a more resilient, diversified, sustainably managed water resources system with a 
focus on actions that provide direct GHG reductions. 

 Reduce the carbon footprint of water systems and water uses for both surface and groundwater 
supplies through integrated strategies that reduce GHG emissions while meeting the needs of a 
growing population, improving public safety, fostering environmental stewardship, aiding in 
adaptation to climate change, and supporting a stable economy. 

As discussed above, the purpose of the project is to enable SCV Water to use local groundwater 
supplies produced at Well 205 by providing an additional level of treatment to ensure a safe, 
reliable water supply. Ultimately, this would reduce dependence on imported potable water, which 
would have the benefit of reducing GHG emissions associated with energy used to transport 
imported potable water to the project area. Furthermore, the majority of project-related GHG 
emissions would be generated by electricity used to power the proposed groundwater pump. 
Therefore, as the requirements of the State’s Renewables Portfolio Standard continue to phase in 
through 2045, annual GHG emissions generated by project operation would decrease 
correspondingly. As a result, the project would be consistent with the State’s long-term climate 
goals and strategies as outlined in the 2017 Scoping Plan, and no impact would occur. 

NO IMPACT 
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9 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project: 

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

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

c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle 
hazardous or acutely hazardous 
materials, substances, or waste within 
0.25 mile of an existing or proposed 
school? □ □ □ ■ 

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

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

f. Impair implementation of or physically 
interfere with an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation 
plan? □ □ □ ■ 

g. Expose people or structures, either 
directly or indirectly, to a significant risk 
of loss, injury, or death involving wildland 
fires? □ ■ □ □ 
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a. Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the 
routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials? 

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

Construction of the proposed project would temporarily increase the transport and use of 
hazardous materials in the project area through the operation of vehicles and equipment. Such 
substances include diesel fuel, oil, solvents, and other similar materials brought onto the 
construction site for use and storage during the construction period. These materials would be 
contained within vessels specifically engineered for safe storage and would not be transported, 
stored, or used in quantities that would pose a significant hazard to the public or construction 
workers themselves. In addition, project construction activities would comply with all relevant 
regulations, including the enforcement of hazardous materials transportation regulations and 
implementation of BMPs.  

Ground-disturbing activities associated with project construction could cause an accidental upset or 
release of hazardous materials, such as vehicle and equipment fuels, if they are not properly stored 
and secured. If such conditions cause a release of hazardous materials into the environment, 
potential impacts to the public or the environment could occur. To provide an additional level of 
safety and reduce potential construction-related impacts to a less-than-significant level, Mitigation 
Measure HAZ-1 would be required.  

Operation and maintenance of the proposed project would involve the use of water treatment 
chemicals including sodium hypochlorite (bleach) and liquid ammonium sulfate. The chemicals 
would be stored in the proposed chemical building in recessed concrete double-containment and 
double-walled chemical tanks, and the chemical building would be locked. These protective project 
features would minimize the potential for project operation to create a significant hazard to the 
public or the environment through the routine transport, use, and disposal of hazardous materials 
and prevent reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions from releasing hazardous 
materials into the environment. Therefore, impacts related to hazardous materials used during 
project operation would be less than significant.  

Mitigation Measures 
With implementation of the following mitigation measure, potential impacts related to hazardous 
materials would be less than significant. 

HAZ-1 Hazardous Materials Management and Spill Control Plan 

Before construction begins, the construction contractor shall develop and implement a Hazardous 
Materials Management and Spill Control Plan (HMMSCP) that includes a project-specific 
contingency plan for hazardous materials and waste operations. The HMMSCP shall establish 
policies and procedures consistent with applicable codes and regulations, including but not limited 
to the California Building and Fire Codes, as well United States Department of Labor Occupational 
Safety and Health Administration and California Division of Occupational Safety and Health 
regulations. The HMMSCP shall articulate hazardous materials handling practices to prevent the 
accidental spill or release of hazardous materials. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED 
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c. Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous 
materials, substances, or waste within 0.25 mile of an existing or proposed school? 

The nearest school to the project site is Valencia Valley Elementary, located at 26301 Carrizo Drive 
in Valencia, approximately 0.8 mile southeast of the project site. Therefore, the project would not 
emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste 
within 0.25 mile of an existing or proposed school. No impact would occur. 

NO IMPACT 

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

Government Code Section 65962.5 requires the California Environmental Protection Agency develop 
an updated Cortese List. The California Department of Toxic Substance Control (DTSC) is responsible 
for a portion of the information contained in the Cortese List. Other state and local government 
agencies are required to provide additional hazardous material release information for the Cortese 
List. The analysis for this section included a review of the following resources on February 18, 2022 
to provide hazardous material release information: 

 State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) GeoTracker database (SWRCB 2022) 
 DTSC EnviroStor database (DTSC 2022) 

Based on review of these databases, the project site is not included on existing lists of hazardous 
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. The SWRCB lists one 
leaking underground storage tank (LUST) site approximately 900 feet east of the site at 24301 
Valencia Boulevard: a Shell Service Station (SWRCB 2022). However, the case was completed and 
closed on October 9, 2017. Therefore, the project site is not included on any lists of hazardous 
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5, and no impact would 
occur. 

NO IMPACT 

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

The closest public or public use airport to the project site is the Whiteman Airport, located 
approximately 14 miles southwest of the project site. The project site is not located within an 
airport land use plan or within two miles of a public or public use airport. As a result, the project 
would have no impact related to safety hazards or excessive noise for people residing or working in 
the project area due to proximity to an airport. 

NO IMPACT 

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

The City of Santa Clarita maintains a Local Hazard Mitigation Plan (LHMP) that is updated and 
adopted every five years (City of Santa Clarita 2021). The LHMP sets forth hazard mitigation 
strategies along with action items to help mitigate and combat various threats such as wildfire, 
drought, earthquakes, landslides, extreme heat, cyber-attacks, energy disruption, floods, and 
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terrorism. Construction of the proposed groundwater treatment facility would not require 
temporary lane or road closures that would impede emergency response implemented under the 
LHMP. In addition, all construction activity and equipment staging would occur on the project site. 
Furthermore, operational activities associated with the proposed project would occur solely on the 
project site and would not interfere with emergency response. Therefore, the project would not 
impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan, and no impact would occur. 

NO IMPACT 

g. Would the project expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk 
of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires? 

According to the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE), the project site is 
not located in a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (VHFHSZ) (CAL FIRE 2022). Nevertheless, the 
proposed facility would be located adjacent to brush-covered open space vegetated with native 
plant communities, which are highly combustible. Project operation would not involve potentially 
flammable activities. However, the wildland-urban interface could create the potential for incidents 
of fire during project construction. Potential ignition sources may include sparks from exhaust pipes, 
discarded cigarette butts, contact of mufflers with dry grass, other sources of sparks or flame, and 
spills or releases of flammable materials such as gasoline. Therefore, impacts related to wildland 
fires during project construction would be potentially significant, and implementation of Mitigation 
Measure HAZ-1 would be required. 

Mitigation Measure 
With implementation of the following mitigation measure, the potential impacts related to wildland 
fires during project construction would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

HAZ-2 Fire Prevention Measures 

The following measures shall be implemented during project construction: 

 All equipment maintenance, staging, and dispensing of fuel, oil, coolant, or any other such 
activities shall be restricted to designated areas within the fenced project impact limits. These 
designated areas shall be located in previously compacted and disturbed areas to the maximum 
extent practicable in such a manner as to prevent runoff from entering existing native 
vegetation areas. These areas shall be clearly designated in the construction plans. 

 Spark arrestors shall be utilized on earth-moving and portable construction equipment.  
 The construction contractor(s) shall maintain fire suppression equipment, including a water 

truck with adequate hoses for fire control, a serviceable round point shovel with an overall 
length of not less than 46 inches, and a serviceable fire extinguisher fully equipped and ready 
for use at the immediate area, when operating on the project site.  

 Smoking shall be allowed only in designated areas equipped with sand boxes for the disposal of 
cigarette butts. 

 No motors, engines, stationary equipment, or welding equipment shall operate within 10 feet of 
flammable vegetation material. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED 
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10 Hydrology and Water Quality 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project: 

a. Violate any water quality standards or 
waste discharge requirements or 
otherwise substantially degrade surface 
or ground water quality? □ ■ □ □ 

b. Substantially decrease groundwater 
supplies or interfere substantially with 
groundwater recharge such that the 
project may impede sustainable 
groundwater management of the basin? □ □ ■ □ 

c. Substantially alter the existing drainage 
pattern of the site or area, including 
through the alteration of the course of a 
stream or river or through the addition of 
impervious surfaces, in a manner which 
would:     
(i) Result in substantial erosion or 

siltation on- or off-site; □ □ ■ □ 
(ii) Substantially increase the rate or 

amount of surface runoff in a 
manner which would result in 
flooding on- or off-site; □ □ ■ □ 

(iii) Create or contribute runoff water 
which would exceed the capacity of 
existing or planned stormwater 
drainage systems or provide 
substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff; or □ □ ■ □ 

(iv) Impede or redirect flood flows? □ □ ■ □ 
d. In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, 

risk release of pollutants due to project 
inundation? □ □ □ ■ 

e. Conflict with or obstruct implementation 
of a water quality control plan or 
sustainable groundwater management 
plan? □ ■ □ □ 
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Hydrologic Setting 
The project site is located in the South Coast Hydrologic Region, which covers approximately 
10,600 square miles of watersheds draining to the Pacific Ocean. The South Coast Hydrological 
Region includes all of Orange County, most of San Diego and Los Angeles Counties, and parts of 
Riverside, San Bernardino, and Ventura Counties. The region is bound by the Transverse Ranges to 
the north, the San Jacinto Mountains and low-lying Peninsular Range to the east, and the 
international boundary with Mexico to the south (California Department of Water Resources [DWR] 
2003).  

The project site is located in the approximately 1,030-square mile Santa Clara River Watershed and 
drains to Reach 6 of the Santa Clara River. The project site is located approximately 0.75 mile 
southwest of the confluence of the Santa Clara River and South Fork Santa Clara River, 
approximately 42 miles northeast of the Pacific Ocean at the mouth of the Santa Clara River, and 
approximately 26 miles north of the Pacific Ocean at Santa Monica Bay. The Santa Clara River 
Watershed, including the project site, is under the jurisdiction of the Los Angeles Regional Water 
Quality Control Board (RWQCB) (Region 4). The Los Angeles RWQCB sets water quality objectives 
and monitors surface water quality through the implementation of the Water Quality Control Plan 
for the Los Angeles Region (Basin Plan). 

The project site overlies the East Sub-Basin of the Santa Clara River Valley Groundwater Basin (Basin 
4-4.07). Within the sub-basin, the project site overlies the Saugus Formation, consisting of poorly 
consolidated sandstone and siltstone (DWR 2006). Regional groundwater quality is characterized by 
elevated concentrations of total dissolved solids and nitrate, with concentrations of total dissolved 
solids ranging from approximately 500 to 900 milligrams per liter in water produced from the 
Saugus Formation (DWR 2006). In 2017, the Santa Clarita Water Division, Newhall County Water 
District and Castaic Lake Water Agency (all now part of SCV Water), County of Los Angeles, City of 
Santa Clarita, and Los Angeles County Waterworks District Number 36 formed the Santa Clarita 
Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) to implement the planning requirements of the 
Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) for the Santa Clara River Valley East Sub-basin 
(DWR 2022). The sub-basin is designated a high priority basin by DWR; the Santa Clara River Valley 
East Groundwater Subbasin Groundwater Sustainability Plan was adopted in January 2022. 

a. Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or 
otherwise substantially degrade surface or ground water quality? 

Construction 
Grading, excavation, and other construction activities associated with the project could adversely 
affect water quality due to erosion resulting from exposed soils and the generation of water 
pollutants, including trash, construction materials, and equipment fluids. Soil disturbance associated 
with site preparation and grading activities would result in looser, exposed soils, which are more 
susceptible to erosion. Erosion factors (K factors) for soils on the project site range from 
approximately 0.24 to 0.49, indicating moderate to high potential for sheet and rill erosion by water 
(USDA 2022). Additionally, spills, leakage, or improper handling and storage of substances such as 
oils, fuels, chemicals, metals, and other substances from vehicles, equipment, and materials used 
during project construction could contribute to stormwater pollutants or leach to underlying 
groundwater. 

Typically, construction-related stormwater pollutant discharges are regulated pursuant to the 
NPDES Construction General Permit, which requires visual monitoring of stormwater and non-
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stormwater discharges; sampling, analysis, and monitoring of non-visible pollutants; and compliance 
with all applicable water quality standards established for receiving waters potentially affected by 
construction discharges. Furthermore, the Construction General Permit requires implementation of 
a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan that outlines project-specific BMPs to control erosion. Such 
BMPs include the use of temporary de-silting basins, construction vehicle maintenance in staging 
areas to avoid leaks, and installation of silt fences and erosion control blankets. Coverage under the 
Construction General Permit is required for projects resulting in greater than one acre of 
disturbance area. As described under Description of Project, the project site is approximately 1.75 
acres, while the proposed facility footprint is approximately 0.8 acre. Therefore, disturbance area on 
the project site may remain under one acre, and construction activities may not be subject to the 
Construction General Permit requirements. Therefore, construction-related impacts to water quality 
would be potentially significant, and implementation of Mitigation Measure HWQ-1 would be 
required to reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level.  

Operation 
Existing impervious surfaces on the project site include the Well 205 structure and a sidewalk along 
the southern edge of the project site near Valencia Boulevard. The project would increase 
impervious surface area on the project site due to the construction of the proposed treatment 
facility, including a chemical building, water tanks, pumps, and treatment equipment, as well as 
paved surfaces allowing for truck access to the facility. Increased impervious area on the project site 
could result in increased stormwater runoff flow and volume, which can carry pollutants to 
downstream water bodies and adversely affect water quality. Common pollutants associated with 
urban development that could be discharged during operation of the project include automotive 
chemicals and metals that accumulate on the circulation and parking areas, trash, debris, and 
sediments. Additionally, the project would involve storage of common water treatment chemicals, 
including sodium hypochlorite, and liquid ammonium sulfate which, if not properly stored, could 
pollute runoff and degrade surface and groundwater quality.  

Project operation would not involve ground disturbance, which would limit the potential for off-site 
migration of sediment and adsorbed pollutants in runoff. The project would generally preserve on-
site drainage patterns, with water continuing to flow from higher elevations in the northern and 
western portions of the site toward a storm drain inlet near the site’s eastern border. As described 
under Description of Project, a portion of the project site would be paved to allow for truck ingress 
and egress. While this paved area would accommodate daily maintenance trips, the project does 
not include an extensive parking lot facility where chemicals and pollutants from many vehicles 
would be expected to accumulate. The rest of the facility footprint would be covered in crushed 
rock or decomposed granite, reducing the extent of impervious surface cover and allowing for 
stormwater infiltration. Furthermore, treatment chemicals on site would be stored in recessed 
concrete double-containment and double-walled chemical tanks, and the chemical building would 
be locked. Such measures would minimize the potential for water quality impacts associated with 
leaching or runoff of chemicals.  

Given the nominal increase in impervious surface area proposed on site and the fact chemicals 
would be stored within locked structures in double-containment, project operation would not 
violate any water quality standards, waste discharge requirements, or otherwise substantially 
degrade water quality. Impacts would be less than significant.  
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Mitigation Measures 
With implementation of the following mitigation measure, potential impacts related to degradation 
of surface or groundwater quality during project construction would be reduced to a less-than-
significant level. 

HWQ-1 Erosion Control and Stormwater Pollution Prevention 

Upon final design, if the project disturbance area does not exceed one acre and the project is not 
subject to the requirements of the NPDES Construction General Permit, then the following erosion 
control and stormwater pollution prevention measure shall be implemented during project 
construction:  

 Excavation shall be limited to the dry season of the year (i.e., April 15 to November 1) to the 
extent practicable. 

 Silt fencing, straw bales composed of rice straw (that are certified to be free of weed seed), fiber 
rolls, gravel bags, mulching erosion control blankets, soil stabilizers, and/or storm drain filters 
shall be used, in conjunction with other methods, to prevent erosion throughout the entire 
project site. 

 Temporary berms and sediment basins shall be constructed and maintained to avoid 
unnecessary siltation into the existing on-site storm drain inlet during construction activities. 

 Temporary stockpiling of excavated material shall be minimized. Excavated material shall be 
stockpiled in areas where it cannot enter the storm drain system. Available stockpiling sites at 
the project site shall be determined prior to the start of construction. 

 Upon completion of project construction, all exposed soils present in and around the project 
site shall be stabilized within seven days. Exposed soils shall be mulched to prevent sediment 
runoff and transport. All mulches, except hydro-mulch, shall be applied in a layer not less than 
two inches deep. All exposed soils and fills shall be revegetated with deep-rooted, native, 
drought-tolerant species to minimize erosion potential. Geotextile binding fabrics shall be used, 
if necessary, to hold slope soils until vegetation is established. 

 An adequate supply of erosion control materials (gravel, straw bales, shovels, etc.) shall be 
maintained on site to facilitate a quick response to unanticipated storm events or emergencies. 

 Construction equipment shall be inspected daily for leaks of oil, lubricants, or other potential 
stormwater pollutants. Plastic shall be placed over any ground surface where fueling or 
equipment maintenance is to occur. Drip pans shall be placed under equipment parked on site. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED 

b. Would the project substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with 
groundwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater 
management of the basin? 

The proposed project consists of the construction and operation of groundwater treatment 
infrastructure. Well 205 would be equipped to produce up to 2,700 gpm of groundwater from the 
Saugus Formation of the Santa Clara River Valley East sub-basin. This groundwater production 
would match historical production from Well 205 and would not increase production capacity of the 
well. Furthermore, the project does not include construction of residential, commercial, industrial, 
or other development that would generate new water demand requiring increased groundwater 
extraction.  



Environmental Checklist 
Hydrology and Water Quality 

 
Draft Initial Study – Mitigated Negative Declaration 71 

The project site is largely undeveloped, with minimal impervious surfaces associated with the 
existing Well 205 structure and sidewalk. The project would increase impermeable surface on site 
due to the construction of the proposed chemical buildings, water tanks, and paved truck parking 
area. Consequently, the project may increase the amount of surface runoff and incrementally 
reduce groundwater recharge. However, the approximately 0.8-acre facility footprint accounts for a 
marginal amount of total recharge area in the approximately 66,200-acre Santa Clara River Valley 
East sub-basin. Furthermore, stormwater runoff would be directed to the existing storm drain inlet 
on the site’s eastern border, ultimately discharging to the Santa Clara River, where additional 
groundwater recharge opportunity exists. As a result, impacts related to groundwater supplies and 
recharge would be less than significant.  

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

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

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

c.(iii) Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, 
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of 
impervious surfaces, in a manner that would create or contribute runoff water which would 
exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide 
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff? 

c.(iv) Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, 
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of 
impervious surfaces, in a manner which would impede or redirect flood flows? 

The project would generally preserve drainage patterns on site, with water continuing to flow from 
higher elevations in the northern and western parts of the site toward an existing storm drain inlet 
near the site’s eastern border. The project would not alter the course of a stream or river because 
the project site contains no such features. However, the project would alter site drainage through 
the addition of impervious surfaces, which may increase stormwater runoff volume and flow. The 
increase in impervious surface would be nominal, resulting primarily from the addition of the 
approximately 612-square-foot chemical building, water tanks and pumps, and a paved 
entrance/exit for trucks. Paving would be limited to areas where a truck would drive. The rest of the 
facility footprint would be covered in crushed rock or decomposed granite, allowing for stormwater 
infiltration and thereby reducing potential for downstream flooding, erosion/siltation, or 
exceedances of the stormwater drainage system capacity.  

According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map, the 
project site is located in Zone D, indicating an area of undetermined flood hazard (FEMA 2008, Map 
06037C0815F). However, the project site is not located in a low-, medium-, or high-risk special flood 
hazard zone identified in the Santa Clarita General Plan Safety Element (City of Santa Clarita 2011a). 
Therefore, project site is not located in a floodplain, and the project would not divert or redirect 
flood flows.  
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Given that the project would generally preserve existing drainage patterns on site, would not alter 
the course of a stream or river, and would not divert or redirect flood flows, potential impacts 
related to the alteration of the site’s drainage pattern would be less than significant.  

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

d. In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, would the project risk release of pollutants due to 
project inundation? 

As discussed above, the project site is designated Zone D on the most recent FEMA Flood Insurance 
Rate Map, indicating an area of undetermined flood hazard (FEMA 2008). However, the project site 
is located outside of special flood hazard zones identified in the Santa Clarita General Plan Safety 
Element (City of Santa Clarita 2011a). The project site is approximately 26 miles from the Pacific 
Ocean, separated by the Santa Susana and Santa Monica mountain ranges, and not subject to 
tsunami risk. The nearest inland surface water body that may be subject to risk of a seiche is Castaic 
Reservoir, approximately 7.6 miles to the north. Given the distance to this water body, the 
occurrence of a seiche would not affect the project site. In addition, the project site is outside of the 
dam failure inundation zone for both Castaic Reservoir and Bouquet Reservoir (City of Santa Clarita 
2011a). Consequently, because the project site is not located within flood, tsunami, seiche, or dam 
failure inundation zones, the project would not risk release of pollutants due to inundation, and no 
impact would occur.  

NO IMPACT 

e. Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or 
sustainable groundwater management plan? 

Water Quality Control Plan  
The Los Angeles RWQCB Basin Plan designates beneficial uses for surface waters in the Los Angeles 
region and associated water quality objectives to fulfill such uses. The project site is within the Santa 
Clara River watershed and drains to Reach 6 of the Santa Clara River. Reach 6 and all downstream 
reaches have designated beneficial uses of Municipal and Domestic Supply (potential), Industrial 
Service Supply, Industrial Process Supply, Agricultural Supply, Groundwater Recharge, Freshwater 
Replenishment, Warm Freshwater Habitat, Wildlife Habitat, Rare, Threatened and Endangered 
Species, Wetland Habitat, Water Contact Recreation, and Non-contact Water Recreation (Los 
Angeles RWQCB 2020).3 Multiple reaches of the Santa Clara River downstream of the project site 
are listed as impaired for numerous pollutants. Table 11 summarizes impairments for all 
downstream reaches of the Santa Clara River, including the Santa Clara River estuary. 

 
3 Santa Clara River Reach 4B and downstream reaches also have a designated beneficial use of Migration of Aquatic Organisms. Santa 
Clara River Reaches 1 and 2 also have a designated beneficial use of Cold Freshwater Habitat.  
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Table 11 Water Quality Impairments for Downstream Reaches of the Santa Clara River 
Santa Clara River Reach Impairments 

Reach 6 (West Pier Highway 99 Bridge to Bouquet Canyon Road) Chloride, Chlorpyrifos, Temperature, Toxicity 

Reach 5 (Blue Cut Gaging Station to West Pier Highway 99 Bridge) Chloride, Indicator Bacteria, Iron, Trash 

Reach 4B (Piru Creek to Blue Cut Gaging Station) Not impaired 

Reach 4A (A Street [Fillmore] to Piru Creek) Trash 

Reach 3 (Freeman Diversion to A Street [Fillmore]) Chloride, Indicator Bacteria, Selenium, Total 
Dissolved Solids, Toxicity, Trash 

Reach 2 (Highway 101 Bridge to Freeman Diversion) Not impaired 

Reach 1 (Estuary to Highway 101 Bridge) Dissolved Oxygen, pH, Toxicity, Trash 

Santa Clara River Estuary Ammonia, ChemA,1 Indicator Bacteria, 
Toxaphene, Toxicity 

1ChemA refers to the sum of the chemicals aldrin, dieldrin, chlordane, endrin, heptachlor, heptachlor epoxide, lindane, endosulfan, and 
toxaphene. 

Source: SWRCB 2019 

As described above, the project would implement stormwater BMPs to minimize potential 
temporary, construction-related water quality impacts pursuant to Mitigation Measure HWQ-1. 
Furthermore, project operation would not involve ground disturbance that would contribute to 
runoff of sediment or sediment-bound pollutants, and the project does not involve septic systems, 
pet parks, agricultural land, or other land uses commonly associated with high concentrations of 
nutrients, indicator bacteria, or chemical toxicity. Water treatment chemicals would be stored on 
site in locked buildings with double-containment, reducing potential for such chemicals to impair 
local water bodies. Therefore, the project would not exacerbate existing impairments to the Santa 
Clara River and would not impair existing or potential beneficial uses of nearby water bodies with 
implementation of Mitigation Measure HWQ-1. As such, the project would not conflict with or 
obstruct implementation of the Basin Plan with mitigation incorporated.  

Sustainable Groundwater Management Plan  
The project site overlies the Saugus Formation of the Santa Clara River Valley Groundwater Basin, 
East Sub-basin. The Santa Clarita Valley GSA, consisting of representatives from SCV Water, County 
of Los Angeles, City of Santa Clarita, and Los Angeles County Waterworks District Number 36, 
oversees management of the sub-basin and is in the process of preparing a GSP pursuant to the 
requirements of SGMA. The GSP governing the Santa Clara River Valley Groundwater Basin, East 
Sub-basin was adopted in January 2022 and is titled Santa Clara River Valley East Groundwater 
Subbasin Groundwater Sustainability Plan. 

The project would involve treatment of impaired groundwater and proposes no increase in the 
historical production capacity of Well 205. Furthermore, the project does not propose residential, 
commercial, industrial, or other land uses that would increase water demand and require additional 
groundwater extraction. As such, the project would not increase groundwater extraction beyond 
previous operating conditions and, therefore, would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of 
the GSP. Impacts related to the GSP would be less than significant.  

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED 
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11 Land Use and Planning 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project: 

a. Physically divide an established 
community? □ □ □ ■ 

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

a. Would the project physically divide an established community? 

The proposed project would consist of a groundwater treatment facility sited alongside an existing 
groundwater well. All project activities, construction staging, and ground disturbance would occur 
within the existing project site. Therefore, project facilities would not physically divide an 
established community. No impact would occur. 

NO IMPACT 

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

The proposed project would be located at the existing Well 205 site on APN 2861-066-002, which is 
located on Valencia Boulevard near McBean Parkway in Santa Clarita and is zoned Open Space. 
Existing public roads surrounding the project site would be utilized to provide construction and 
operational access to the site.  

Pursuant to California Government Code 53091, the building and zoning ordinances of a county or 
city do not apply to the location or construction of facilities for the production, storage, or 
transmission of water, wastewater, or electrical energy by a local agency. The project would entail 
the construction and operation of a new groundwater treatment facility on the existing Well 205 
site. Therefore, the building and zoning ordinances of the City of Santa Clarita would not apply to 
the proposed project, and the project is only evaluated for consistency with the City of Santa Clarita 
General Plan.  

The Santa Clarita General Plan identifies objectives and policies to maintain public infrastructure 
and provide clean water for Valley residents and businesses. The proposed project’s consistency 
with applicable General Plan goals, objectives, and policies is described in Table 12. As shown 
therein, the proposed project would be consistent with applicable goals, policies, and objectives in 
the Santa Clarita General Plan. Furthermore, the project would actively support the City’s goals, 
policies, and objectives related to obtaining an adequate supply of clean water to meet local 
demands. Therefore, the project would not cause a significant environmental impact due to a 
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conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect, and no impact would occur. 

Table 12 General Plan Consistency 
General Plan Goal or Policy Proposed Project Consistency 

Objective LU 7.2. Ensure an adequate water supply to 
meet the demands of growth.  

Consistent. The proposed project would enable SCV 
Water to reactivate Well 205 and provide a reliable source 
of local water supply.  

Policy LU 7.3.4. Implement best management practices for 
erosion control throughout the construction and 
development process.  

Consistent. As discussed in Section 10, Hydrology and 
Water Quality, the proposed project would implement 
erosion control BMPs during construction activities.  

Policy CO 1.4.2. In cooperation with other appropriate 
agencies, abate or remediate known areas of 
contamination and limit the effects of and such areas on 
public health. 

Consistent. The proposed project involves a groundwater 
treatment facility for treatment of perchlorate and other 
groundwater contaminants at the existing Well 205 site.  

Goal CO 4. An adequate supply of clean water to meet the 
needs of present and future residents and businesses, 
balanced with the needs of natural ecosystems. 

Consistent. The proposed project would enable SCV 
Water to reactive Well 205 and treat groundwater to 
provide a local supply of clean water. 

Source: City of Santa Clarita 2011a 

NO IMPACT 
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12 Mineral Resources 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project: 

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

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

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

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

According to the Santa Clarita General Plan Environmental Impact Report (2011b), the project site is 
not located in a mineral resources zone. In addition, the site is not located in a zone of oil and 
natural gas extraction and production (City of Santa Clarita 2011b). No mines or quarries exist near 
the project site. Additionally, the site is zoned OS, which precludes mineral extraction activities. 
Consequently, the proposed project would not result in the loss of availability of a known mineral 
resource or a locally important mineral resource recovery site. No impacts would occur. 

NO IMPACT 
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13 Noise 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project result in: 

a. Generation of a substantial temporary or 
permanent increase in ambient noise 
levels in the vicinity of the project in 
excess of standards established in the 
local general plan or noise ordinance, or 
applicable standards of other agencies? □ □ ■ □ 

b. Generation of excessive groundborne 
vibration or groundborne noise levels? □ □ ■ □ 

c. For a project 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, would the 
project expose people residing or 
working in the project area to excessive 
noise levels? □ □ □ ■ 

Overview of Noise and Vibration 

Noise 

Sound is a vibratory disturbance created by a moving or vibrating source, which is capable of being 
detected by the hearing organs. Noise is defined as sound that is loud, unpleasant, unexpected, or 
undesired and may therefore be classified as a more specific group of sounds. The effects of noise 
on people can include general annoyance, interference with speech communication, sleep 
disturbance, and, in the extreme, hearing impairment (California Department of Transportation 
[Caltrans] 2013). 

Noise levels are commonly measured in decibels (dB) using the A-weighted sound pressure level 
(dBA). The A-weighting scale is an adjustment to the actual sound pressure levels so that they are 
consistent with the human hearing response, which is most sensitive to frequencies around 
4,000 Hertz and less sensitive to frequencies around and below 100 Hertz. Decibels are measured 
on a logarithmic scale that quantifies sound intensity in a manner similar to the Richter scale used to 
measure earthquake magnitudes. A doubling of the energy of a noise source, such as doubling of 
traffic volume, would increase the noise level by 3 dB; dividing the energy in half would result in a 3 
dB decrease (Caltrans 2013).  

Human perception of noise has no simple correlation with sound energy. The perception of sound is 
not linear in terms of dBA or in terms of sound energy. Two sources do not “sound twice as loud” as 
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one source. It is widely accepted that the average healthy ear can barely perceive changes of 3 dBA, 
increase or decrease (i.e., twice the sound energy); that a change of 5 dBA is readily perceptible 
(eight times the sound energy); and that an increase (or decrease) of 10 dBA sounds twice (half) as 
loud (10.5 times the sound energy) (Caltrans 2013).  

Sound changes in both level and frequency spectrum as it travels from the source to the receiver. 
The most obvious change is the decrease in level as the distance from the source increases. The 
manner by which noise reduces with distance depends on factors such as the type of sources (e.g., 
point or line, the path the sound will travel, site conditions, and obstructions). Noise levels from a 
point source typically attenuate, or drop off, at a rate of 6 dBA per doubling of distance (e.g., 
construction, industrial machinery, ventilation units). Noise from a line source (e.g., roadway, 
pipeline, railroad) typically attenuates at about 3 dBA per doubling of distance (Caltrans 2013). The 
propagation of noise is also affected by the intervening ground, known as ground absorption. A hard 
site, such as a parking lot or smooth body of water, receives no additional ground attenuation and 
the changes in noise levels with distance (drop-off rate) result from simply the geometric spreading 
of the source. An additional ground attenuation value of 1.5 dBA per doubling of distance applies to 
a soft site (e.g., soft dirt, grass, or scattered bushes and trees) (Caltrans 2013). Noise levels may also 
be reduced by intervening structures; the amount of attenuation provided by this “shielding” 
depends on the size of the object and the frequencies of the noise levels. Natural terrain features 
such as hills and dense woods, and man-made features such as buildings and walls, can significantly 
alter noise levels. Generally, any large structure blocking the line of sight will provide at least a 
5-dBA reduction in source noise levels at the receiver (Federal Highway Administration [FHWA] 
2011). Structures can substantially reduce exposure to noise as well. The FHWA’s guidelines indicate 
that modern building construction generally provides an exterior-to-interior noise level reduction of 
35 dBA for masonry buildings with closed windows. 

The impact of noise is not a function of loudness alone. The time of day when noise occurs and the 
duration of the noise are also important factors of project noise impact. Most noise that lasts for 
more than a few seconds is variable in its intensity. Consequently, a variety of noise descriptors 
have been developed. Leq is one of the most frequently used noise metrics; it considers both 
duration and sound power level. The Leq is defined as the single steady-state A-weighted sound level 
equal to the average sound energy over a time period. When no time period is specified, a 1-hour 
period is assumed. The Lmax is the highest noise level within the sampling period, and the Lmin is the 
lowest noise level within the measuring period. Normal conversational levels are in the 60 to 65-dBA 
Leq range; ambient noise levels greater than 65 dBA Leq can interrupt conversations (Federal Transit 
Administration [FTA] 2018). 

Noise that occurs at night tends to be more disturbing than that occurring during the day. 
Community noise is usually measured using Day-Night Average Level (DNL), which is the 24-hour 
average noise level with a +10 dBA penalty for noise occurring during nighttime hours (10:00 p.m. to 
7:00 a.m.); it is also measured using Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL), which is the 24-hour 
average noise level with a +5 dBA penalty for noise occurring from 7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m. and a 
+10 dBA penalty for noise occurring from 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. (Caltrans 2013).  

Vibration 

Groundborne vibration of concern in environmental analysis consists of the oscillatory waves that 
move from a source through the ground to adjacent buildings or structures, and vibration energy 
may propagate through the buildings or structures. Vibration may be felt, may manifest as an 
audible low-frequency rumbling noise (referred to as groundborne noise), and may cause windows, 
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items on shelves, and pictures on walls to rattle. Although groundborne vibration is sometimes 
noticeable in outdoor environments, it is almost never annoying to people who are outdoors. The 
primary concern from vibration is that it can be intrusive and annoying to building occupants at 
vibration-sensitive land uses and may cause structural damage. 

Typically, ground-borne vibration generated by manmade activities attenuates rapidly as distance 
from the source of the vibration increases. Vibration amplitudes are usually expressed in peak 
particle velocity (PPV) or root mean squared (RMS) vibration velocity. The PPV and RMS velocity are 
normally described in inches per second (in/sec). PPV is defined as the maximum instantaneous 
positive or negative peak of a vibration signal. PPV is often used as it corresponds to the stresses 
that are experienced by buildings (Caltrans 2020). 

High levels of groundborne vibration may cause damage to nearby building or structures; at lower 
levels, groundborne vibration may cause minor cosmetic (i.e., non-structural damage) such as 
cracks. These vibration levels are nearly exclusively associated with high impact activities such as 
blasting, pile-driving, vibratory compaction, demolition, drilling, or excavation. 

Sensitive Receivers 
Noise exposure goals for various types of land uses reflect the varying noise sensitivities associated 
with those uses. The City’s Noise Element describes noise-sensitive land uses as schools, hospitals, 
childcare, senior care, congregate care, churches, and all types of residential use (City of Santa 
Clarita 2011a). The nearest noise-sensitive receivers to the project site consist of residences located 
approximately 100 feet to the west of the proposed facility footprint.  

Vibration sensitive receivers are similar to noise sensitive receivers and includes residences and 
institutional uses, such as schools, churches, and hospitals. However, vibration sensitive receivers 
also include buildings where vibrations may interfere with vibration-sensitive equipment, which can 
affected by levels that may be well below those associated with human annoyance.  

Project Noise Setting 
The most common source of noise in the project site vicinity is vehicular traffic from Valencia 
Boulevard. To characterize ambient sound levels at and near the project site, two 15-minute sound 
level measurements were conducted on September 22, 2020. The sound meter was calibrated prior 
to measurements. Noise Measurement (NM) 1 was taken near Valencia Boulevard to measure 
traffic noise, and NM 2 was taken towards the northern end of the project site to measure ambient 
noise levels on site. Table 13 summarizes the results of the noise measurements, and Table 14 
shows the recorded traffic volumes from NM 1. Traffic counts, and subsequently noise levels, may 
have been lower due to school and businesses closures from the COVID-19 pandemic. Detailed 
sound level measurement data are included in Appendix E.  
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Table 13 Project Site Noise Monitoring Results – Short Term 

Measurement  Location Sample Times 
Approximate Distance to 
Primary Noise Source 

Leq 
(dBA) 

Lmax 
(dBA) Notes 

NM1 Adjacent to 
Valencia 
Boulevard 

12:08 – 12:23 p.m. Approximately 100 feet to 
centerline of Valencia 
Boulevard 

66 77 Low to 
moderate 
traffic flow 

NM2 Northern end 
of project site 

12:30 – 12:45 p.m. Approximately 330 feet to 
centerline of Valencia 
Boulevard 

52 63 Relatively 
quiet area 

Detailed sound level measurement data are included in Appendix E. 

Table 14 Sound Level Monitoring Traffic Counts 
Measurement Roadway Traffic Autos1 Medium Trucks2 Heavy Trucks3 

NM1 Valencia Boulevard 15-minute count 502 16 2 

One-hour Equivalent 2,008 64 8 

Percent 96.5% 3.1% 0.4% 
1 Automobiles: all vehicles with two axles and four tires -- primarily designed to carry nine or fewer people (passenger cars, vans) or 
cargo (vans, light trucks) -- generally with gross vehicle weight less than 9,900 pounds. 
2 Medium trucks: all cargo vehicles with two axles and six tires -- generally with gross vehicle weight between 9,900 pounds and 26,400 
pounds. 
3 Heavy trucks: all cargo vehicles with three or more axles -- generally with gross vehicle weight more than 26,400 pounds. 

Note: Detailed sound level measurement data are included in Appendix E. 

Regulatory Setting 
Chapter 11.44 of the Santa Clarita Municipal Code contains the City’s noise regulations. Section 
11.40.040 sets operational noise levels at residential, commercial, and manufacturing uses, which 
are shown in Table 15. 

Table 15 City of Santa Clarita Noise Limits 
Land Use1 Time Noise Limit (dB)2 

Residential 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m. 65 

Residential 9:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. 55 

Commercial/manufacturing 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m. 80 

Commercial/manufacturing 9:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. 70 
1 At the boundary line between a residential property and a commercial and manufacturing property, the noise level of the quieter 
zone shall be used. 
2 Corrections to Noise Limits. The numerical limits above shall be adjusted by the following corrections, where the following noise 
conditions exist: 

 Repetitive impulsive noise: Correction of -5 dB 

 Steady whine, screech or hum: Correction of -5 dB 

 The following corrections apply to day hours only: 

 Noise occurring more than 5 but less than 15 minutes per hour: Correction of +5 dB 

 Noise occurring more than 1 but less than 5 minutes per hour: Correction of +10 dB 

 Noise occurring less than 1 minute per hour: Correction of +20 dB 

Source: Santa Clarita Municipal Code Section 11.40.040 
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Santa Clarita Section 11.44.070 states, “any noise level from the use or operation of any machinery, 
equipment, pump, fan, air conditioning apparatus, refrigerating equipment, motor vehicle, or other 
mechanical or electrical device, or in repairing or rebuilding any motor vehicle, which exceeds the 
noise limits as set forth in Section 11.44.040 at any property line, or, if a condominium or rental 
units, within any condominium or rental unit within the complex, shall be a violation of this 
chapter.” According to previous noise reports conducted in the City, City staff have indicated that 
construction work performed in conformance with Santa Clarita Municipal Code Section 11.44.080 
is exempt from Santa Clarita Municipal Code Section 11.44.070 (Impact Sciences, Inc. 2010). Section 
11.44.080 states that no person shall engage in any construction work which requires a building 
permit from the City on sites within 300 feet of a residentially zoned property, except between the 
hours of 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m., Monday through Friday, and 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on Saturday. 
Further, no work shall be performed on the following public holidays: New Year’s Day, 
Independence Day, Thanksgiving, Christmas, Memorial Day and Labor Day. 

Significance Thresholds 

Construction Noise 

Although construction activity is exempt from compliance with Santa Clarita Municipal Code Section 
11.44.070 if it occurs in conformance with Santa Clarita Municipal Code Section 11.44.080, for 
purposes of this analysis, the FTA Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment (2018) criteria will 
be used. The FTA provides reasonable criteria for assessing construction noise impacts based on the 
potential for adverse community reaction. For residential uses, the daytime noise threshold is 80 
dBA Leq for an 8-hour period. 

Operational Noise 

The noise level limits contained in Santa Clarita Municipal Code Section 11.40.040 (see Table 15) 
were utilized to evaluate the project’s operational noise impacts. 

Vibration 

Vibration limits used in this analysis to determine a potential impact to local land uses from 
construction activities, such as blasting, pile-driving, vibratory compaction, demolition, drilling, or 
excavation, are based on information contained in the Caltrans (2020) Transportation and 
Construction Vibration Guidance Manual and the FTA (2018) Transit Noise and Vibration Impact 
Assessment Manual. Maximum vibration limits recommended by the American Association of State 
Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) are identified in Table 16.  
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Table 16 AASHTO Maximum Vibration Levels for Preventing Damage 
Type of Situation Limiting Velocity (in/sec) 

Historic sites or other critical locations  0.1 

Residential buildings, plastered walls  0.2–0.3 

Residential buildings in good repair with gypsum board walls  0.4–0.5 

Engineered structures, without plaster  1.0–1.5 

in/sec = inches per second; AASHTO = American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials 

Source: Caltrans 2020 

Based on AASHTO recommendations, limiting vibration levels to below 0.4 in/sec PPV at residential 
structures would prevent structural damage regardless of building construction type. These limits 
are applicable regardless of the frequency of the source. However, as shown in Table 17 and 
Table 18,potential human annoyance associated with vibration is usually different if it is generated 
by a steady state or a transient vibration source.  

Table 17 Human Response to Steady State Vibration 
PPV (in/sec) Human Response 

3.6 (at 2 Hz)–0.4 (at 20 Hz) Very disturbing 

0.7 (at 2 Hz)–0.17 (at 20 Hz) Disturbing 

0.10 Strongly perceptible 

0.035 Distinctly perceptible 

0.012 Slightly perceptible 

PPV = peak particle velocity; Hz = hertz 

Source: Caltrans 2020 

Table 18 Human Response to Transient Vibration 
PPV (in/sec) Human Response 

2.0 Severe  

0.9 Strongly perceptible  

0.24 Distinctly perceptible  

0.035 Barely perceptible  

PPV = peak particle velocity 

Source: Caltrans 2020 

As shown in Table 17, the vibration level threshold at which steady vibration sources are considered 
to be distinctly perceptible is 0.035 in/sec PPV. However, as shown in Table 18, the vibration level 
threshold at which transient vibration sources (such as construction equipment) are considered to 
be distinctly perceptible is 0.24 in/sec PPV. This analysis uses the distinctly perceptible threshold for 
purposes of assessing vibration impacts. 
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a. Would the project result in generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in 
ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the local 
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies? 

Construction Equipment 
Construction noise was estimated using the FHWA Roadway Construction Noise Model (RCNM). 
RCNM predicts construction noise levels for a variety of construction operations based on empirical 
data and the application of acoustical propagation formulas. Using RCNM, construction noise levels 
were estimated at noise sensitive receivers near the project site. RCNM provides reference noise 
levels for standard construction equipment, with an attenuation rate of 6 dBA per doubling of 
distance for stationary equipment.  

Variation in power imposes additional complexity in characterizing the noise source level from 
construction equipment. Power variation is accounted for by describing the noise at a reference 
distance from the equipment operating at full power and adjusting it based on the duty cycle of the 
activity to determine the Leq of the operation (FHWA 2018). Each phase of construction has a 
specific equipment mix, depending on the work to be accomplished during that phase. Each phase 
also has its own noise characteristics; some will have higher continuous noise levels than others, 
and some have high-impact noise levels.  

Construction activity would result in temporary noise in the project site vicinity, exposing 
surrounding nearby receivers to increased noise levels. Construction noise would typically be higher 
during the heavier periods of initial construction (i.e., site preparation and grading) and would be 
lower during the later construction phases (i.e., building construction, equipment installation, and 
paving). Typical heavy construction equipment during project grading could include dozers, loaders, 
and graders. It is assumed diesel engines would power all construction equipment. Construction 
equipment would not all operate at the same time or location. In addition, construction equipment 
would not be in constant use during the 8-hour operating day.  

Project construction would occur over a 12-month period, and the nearest sensitive receivers to 
construction would be residences approximately 100 feet to the west of the proposed facility 
footprint. Over the course of a typical construction day, construction equipment would be located 
as close as 100 feet to these properties but would typically be located at an average distance farther 
away due to the nature of construction and the lot size of the project site. Therefore, it is assumed 
that over the course of a typical construction day the construction equipment would operate at an 
average distance of 150 feet from an individual sensitive receiver. 

A potential construction scenario includes a grader and a front-end loader working during grading to 
excavate and move soil. At a distance of 150 feet, a grader and a front-end loader would generate a 
noise level of 73 dBA Leq for an 8-hour period (RCNM calculations are included in Appendix E). This 
would be below the FTA daytime threshold of 80 dBA Leq for an 8-hour period. In addition, 
construction would occur only between the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m., Monday through Friday, 
and 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on Saturday, which is the timeframe during which construction is exempt 
from compliance with the City of Santa Clarita’s noise standards. Therefore, construction noise 
impacts would be less than significant. 

Construction Traffic 
As discussed in Section 17, Transportation, project construction would involve up to 18 trips per 
day. According to the City of Santa Clarita, the segment of Valencia Boulevard in the vicinity of the 
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project site has a traffic volume of approximately 47,150 average daily trips (City of Santa Clarita 
2013). The project would result in a less than 0.04 percent increase in roadway traffic. Generally, a 
doubling of traffic would result in a 3 dBA increase, which is the magnitude of noise level increase 
that is perceptible to humans and would be considered a significant noise increase. The negligible 
increase in traffic volumes would not have the potential to double existing traffic volumes on 
Valencia Boulevard and result in a significant noise impact. Therefore, construction traffic noise 
impacts would be less than significant. 

Operational Mechanical Equipment 
On-site noise sources would include mechanical equipment, specifically the project’s new well 
pump. The 2,700-gpm, 800-HP pump would be replacing a 2,700-gpm pump. To analyze noise 
impacts from the pump, a reference noise level measured for a 100-HP pump on a water treatment 
plant was used (Padre Dam Municipal Water District 2015). This 100-HP pump had a sound power 
level of 93.2 dBA Leq. With a doubling of noise energy, noise levels will double; therefore, it is 
assumed that with each doubling of HP, noise levels would double. The project’s 800-HP pump 
would result in an eightfold increase in noise levels over the example pump for a sound power level 
of 102.2 dBA Leq. The pump would be in a fully enclosed concrete tilt up structure that would 
provide noise attenuation. In addition, the building structure and other project components would 
be surrounded by an eight-foot-tall retaining wall made of masonry and concrete that would 
provide additional noise attenuation. The pump would be operational 24 hours per day, 365 days 
per year. Propagation of modeled stationary noise sources was based on ISO Standard 9613-2, 
“Attenuation of Sound during Propagation Outdoors, Part 2: General Method of Calculation.” The 
assessment methodology assumes all receivers would be downwind of stationary sources. This is a 
worst-case assumption for total noise impacts since only some receivers would be downwind at any 
one time.  

Based on the size of the pump, the 800-HP well pump was assumed to have a sound pressure level 
of 102.2 dBA Leq. Noise from the pump was assumed to be attenuated by at least 35 dBA from 
source to outside of its structure enclosure due to being enclosed in a masonry structure (FHWA 
2011); this is a conservative assumption because the FHWA report described a 35-dBA reduction 
with double glazed windows, whereas the project’s structure would have no windows (windows 
allow for more noise to pass through as opposed to a masonry wall). With this reduction and the 
distance attenuation over approximately 100 feet to the nearest sensitive receiver (residences to 
the west), the proposed well pump would produce a noise level of 34.5 dBA Leq at the nearest 
sensitive receiver, not accounting for the additional noise reduction that would be provided by the 
proposed wall that would surround the facility. This would be well below the daytime and nighttime 
noise limits for residential land uses of 65 dBA and 55 dBA, respectively (Santa Clarita Municipal 
Code Section 11.40.040; Table 15). Other project equipment, such as the 1/2 HP and 1/10 HP 
metering pumps, tanks, and vessels would not measurably increase noise levels and would not be 
perceivable over well pump noise. Therefore, operational mechanical equipment noise impacts 
would be less than significant.  

Operational Traffic 
The project would involve one daily maintenance trip to the project site as well as infrequent trips 
for monthly chemical deliveries, biannual GAC media replacement, and semiannual IX media 
replacement. Similar to construction traffic, this level of vehicle trips would represent a negligible 
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increase over existing traffic and would result in a negligible noise increase. Therefore, operational 
traffic noise impacts would be less than significant.  

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

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

Construction 
Construction activities have the greatest potential to generate ground-borne vibration affecting 
nearby receivers, especially during grading and excavation of the project site. The greatest vibratory 
source during construction in the project vicinity would be a large bulldozer. Neither blasting nor 
pile driving would be required for construction of the project. Construction vibration estimates are 
based on vibration levels reported by Caltrans and the FTA (Caltrans 2013; FTA 2018). Table 19 
shows typical vibration levels for various pieces of construction equipment used in the assessment 
of construction vibration (FTA 2018).  

Table 19 Vibration Levels Measured during Construction Activities 
Equipment PPV at 25 feet (in/sec) 

Large Bulldozer 0.089 

Loaded Trucks 0.076 

Small Bulldozer 0.003 

in/sec = inches per second 

Source: FTA 2018 

Construction activities known to generate excessive ground-borne vibration, such as pile driving, 
would not be conducted for the project. The greatest anticipated source of vibration during general 
project construction activities would be from a dozer, which may be used within 100 feet of the 
nearest off-site residential structure. As shown in Table 19, a dozer would create a vibration level of 
approximately 0.089 in/sec PPV at a distance of 25 feet (Caltrans 2013). This would equal a vibration 
level of 0.02 in/sec PPV at a distance of 100 feet, which would be lower than what is considered the 
distinctly perceptible vibration level for humans of 0.24 in/sec PPV and the structural damage 
threshold for residential structures of 0.4 in/sec PPV. Therefore, temporary construction vibration 
impacts would be less than significant. 

Operation 
The project does not include any substantial vibration sources associated with operation. Therefore, 
no impact associated with operational vibration would occur.  

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

c. For a project 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, would the project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive 
noise levels? 

The project is not located in the vicinity of an airport. The nearest airport is Whiteman Airport, 
located approximately 14 miles to the southwest of the project site. Therefore, the project would 
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not expose people working at the project site to excessive airport noise levels, and no impact would 
occur. 

NO IMPACT 

 



Environmental Checklist 
Population and Housing 

 
Draft Initial Study – Mitigated Negative Declaration 89 

14 Population and Housing 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project: 

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

b. Displace substantial numbers of existing 
people or housing, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere? □ □ □ ■ 

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

The proposed project includes groundwater treatment facilities to reduce perchlorate levels in 
produced water supplies. Due to the relatively small nature of the proposed project, construction 
workers would be local to the Santa Clarita region; therefore, construction would not generate new 
population growth. As previously discussed, the project would not increase the production capacity 
of Well 205. During project operation, groundwater treatment facilitated by the proposed project 
would not directly induce population growth because it would not produce additional water 
supplies for residential or commercial use. Furthermore, the proposed project would not result in 
the construction of new homes or new commercial or industrial uses. Therefore, the project would 
not induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, either directly or indirectly, and no 
impact would occur. 

NO IMPACT 

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

The proposed project would be constructed on the same site as the existing Well 205 facilities. The 
project does not propose demolition of existing housing. Therefore, the project would not displace 
substantial numbers of existing people or housing, and no impact would occur.  

NO IMPACT 
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15 Public Services 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

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

2 Police protection? □ □ □ ■ 

3 Schools? □ □ □ ■ 

4 Parks? □ □ □ ■ 

5 Other public facilities? □ □ □ ■ 

a.1. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision 
of new or physically altered fire protection facilities, or the need for new or physically altered 
fire protection facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental 
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance 
objectives? 

The proposed groundwater treatment facility would not require additional or unusual fire 
protection resources beyond those required for the existing facilities on the project site. In the 
event of an unexpected need for fire resources and protection for the proposed project, the closest 
fire station is the Los Angeles County Fire Department Station #126, located at 26320 Citrus Street in 
Santa Clarita, approximately 0.6 mile (driving distance) east of the project site. In addition, the 
proposed project would not change existing demand for fire protection services because population 
growth would not result from construction or operation of the proposed project, as discussed in 
Section 14, Population and Housing. Therefore, no impact to fire protection services would occur.  

NO IMPACT 
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a.2. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision 
of new or physically altered police protection facilities, or the need for new or physically altered 
police protection facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental 
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance 
objectives? 

The Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department Santa Clarita Valley Sheriff’s Station would serve the 
proposed project from its location at 23740 Magic Mountain Parkway in Santa Clarita, 
approximately 0.9 mile east (driving distance) of the project site. The proposed project would not 
change existing demand for police protection services because population growth would not result 
from construction or operation of the proposed project, as discussed in Section 14, Population and 
Housing. Thus, the proposed project would not result in an impact associated with the provision of 
new or physically altered police protection facilities. Therefore, no impact to police protection 
services would occur.  

NO IMPACT 

a.3. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision 
of new or physically altered schools, or the need for new or physically altered schools, the 
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios or other performance objectives? 

The project area is served by the Newhall School District (elementary schools) and the William S. 
Hart Union High School District (junior high and high schools). The closest elementary school is 
Valencia Valley Elementary, located at 26301 Carrizo Drive in Valencia, approximately 0.8 mile 
southeast. The closest junior high or high school is West Ranch High School, located at 26255 
Valencia Boulevard in Santa Clarita, approximately 1.8 miles to the west of the project site. The 
proposed project would not change existing demand for schools because population growth would 
not result from construction or operation of the proposed project, as discussed in Section 14, 
Population and Housing. Therefore, no impact to schools would occur.  

NO IMPACT 

a.4. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision 
of new or physically altered parks, or the need for new or physically altered parks, the 
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios or other performance objectives? 

The closest park to the project site is Summit Park, located approximately 0.3 mile south of the 
project site. The proposed project would not change existing demand for parks because population 
growth would not result from construction or operation of the proposed project, as discussed in 
Section 14, Population and Housing. Therefore, no impacts to parks would occur.  

NO IMPACT 
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a.5. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision 
of other new or physically altered public facilities, or the need for other new or physically 
altered public facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental 
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance 
objectives? 

The proposed project would not change existing demand for public facilities because population 
growth would not result from construction or operation of the proposed project, as discussed in 
Section 14, Population and Housing. Therefore, no impact to public facilities would occur.  

NO IMPACT 
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16 Recreation 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

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

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

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

The closest park to the project site is Summit Park, located approximately 0.3 mile south of the 
project site. As discussed in Section 14, Population and Housing, the proposed project would not 
directly or indirectly generate population growth and therefore would not increase the use of 
existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial 
physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated. No impact would occur. 

NO IMPACT 

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

The project would involve construction of a new groundwater treatment facility at the existing Well 
205 site. The project would not involve construction or expansion of recreational facilities. No 
impact would occur. 

NO IMPACT 
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17 Transportation 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project: 

a. Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance 
or policy addressing the circulation 
system, including transit, roadway, 
bicycle and pedestrian facilities? □ □ ■ □ 

b. Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA 
Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision 
(b)? □ □ ■ □ 

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

d. Result in inadequate emergency access? □ □ ■ □ 

a. Would the project conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation 
system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities? 

Construction-related vehicle trips would include construction workers traveling to and from the 
project site, haul trucks (including for soil import), and other trucks associated with equipment and 
material deliveries. During peak construction months, construction-related vehicle trips would total 
up to 18 trips per day, according to CalEEMod (Appendix A). Such trips would occur on area 
roadways, including Valencia Boulevard, which is the primary access route to the project site. The 
segment of Valencia Boulevard in the vicinity of the project site has a base traffic volume of 
approximately 47,150 average daily trips (City of Santa Clarita 2013). Therefore, construction trips 
would account for less than 0.04 percent of existing roadway traffic. Because construction would be 
a short-term activity and trips would account for a small proportion of traffic on area roadways, 
construction-related transportation impacts would be less than significant. Project operation would 
involve one daily maintenance trip and infrequent trips for monthly chemical deliveries, biannual 
GAC media replacement, and semiannual IX media replacement, which would constitute a negligible 
increase in the traffic volume on Valencia Boulevard. Furthermore, pedestrian access in the project 
site via the sidewalk along the northern lane of Valencia Boulevard would be maintained. Pedestrian 
travel would be infrequently interrupted by vehicles entering and exiting the site at the proposed 
access driveway, as described above. In addition, the project would not change existing operations 
at the adjacent McBean Regional Transit Center. Given the minimal number of trips generated and 
the limited impact to public transit and pedestrian facilities, the proposed project would not conflict 
with adopted policies, plans, or programs addressing the circulation system, including public transit, 
bicycle, or pedestrian facilities. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.  

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
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b. Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision 
(b)? 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b) identifies criteria for evaluating transportation impacts. 
Specifically, the guidelines state VMT exceeding an applicable threshold of significance may indicate 
a significant impact. According to Section 15064.3(b)(3) of the CEQA Guidelines, a lead agency may 
include a qualitative analysis of operational and construction traffic. A VMT calculation is typically 
conducted on a daily or annual basis, for long-range planning purposes. As discussed under item (a), 
traffic on local roadways may be temporarily increased during project construction due to the 
presence of construction vehicles and equipment. Increases in VMT from construction would be 
short-term, minimal and temporary. In addition, maintenance of the proposed project would consist 
of approximately one vehicle trip per day along with infrequent trips for monthly chemical 
deliveries, biannual GAC media replacement, and semiannual IX media replacement. Such visits 
would not substantially contribute to VMT in the project area. In addition, as stated in the City of 
Santa Clarita’s Transportation Analysis Updates guidance, projects that generate less than 110 daily 
trips are presumed to result in less-than-significant VMT impacts absent substantial evidence to the 
contrary (City of Santa Clarita 2020). The project would generate substantially less than 110 trips per 
day; therefore, impact associated with VMT would be less than significant. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

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

Project components consist of water treatment equipment to be located on the existing Well 205 
site. The project would include a new access driveway along Valencia Boulevard; however, the 
design and construction of this driveway would be designed consistent with Santa Clarita Municipal 
Code Chapter 13.16, which would ensure the new driveway would not substantially increase 
hazards due to a geometric design feature. Truck deliveries would utilize this driveway during 
project operation; however, the presence of these types of vehicles on Valencia Boulevard is 
common given the adjacent McBean Regional Transit Center, which experiences frequent bus 
traffic, and would not constitute an incompatible use. The proposed project would therefore not 
create or substantially increase a traffic hazard due to a geometric design feature or incompatible 
use. Impacts would be less than significant. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

d. Would the project result in inadequate emergency access? 

Construction activities associated with the proposed project would not result in road lane closures 
or associated traffic impacts. Although construction of the project would temporarily increase heavy 
vehicle trips to and from the project site, such effects would be localized and temporary and would 
not have potential to impede emergency access in the project area. Similarly, operation of the 
project may increase vehicular traffic to and from the project site, but such an increase would be 
approximately one additional vehicle per day along with infrequent trips for monthly chemical 
deliveries, biannual GAC media replacement, and semiannual IX media replacement, which would 
not substantially affect emergency access in the project area. Consequently, the project would not 
result in inadequate emergency access, and impacts would be less than significant. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
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18 Tribal Cultural Resources 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

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

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

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

As of July 1, 2015, California AB 52 of 2014 expanded CEQA by defining a new resource category, 
“tribal cultural resources.” AB 52 establishes that “a project with an effect that may cause a 
substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource is a project that may have 
a significant effect on the environment” (PRC Section 21084.2). It further states that the lead agency 
shall establish measures to avoid impacts that would alter the significant characteristics of a tribal 
cultural resource, when feasible (PRC Section 21084.3).  

PRC Section 21074 (a)(1)(A-B) defines tribal cultural resources as “sites, features, places, cultural 
landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a California Native American tribe” and 
is: 

1. Listed or eligible for listing in the CRHR, or in a local register of historical resources as defined in 
PRC Section 5020.1(k), or 

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

AB 52 also establishes a formal consultation process for California tribes regarding those resources. 
Under AB 52, lead agencies are required to “begin consultation with a California Native American 
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tribe that is traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the proposed project.” 
Native American tribes to be included in the process are those that have requested notice of 
projects proposed within the jurisdiction of the lead agency. The consultation process must be 
completed before a CEQA document can be adopted/certified. 

The NAHC was contacted to request a review of the SLF on September 2, 2020. On September 17, 
2020, the NAHC provided a response indicating the SLF search was negative, meaning no known 
tribal cultural resources are present within the project site and the surrounding area.  

As part of the AB 52 consultation, SCV Water sent AB 52 consultation letters to four Native 
American tribes who are traditionally and culturally affiliated with the project site in October 2020 - 
the Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians-Kizh Nation, the Torres Martinez Desert Cahuilla Indians, the 
Fernandeño Tataviam Band of Mission Indians (FTBMI), and the San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians. 
On October 14, 2020, Jairo Avila, FTBMI Tribal Historic and Cultural Preservation Officer, requested 
consultation for the project. Discussions were held between SCV Water and Mr. Avila and 
consultation was concluded on March 2, 2021. While the consultation process did not identify any 
specific tribal cultural resources on the project site, the consultation resulted in the agreement to 
incorporate both cultural resources and tribal cultural resources mitigation measures due to the 
sensitivity of the project area for tribal cultural resources. Appendix F contains the full 
correspondence. Implementation of Mitigation Measures TCR-1 through TCR-3 are required to 
reduce impacts to tribal cultural resources to a less-than-significant level. 

Mitigation Measures 
With implementation of the following mitigation measures, potential impacts related to tribal 
cultural resources would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

TCR-1 Native American Monitoring 

The Santa Clarita Valley Water Agency shall retain a professional Native American monitor procured 
by the Fernandeño Tataviam Band of Mission Indians or any other Native American Tribe 
participating in AB 52 consultation to observe ground-disturbing activities up to five feet below the 
surface of native intact soil, unless there is evidence to suggest cultural resources extend below the 
specified depth. Ground-disturbing activities include, but are not limited to, tree/shrub removal and 
planting, clearing/grubbing, grading, excavation, trenching, drainage and irrigation removal and 
installation, and archaeological work. If cultural resources are encountered, the Native American 
monitor shall have the authority to request ground-disturbing activities cease within 50 feet of the 
discovery in order to assess and document potential finds in real time.  

After approximately 50 percent of initial ground-disturbing activities have been completed, the 
Native American monitor shall discuss with the Santa Clarita Valley Water Agency and its 
archaeologist the potential to reduce the level of Native American monitoring to “spot monitoring” 
or even to cease Native American monitoring based on the condition and types of soil observed 
during monitoring and the monitoring results to-date. 

TCR-2 Archaeological/Cultural Resource Document Submittal 

Any and all archaeological/cultural documents created as a part of the project (e.g., isolate records, 
site records, survey reports, testing reports, and monitoring reports) shall be provided to any Native 
American tribal organization that requested and participated in the AB 52 consultation process for 
internal records. 
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TCR-3 Native American Consultation 

The Santa Clarita Valley Water Agency shall, in good faith, consult with any Native American tribal 
organization that requested and participated in the AB 52 consultation process on the disposition 
and treatment of any tribal cultural resource encountered during all ground-disturbing activities. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED 
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19 Utilities and Service Systems 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project: 

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

b. Have sufficient water supplies available 
to serve the project and reasonably 
foreseeable future development during 
normal, dry and multiple dry years? □ □ □ ■ 

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

d. Generate solid waste in excess of State or 
local standards, or in excess of the 
capacity of local infrastructure, or 
otherwise impair the attainment of solid 
waste reduction goals? □ □ ■ □ 

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

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

Water 
The proposed project would involve the construction and operation of groundwater treatment 
equipment, the environmental effects of which are analyzed in this IS-MND. The project would not 
increase the production capacity of Well 205 or increase potable water pipeline capacity to serve 
additional customers. As concluded by this IS-MND, the groundwater treatment facility included in 
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the proposed project would not cause unmitigable significant environmental effects. Consequently, 
no additional impact related to water facilities would occur. 

Wastewater Treatment 
The proposed project would not generate sanitary wastewater or otherwise contribute to an 
increase in wastewater treatment. Therefore, the project would not require relocation or 
construction of new wastewater facilities, and no impact would occur.  

Stormwater Drainage 
As discussed in Section 10, Hydrology and Water Quality, the project would generally preserve 
existing drainage patterns on site, with water continuing to flow from higher elevations in the 
northern and western parts of the site toward a storm drain inlet near the site’s eastern border. The 
increase in impervious surface would also be nominal. The project would not require new or 
expanded stormwater drainage infrastructure. Therefore, no impact related to stormwater drainage 
would occur.  

Electric Power 
As discussed in Section 6, Energy, the project would require approximately 4,300 MWh of electricity 
annually to operate the proposed facility. The facility would be served by existing SCE infrastructure, 
and this increase in energy demand would be supplied by the regional electricity grid, which is 
increasingly powered by renewable energy. Given that the project would be served by existing 
electric power infrastructure in the project vicinity, no new or relocated energy facilities would be 
required as a result of the proposed project. No impact would occur.  

Natural Gas 
The project would not involve any components requiring natural gas service and is not anticipated 
to involve the relocation of existing natural gas facilities. Therefore, no impact to natural gas 
facilities would occur.  

Telecommunications 
The project would require telecommunications to operate the supervisory control and data 
acquisition system. However, the requisite telecommunication infrastructure is already in place for 
the Well 205 equipment and would not involve the relocation of existing telecommunications 
facilities. Therefore, no impacts related to telecommunications facilities would occur. 

NO IMPACT 

b. Would the project have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably 
foreseeable future development during normal, dry and multiple dry years? 

The proposed project consists of the construction and operation of groundwater treatment 
infrastructure. Consistent with previous operating conditions, Well 205 would be equipped to 
produce up to 2,700 gpm of groundwater from the Saugus Formation of the Santa Clara River Valley 
Groundwater Basin. The project would treat up to 4,360 acre-feet per year of groundwater. As 
previously discussed, the proposed project would not increase the production capacity of Well 205.  
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The project itself would not introduce a new operational water demand. Project construction water 
requirements would be met via existing SCV Water supplies and facilities. Moreover, the project 
would have a beneficial effect on existing water supplies by reactivating Well 205. Therefore, no 
adverse impact would occur related to sufficient water supplies.  

NO IMPACT 

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

As discussed under item (a), the project would not generate sanitary wastewater or otherwise 
contribute to an increase in wastewater treatment requirements. No impact would occur. 

NO IMPACT 

d. Would the project generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the 
capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction 
goals? 

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

Construction activities may temporarily generate solid waste, including soil spoils, pavement debris, 
or other construction waste, which would be disposed of in accordance with all applicable federal, 
state, and local statutes and regulations. While most soil is expected to be reused as backfill 
material within the project area, exported soil and minimal remaining inert construction waste 
would be disposed of at existing construction waste landfills in the area. Due to the temporary 
nature of construction and minimal amount of construction waste anticipated to require disposal, 
the project would not generate quantities of solid waste that would account for a substantial 
percentage of the total daily regional permitted capacity available at landfills accepting such waste. 
Therefore, waste generated by construction activities would not exceed the available capacity at the 
landfills serving the project area that would accept debris generated by the project, such as the 
Chiquita Canyon Landfill and the Sunshine Canyon Landfill.  

As standard practice, SCV Water complies with all applicable laws and regulations related to solid 
waste generation, collection, and disposal. The project would result in a short-term and temporary 
increase in solid waste generation during construction but would not substantially affect standard 
solid waste operations of any landfill accepting waste. Recycling and reuse activities during 
construction would comply with the California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (AB 939). 
Once operational, the project would include unmanned facilities and would generate minor 
amounts of solid waste (e.g., from GAC and IX media replacement). Therefore, solid waste impacts 
would be less than significant. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
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20 Wildfire 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

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

a. Substantially impair an adopted 
emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan? □ □ ■ □ 

b. Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other 
factors, exacerbate wildfire risks and 
thereby expose project occupants to 
pollutant concentrations from a wildfire 
or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? □ ■ □ □ 

c. Require the installation or maintenance 
of associated infrastructure (such as 
roads, fuel breaks, emergency water 
sources, power lines or other utilities) 
that may exacerbate fire risk or that may 
result in temporary or ongoing impacts to 
the environment? □ □ □ ■ 

d. Expose people or structures to significant 
risks, including downslopes or 
downstream flooding or landslides, as a 
result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, 
or drainage changes? □ □ □ ■ 

The entire coastal southern California region is prone to large wildfires due to its hot, dry climate 
and expansive coverage of ignitable vegetation. During the autumn and winter months, strong 
offshore Santa Ana wind events carry dry, desert air and can fan fast-moving fires that spread 
rapidly from heavily-vegetated wilderness and mountainous areas into developed communities. 
Santa Clarita is urbanized but is surrounded by undeveloped open space. The area is prone to 
regular brush fires, particularly during summer heat waves, which can pose a safety risk. Recent fires 
in the project site vicinity include a 230-acre brush fire in the Angeles National Forest near the 
Bouquet Reservoir south of Santa Clarita in September 2020.  

While a natural ecological process in coastal chaparral and forest systems, wildfire return intervals 
have decreased throughout southern California, resulting in more frequent ecological disturbance, 
loss of biodiversity, and colonization by non-native grass species (United States Forest Service 2018). 
Furthermore, post-fire conditions leave exposed mountain slopes and hillsides vulnerable to surface 
erosion and runoff. Debris flows during post-fire rainy seasons can pose a risk to life and property 
and occur with little warning. In southern California, as little as 0.3 inch of rain in 30 minutes can 
produce debris flows on post-fire landscapes (United States Geological Survey 2018). 
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The project site is not located in a designated VHFHSZ or a State Responsibility Area (SRA), but the 
nearest VHFHSZ is located approximately 0.8 mile to the west of the project site (CAL FIRE 2022). 
Therefore, for the purposes of this analysis, the project site is considered to be located near a 
VHFHSZ. In addition, as discussed in Section 9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the proposed 
facility would be located adjacent to brush-covered open space vegetated with native plant 
communities, which are highly combustible. 

a. If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity 
zones, would the project substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan? 

The City of Santa Clarita’s LHMP (2021) sets forth hazard mitigation strategies related to a variety of 
threats, including wildfire. Strategies towards mitigating wildfire include working with the Los 
Angeles Fire Department to enhance emergency service and increase the efficiency of response 
times, enhance outreach and education programs on wildfires, encourage and increase 
communication among wildland/urban interface property owners, and enhancing the City’s Urban 
Forestry ability to manage wildfire events. As discussed in Section 9, Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials, the proposed project would not interfere with implementation of the City’s LHMP.  

As discussed in Section 17, Transportation, the project would not impede access to emergency 
services. Construction of the proposed treatment facilities would not require temporary lane or 
road closures that would impede emergency response. Although construction of the project would 
temporarily increase heavy vehicle trips to and from the project site, such effects would be localized 
and temporary and would not have potential to impede emergency access in the project area. In 
addition, the project would be designed, constructed, and operated pursuant to applicable 
standards outlined in the 2019 California Fire Code. Such requirements include building and 
emergency access, adequate emergency notification, and means of egress for emergency vehicles. 
Consequently, the proposed project would not substantially impair an adopted emergency response 
plan or emergency evacuation plan in wildfire risk zones. Impacts would be less than significant.  

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

b. If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity 
zones, would the project, due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire 
risks and thereby expose project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the 
uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? 

As discussed in Section 9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, project operation would not involve 
potentially flammable activities. However, the wildland-urban interface could pose the potential for 
incidents of fire during project construction. Potential ignition sources may include sparks from 
exhaust pipes, discarded cigarette butts, contact of mufflers with dry grass, other sources of sparks 
or flame, and spills or releases of flammable materials such as gasoline. Therefore, impacts related 
to wildland fires during project construction would be potentially significant, and implementation of 
Mitigation Measure HAZ-2 would be required to reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level.  

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED 
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c. If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity 
zones, would the project require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure 
(such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may 
exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment? 

d. If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity 
zones, would the project expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslopes 
or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or 
drainage changes? 

The proposed project consists of the construction of a groundwater treatment facility. As discussed 
in Section 19, Utilities and Service Systems, the project would not result in the relocation or 
construction of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment or stormwater drainage, electric 
power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities beyond those groundwater treatment facilities 
evaluated in this analysis. The proposed project would not include fuel breaks, emergency water 
sources, power lines, or other aboveground utilities that would exacerbate fire risk or result in 
temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment. Furthermore, the proposed project does not 
include habitable structures and would therefore not expose people to significant risks as a result of 
runoff, post-fire slop instability, or drainage changes. Therefore, no impacts would occur.  

NO IMPACT 
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21 Mandatory Findings of Significance 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Does the project: 

a. Have the potential to substantially 
degrade the quality of the environment, 
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish 
or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife 
population to drop below self-sustaining 
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or 
animal community, substantially reduce 
the number or restrict the range of a rare 
or endangered plant or animal or 
eliminate important examples of the 
major periods of California history or 
prehistory? □ ■ □ □ 

b. Have impacts that are individually 
limited, but cumulatively considerable? 
(“Cumulatively considerable” means that 
the incremental effects of a project are 
considerable when viewed in connection 
with the effects of past projects, the 
effects of other current projects, and the 
effects of probable future projects)? □ ■ □ □ 

c. Have environmental effects which will 
cause substantial adverse effects on 
human beings, either directly or 
indirectly? □ ■ □ □ 

a. Does the project have the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the environment, 
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population 
to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, 
substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or 
eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory? 

Potential impacts to biological resources are addressed in Section 4, Biological Resources. As 
described therein, there is low to moderate potential for certain special-status plant and wildlife 
species to occur on the project site, including the federally-threatened coastal California 
gnatcatcher. Implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and BIO-2 would mitigate direct and 
indirect impacts to special-status plant and wildlife species to a less-than-significant level. 
Therefore, the project would not substantially reduce the habitat of fish and wildlife species, cause a 
fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, eliminate a plant or animal 
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community, or reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal. In 
addition, as discussed in Section 5, Cultural Resources, the project would not eliminate important 
examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory because none are known to be 
present in the project area. Impacts would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated.  

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED 

b. Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable? 
(“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable 
when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current 
projects, and the effects of probable future projects)? 

Cumulative impacts are defined as two or more individual project effects which, when considered 
together or in concert with existing development and other future projects, combine to result in a 
significant impact within an identified geographic area. In order for a project to contribute to 
cumulative impacts, it must result in some level of impact on a project-specific level. As described in 
the discussion of environmental checklist Sections 1 through 20, with respect to all environmental 
issues, the proposed project would not result in significant and unmitigable impacts to the 
environment. All anticipated impacts associated with project construction and operation would be 
either less than significant or less than significant with mitigation incorporated. This is largely due to 
the fact that project construction activities would be temporary, and project operational activities 
would not significantly alter the environmental baseline condition.  

The Oliver Hotel (Element by Westin) was approved in November 2016 by the City of Santa Clarita. 
Located at the intersection of Valencia Boulevard and McBean Parkway, approximately 500 feet to 
the east of the proposed project site, the Oliver Hotel will consist of a 102,000 square-foot, 134-
room hotel. Grading has commenced; however, the construction schedule is unknown at this time. 
Therefore, the construction period of this project could overlap with the proposed project.  

As described in the impact analyses provided in Sections 1 through 20 of this IS-MND, a number of 
the environmental topic areas would experience “No Impact” as a result of the proposed project; in 
other words, the project would result in no adverse impacts to these environmental resources. 
These environmental topics include the following: Agricultural and Forestry Resources; Energy; Land 
Use and Planning; Mineral Resources; Population and Housing; Public Services; and Recreation. 
These topic areas are not addressed further for cumulative impacts, because they would have no 
impact and therefore would not contribute to the cumulative scenario for cumulative impacts. 

The following analysis of cumulative impacts addresses those effects for which some level of 
potential impact was identified, which includes topics for which a “Less than Significant Impact” was 
identified, as well as those for which the threshold question assumed some level of impact (i.e., 
those for which consideration of a potential “significant” effect was considered, per CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15382; in this case, threshold questions which assumed impacts would be “Less 
than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated”). Potential regional cumulative effects were 
considered for the environmental topics which would result in less than significant impacts from 
project implementation (without or with project mitigation).  

 Aesthetics. Temporary aesthetic impacts associated with the presence and use of equipment 
and machinery at and around the project site and the Oliver Hotel site would be visible from 
Valencia Boulevard. These effects would be temporary in duration. As discussed in Section 1, 
Aesthetics, the area around the project site (and the Oliver Hotel site) is not identified as a 
scenic vista or scenic resource area. The proposed project would not conflict with applicable 
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zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality or create a significant new source of light 
and glare when considered in tandem with the Oliver Hotel project and other cumulative 
development. Therefore, no cumulative aesthetic impact would occur. 

 Air Quality/GHG Emissions. Air pollutant and GHG emissions disperse from their original source 
and can affect the entire air basin (or, with global warming, potentially the entire Earth). For air 
quality and GHG emissions, the project-level analysis addresses the cumulative condition, 
meaning it evaluates the project’s contribution to existing cumulative impacts related to 
regional air quality conditions and GHG emissions/climate change. The region is in non-
attainment for the criteria pollutant standards for ozone, PM10, and PM2.5, which means that 
existing cumulative air quality impacts are inherently significant. However, SCAQMD’s 
significance thresholds are intended to determine whether a project would individually or 
cumulatively jeopardize attainment of the CAAQS and NAAQS. As discussed in Section 3, Air 
Quality, the proposed project’s construction and operational air quality emissions would not 
exceed the thresholds and would be less than significant. Therefore, the project’s air quality 
impacts would not individually jeopardize attainment of the CAAQS or NAAQS, and the project’s 
contribution to cumulative impacts would not be considerable. Furthermore, SCAQMD’s 
significance thresholds are intended to determine whether a project would individually or 
cumulatively contribute to global climate change. As discussed in Section 8, Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions, the project would not exceed the thresholds. Therefore, the project’s GHG impacts 
would not be cumulatively considerable. 

 Biological Resources. As described in Section 4, Biological Resources, implementation of 
Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and BIO-2 would reduce biological resources impacts to less-than-
significant levels. Other projects in the region would also be required to comply with federal, 
state, regional, and local regulations and laws put in place to minimize impacts to biological 
resources. Therefore, the contribution to cumulative biological resources impacts would not be 
cumulatively considerable. 

 Cultural Resources. As described in Section 5, Cultural Resources, although no historical or 
archaeological resources are known to exist within the project site, unanticipated discoveries 
are a possibility during ground disturbance. Implementation of Mitigation Measure CR-1 would 
reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level. As a result, the project’s contribution to 
cumulative cultural resources impacts would not be cumulatively considerable. In addition, the 
project would not result in a substantial adverse change to a built environment resource listed 
or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places or the CRHR because none are 
located in the project site vicinity. Therefore, no cumulative impacts to historic resources would 
occur. 

 Geology and Soils. Impacts associated with geology and soils, including paleontological 
resources, are inherently site-specific and restricted to the location of the project activities. Due 
to the site-specific nature of impacts and the implementation of Mitigation Measure GEO-1, the 
proposed project would not contribute to cumulative impacts associated with other future 
developments.  

 Hazards and Hazardous Materials. Similar to geology and soils, impacts associated with hazards 
and hazardous materials are inherently site-specific and restricted to the location of the project 
activities. In the event the project would result in accidental discharge associated with 
transport, use, storage, and/or disposal of hazardous materials during construction or operation 
of the project, compliance with the NPDES Construction General Permit or Mitigation Measure 
HWQ-1 would reduce potential impacts associated with the discharge of contaminants to a less-
than-significant level. The project would also comply with applicable federal, state, and local 
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laws and regulations regarding hazardous materials. Therefore, no cumulative impacts related 
to hazardous materials would occur. 

 Hydrology and Water Quality. Cumulative development in the project area would increase 
impervious surfaces, thereby increasing stormwater runoff volumes and flow rates. However, 
the proposed project would not exceed the capacity of the existing stormwater drainage 
system. In addition, implementation of BMPs as part of project conformance with NPDES permit 
conditions or Mitigation Measure HWQ-1 would effectively eliminate the potential for drainage- 
and water quality-related impacts. Furthermore, although a significant groundwater supplies 
impact exists due to the high-priority status of the Santa Clara River Valley East Sub-basin, 
groundwater production under the proposed project would match historical production from 
Well 205. Therefore, no contribution to cumulative hydrology and water quality impacts would 
occur. 

 Noise. The project site is located in an urbanized area predominantly affected by vehicular 
traffic noise from Valencia Boulevard and McBean Parkway. As discussed in Section 13, Noise, 
project construction would occur between the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m., Monday through 
Friday, and 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on Saturday, which is consistent with the City’s allowed hours 
of construction under its Noise Ordinance. Therefore, project construction would not contribute 
to a cumulative noise impact. In addition, operational noise generate by the proposed project 
would be well below the daytime and nighttime noise limits for residential land uses in the city. 
Future cumulative development including the Oliver Hotel would be subject to the City’s noise 
ordinance, which would prevent significant noise impacts. Therefore, no cumulative noise 
impact would occur.  

 Transportation. No substantial long-term transportation impacts would occur as a result of the 
project. Given the temporary nature of construction-related traffic impacts and the fact the 
project would not generate a substantial amount of operational traffic, the contribution to 
cumulative transportation impacts would not be cumulatively considerable. 

 Tribal Cultural Resources. Impacts associated with tribal cultural resources are inherently site-
specific and restricted to the location of the project activities. No tribal cultural resources at 
known to be present at the project site, and implementation of Mitigation Measures TCR-1 
through TCR-3 would further reduce the proposed project’s potential to impact tribal cultural 
resources. Therefore, the project’s contribution to cumulative impacts to tribal cultural 
resources would not be cumulatively considerable. 

 Utilities and Service Systems. The project would not induce population growth and therefore 
would not, directly or indirectly, contribute to cumulative impacts to utilities and service 
systems.  

 Wildfire. As described in Section 20, Wildfire, potential wildfire impacts associated with the 
project would be less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure HAZ-2. Given 
there would be no long-term operational wildfire impacts and the short-term nature of any 
construction-related wildfire impacts, the project’s contribution to any cumulative impact would 
not be considerable. 

For these reasons, the project would not result in a considerable contribution to any cumulative 
effects significant or otherwise. Impacts would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated.  

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED 
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c. Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on 
human beings, either directly or indirectly?  

In general, impacts to human beings are associated with air quality, hazards and hazardous 
materials, and noise impacts. As detailed in the preceding sections, the project would not result, 
either directly or indirectly, in substantial adverse effects related to air quality, hazards and 
hazardous materials, or noise with implementation of Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 and HAZ-2. 
Therefore, impacts to human beings would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated.  

POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT UNLESS MITIGATION INCORPORATED 
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Appendix A 
Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Modeling Results 









































































































































































  

 

Appendix B 
Biological Resources Assessment and Coastal California Gnatcatcher Focused Survey Report 
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Appendix C 
Cultural Resources Assessment 
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 Rincon Consultants, Inc. 
 180 North Ashwood Avenue  
 Ventura, California 93003 
  
 805 644 4455 OFFICE AND FAX 
  
 info@rinconconsultants.com 
 www.rinconconsultants.com 

 
September 21, 2020 
 
San Luis Obispo County Chumash Council 
Mark Vigil, Chief 
1030 Ritchie Road 
Grover Beach, California 93433 
Via email: cnam9783@gmail.com 
 
RE:  Native American Outreach for the Well 205 Groundwater Treatment Facility Project, Santa Clarita, Los 

Angeles County, California  
 
Dear Chief Vigil:  
Rincon Consultants, Inc. (Rincon) was retained by the Santa Clarita Valley Water Agency (SCV Water) to prepare a 
Cultural Resources Assessment for the Well 205 Groundwater Treatment Facility Project (project) located in the 
City of Santa Clarita, Los Angeles County, California. This project is subject to the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) with SCV Water acting as the lead agency. The project involves the construction and operation of a new 
groundwater treatment facility for the treatment of perchlorate and other ground water contaminants, as well as 
paving of the project site. The existing facility would remain in place. This letter does not constitute notification 
under Assembly Bill 52 (AB 52) of 2014. Any AB 52 consultation will be carried out separately by the lead agency. 
As part of the process of identifying cultural resources for this project, Rincon contacted the Native American 
Heritage Commission (NAHC) on September 2, 2020  and requested a Sacred Lands File (SLF) search and a list of 
Native American tribal organizations and individuals who may have knowledge of sensitive cultural resources 
within or near the project site. Rincon received a response from the NAHC on September 17, 2020, which stated 
the SLF search had been completed with “negative” results. The NAHC suggested we contact you to discuss this 
project further.  
Rincon received records search results from the California Historical Resources Information System’s South Central 
Coastal Information Center (SCCIC) located at the California State University, Fullerton on September 14, 2020. The 
purpose of the records search was to identify previously conducted cultural resources studies within the project 
site and a 0.5-mile radius, and previously recorded cultural resources within the project site and a 0.5-mile radius. 
The SCCIC records search included a review of the National Register of Historic Places, the California Register of 
Historical Resources, the Office of Historic Preservation Historic Properties Directory, the California Inventory of 
Historic Resources, and the Archaeological Determinations of Eligibility list. The SCCIC records search identified 20 
previously conducted cultural resources studies performed within a 0.5-mile radius of the project site, of which 
three include portions of the current project site. The SCCIC records search did not identify any previously 
recorded cultural resources within the project site or a 0.5-mile radius surrounding it. 
If you have knowledge of cultural resources that may exist within or near the project site, please do not hesitate to 
contact me at cmontgomery@rinconconsultants.com, or by telephone at (805) 644-4455 ext. 3005. Thank you for 
your assistance. 
Sincerely, 
Rincon Consultants, Inc.  
 

 
Courtney Montgomery, M.A. 
Archaeologist                 Enclosed: Project Location Map 
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Appendix D 
Energy Calculation Worksheets 









  

 

Appendix E 
Noise Data and Analyses 



















Roadway Construction Noise Model (RCNM),Version 1.1

Report date: 10/2/2020

Case Description: Well 205

---- Receptor #1 ----

Baselines (dBA)

Description Land Use Daytime Evening Night

Residential Residential 75 75 75

Equipment

Spec Actual Receptor Estimated

Impact Lmax Lmax Distance Shielding

Description Device Usage(%) (dBA) (dBA) (feet) (dBA)

Grader No 40 85 150 0

Front End Loader No 40 79.1 150 0

Calculated (dBA)

Equipment *Lmax Leq

Grader 75.5 71.5

Front End Loader 69.6 65.6

Total 75.5 72.5

*Calculated Lmax is the Loudest value.
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AB 52 Results 
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