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1 INTRODUCTION 

Intertex Property Advisors, Incorporated (Applicant) is requesting a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) to 
authorize the development of The Village at Golden Triangle Project (project) located at 20600 Golden 
Triangle Road, Santa Clarita, California. The project would include the construction of 164 units within 
nine multi-family residential buildings and appurtenant structures and amenities, a detention basin, 
parking areas, and designated open space (project area). 

1.1 California Environmental Quality Act 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) applies to proposed projects initiated by, funded by, 
or requiring discretionary approvals from state or local government agencies. The proposed project 
constitutes a project as defined by CEQA (California Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.). 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15367 states that a "lead agency" is "the public agency which has the principal 
responsibility for carrying out or approving a project." Therefore, the City of Santa Clarita (City) is the 
lead agency responsible for compliance with CEQA for the proposed project. 

As lead agency for the proposed project, the City must complete an environmental review to determine 
if implementation of the proposed project would result in significant adverse environmental impacts. 
To fulfill the purpose of CEQA, an Initial Study (IS) has been prepared to assist in making that 
determination. Based on the nature and scope of the proposed project and the evaluation contained in the 
IS environmental checklist (contained herein), the City, as the lead agency, concluded that a Mitigated 
Negative Declaration (MND) is the proper level of environmental documentation for this project. The IS 
shows that impacts caused by the proposed project are either less than significant or significant but 
mitigable with incorporation of appropriate mitigation measures as defined herein. This conclusion is 
supported by CEQA Guidelines Section 15070, which states that an MND can be prepared when "(a) the 
initial study shows that there is not substantial evidence, in light of the whole record before the agency, 
that the project may have a significant effect on the environment, or (b) the initial study identifies 
potentially significant effects, but (1) revisions in the project plans or proposals made by, or agreed to by 
the applicant, before a proposed mitigated negative declaration and initial study are released for public 
review would avoid the effects or mitigate the effects to a point where clearly no significant effects would 
occur; and (2) there is no substantial evidence, in light of the whole record before the agency, that the 
project as revised may have a significant effect on the environment." 

1.2 Project Location 

The project area is located at 20600 Golden Triangle Road in the City of Santa Clarita, Los Angeles 
County, south of Golden Triangle Road and west of Isabella Parkway (Figure 1, Project Vicinity Map). 
The project area is located on Assessor's Parcel Number 2836-017-054. 

1.3 Environmental Setting 

The approximately 20.38-acre project area encompasses both undeveloped and developed areas. 
The vacant portion of the project area would accommodate the multi-family development and designated 
open space. The developed portion of the project area contains an existing commercial building occupied 
by the tenant Pep Boys. Much of the undeveloped portion consists of disturbed land with minor 
topographic relief Undeveloped and vegetated hillsides occupy the southern portion of the project area. 
A Los Angeles Department of Water and Power access road is located off Isabella Parkway and ascends 
the vegetated hillside towards the south. 
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The project vicinity is generally characterized by urban land uses, although undeveloped hillsides 
interspersed with public/institutional and residential uses define the area south of the project area. 
Additionally, the east-west trending Santa Clara River is located approximately 0.5 mile north of the 
project area. Land uses surrounding the project area include a railroad right-of-way to the north 
(zoned Public Institutional), vacant hillside to the south (zoned Business Park), open space and 
high- density residential to the east (zoned Open Space and Urban Residential 4), and commercial retail 
buildings to the west (zoned Community Commercial). 

1.4 General Plan and Zoning Designations 

The project area has zoning and General Plan designation of Community Commercial (CC) and Business 
Park (BP). The CC designation is intended for businesses providing retail and service uses. Multiple 
family dwellings are also permitted with the approval of a Conditional Use Permit, provided the 
dwellings are consistent with the development standards pursuant to Section 17.42.010 and 17.57.030 of 
the City Municipal Code. The BP designation provides for mixed employment districts in areas accessible 
to transportation and visible from freeways and major arterials. Allowable uses in this designation include 
offices; medical offices, research and development; light assembly and fabrication; warehousing and 
distribution; and supportive commercial uses. 

1.5 Project Description 

1.5.1 Project Overview 

The project would construct a multi-family housing development on 20.38 acres that would be 
subdivided via a four-lot Tentative Tract Map (Figure 2, Proposed Lots, and Figure 3, Site Plan). Lot 1 
would comprise approximately 9.9 acres and consist of 164 residential units within nine buildings that 
would be three stories tall and have a maximum height of 40 feet. The buildings would accommodate a 
range of housing types: in total, four studio units, 88 one-bedroom units, 60 two-bedroom units, and 
12 three-bedroom units. Four types of buildings (designated as A, B, C, and D) would be constructed, 
each varying slightly in size and the composition of housing unit types. Each unit would contain a 
patio/balcony, which would vary in size by the unit type. Figures 4 through 7 provide a conceptual 
illustration of the residential buildings that would be constructed. The residential buildings would encircle 
two appurtenant structures—a clubhouse and cabana—as well as various community amenities such as a 
pool and spa. Figure 8, Clubhouse and Cabana provides a conceptual illustration of the clubhouse and 
cabana. Table 1, Building Square Footage, summarizes the square footage associated with each of the 
proposed residential buildings and appurtenant structures. 

Table 1. Building Square Footage 

Building Type 
Number of 
Buildings Level 1 (sq ft) Level 2 (sq ft) Level 3 (sq ft) Total (sq ft) 

A 1 7,324 6,995 6,995 21,314 

B 4 7,852 8,018 8,019 95,556 

C 1 7,652 7,818 7,818 23,288 

D 3 10,367 9,077 9,077 85,563 

Clubhouse 1 3,932 — — 3,932 

Cabana 1 1,100 — — 1,100 

Total 230,753 
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Lot 2 would comprise 3.05 acres and contains the existing commercial building and associated parking. 
A portion of an existing parking area associated with the commercial tenant (Pep Boys) would be 
renovated to accommodate the residential development. The existing commercial building and the rest of 
the existing associated parking would remain as they are currently. No additional floor area is proposed 
within Lot 2. Lot 3 would include a 0.37-acre stormwater detention basin, and Lot 4 would consist of 
8.83 acres that will remain undeveloped, Both the detention basin and the open space would be privately 
maintained. 

1.5.2 Landscaping and Screening 

A landscaping plan has been prepared for the project (Appendix A). The project would provide 184,045 
square feet of landscape coverage, which accounts for approximately 20 percent of the project area. 
Landscaping would be planted around the perimeters of each of the residential buildings and appurtenant 
structures, as well as within parking areas and along pedestrian and vehicular circulation paths. 

An up to approximately 13-foot-tall retaining wall would be constructed along the southern and eastern 
perimeter of the project area. Enhanced vegetative screening would be planted along the retaining wall. 

1.5.3 Access, Circulation, and Parking 

The project would provide a total of 412 parking stalls in a combination of garages, carports, and open 
on-grade parking, including guest, handicap, and electric vehicle parking. Table 2, Parking Summary, 
shows the number of parking spaces by parking type. 

Table 2. Parking Summary 

Parking Type Number of Stalls 

Garages 105 

Covered on-Grade (carports) 186 

Open on-Grade 88 

Tandem Garage 33 

Total 412 

Vehicular access to the project area would be provided by private roadways that connect to Isabella 
Parkway and Golden Triangle Road. A network of private roadways that traverse the project area would 
provide access to the residential buildings and parking areas. The private roadways are designed to 
facilitate access by the Fire Department and other emergency personnel. 

Pedestrian access would be provided by existing sidewalks along Isabella Parkway and Golden Triangle 
Road. The sidewalks would connect to a network of pedestrian walkways that would traverse the project 
area. The existing Los Angeles Department of Water and Power access road would be used by future 
residents to access the open space area. 

1.5.4 Lighting 

A lighting plan has been prepared for the project (Appendix B). The project includes exterior ground-
mounted street lighting to illuminate parking areas and portions of the private roadways. Exterior street 
lighting would be strategically placed to minimize illumination of the residential buildings and light 
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trespass outside the project area. The project also includes security lighting that would be installed on or 
adjacent to the residential building and appurtenant structures. 

1.5.5 Drainage and Utility Improvements 

The project would include the installation of new sewer and water lines. The proposed 8-inch sewer lines 
would connect to an existing 8-inch sewer line along Golden Triangle Road. The proposed 8-inch water 
lines would connect to an existing 14-inch water line along Golden Triangle Road and an existing 10-inch 
waterline along Isabella Parkway. 

The project would construct a network of storm drain facilities. For high flows, the stormwater facilities 
would connect to Stormwater Manufactured Treatment Devices, which are designed to remove pollutants 
from stormwater before runoff is discharged off-site into existing drainage facilities. For low flows, the 
stormwater facilities would connect to the water quality detention basin established within proposed 
Lot 3. 

1.5.6 Grading 

The project would require approximately 90,000 cubic yards of cut and approximately 90,000 cubic yards 
of fill. No soil would be imported or exported to and from the site. 

1.5.7 Construction Schedule and Equipment 

Project construction would span approximately two years, commencing around January 2022, and 
terminating on February 20, 2023. Table 3, Project Construction Schedule, provides a detailed project 
schedule by construction activity and Table 4, Project Construction Equipment Inventory, lists the 
quantity and type of construction equipment that would be used to construct the project. 

Table 3. Project Construction Schedule 

Construction 
Activity Start Date End Date Duration 

(Days) 
Description 

Grading March 1, 2021 November 1, 2021 176 Cut and fill of 90,000 cubic yards of soil on-site 

Building 
Construction 

November 2, 2021 December 26, 2022 300 Construction of foundations and structures for 
164 housing units 

Paving December 27, 2022 January 23, 2023 20 Paving of asphalt surfaces 

Architectural 
Coating 

January 24, 2023 February 20, 2023 20 Application of architectural coatings to building 
materials 
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Table 4. Project Construction Equipment Inventory 

Phase Off-Road Equipment Type Quantity Daily Hours 

Grading Excavator 2 8 

Grader 1 8 

Rubber-Tired Dozer 1 8 

Scrappers 2 8 

Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 2 8 

Building Construction Crane 1 7 

Forklift 3 8 

Generator 1 8 

Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 3 7 

Welder 1 8 

Architectural Coating Air Compressor 1 6 

Paving Paver 2 8 

Paving Equipment 2 8 

Roller 2 8 

1.6 Required Discretionary Approvals 

The City is the lead agency for the project under the CEQA. The City, therefore, has the primary authority 
over the project's discretionary approvals. Permits and approvals anticipated to be required for 
implementation include, but are not necessarily limited to, the following: 

• CUP to permit multi-family development in the CC zone, and to develop residential 
structures in excess of 35 feet; 

• Minor Use Permit to develop assigned tandem covered parking; 
• Development Review approval to review the proposed development, including the site plan; 
• Hillside Development Review approval to review the proposed development on hillsides with 

an average slope greater than 10 percent; 
• Tentative Subdivision Map to subdivide the project parcel into four lots; 
• Architectural Design Review approval to ensure compliance with the City's architectural 

standards; 

1.7 Intended Uses of this Document 

The purpose of this document is to disclose potential environmental effects associated with construction 
and operation of the project pursuant to CEQA, and to reduce those environmental impacts to the extent 
feasible. This document is intended to facilitate public involvement in the planning process by providing 
opportunities for public review and comment on the project. The document also intends to inform 
decision makers of potential environmental effects prior to acting on a discretionary decision(s). 
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2 ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND ENVIRONMENTAL 
EVALUATION 

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED 

The proposed project could have a "Potentially Significant Impact" for environmental factors checked 
below, however with mitigation impacts would be reduced to less than significant. Please refer to the 
attached pages for discussion on mitigation measures or project revisions to either reduce these impacts to 
less than significant levels or require further study. 

❑ Aesthetics 

111 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 

ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION 

On the basis of 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 in 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 "potentially 
significant unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been 
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has 
been addressed by mitigation measure 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. 

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

Date: February 21, 2021 Signed: Erika Iverson, Associate Planner 
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☒ 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 in 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 “potentially 

significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been 

adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has 

been addressed by mitigation measure 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. 

☐ I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 

because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or 

NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or 

mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or 

mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.  

Date: February 21, 2021 Signed: 
 

Erika Iverson, Associate Planner 
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I. Aesthetics 

Environmental Issues 

Less Than 
Potentially Significant Less Than 
Significant with Significant No Impact 

Impact Mitigation Impact 
Incorporated 

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 publicly accessible vantage 
point). If the project is in an urbanized area, would the 
project conflict with applicable zoning and other 
regulations governing scenic quality? 

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

Environmental Evaluation 

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

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 

Less than Significant Impact. The Santa Clarita Valley is bounded by the San Gabriel Mountains 
to the south and east, the Santa Susanna Mountains to the southwest, and the Angeles National Forest to 
the north. The viewshed surrounding the project area is characterized by a mix of urban and suburban 
development and undeveloped hills. The project area is bounded by commercial land uses to the west, 
residential land uses to the east, and transportation infrastructure (Golden Triangle Road and a railroad 
track) to the north. Undeveloped hills flank the southern portion of the project area. 

Scenic vistas generally refer to views of expansive open space or other natural features, such as 
mountains, undeveloped hillsides, large natural water bodies, or coastlines. Scenic vistas generally refer 
to views that are accessible from public vantage points, such as public roadways and parks. The City's 
General Plan Conservation Element does not specifically list any local scenic vistas (City of Santa Clarita 
2011a). However, the City is aesthetically characterized by scenic mountains and canyons, including 
backdrops, hillsides, and ridgelines. These landforms are considered important components of the City's 
scenic views. The City also designates certain ridgelines subject to development restrictions, although no 
such protected ridgeline occurs within the project vicinity. The closest protected ridgeline to the project 
development area is located approximately 0.8 mile to the south (City of Santa Clarita 2011a). 

The project would construct residential and appurtenant structures up to three stories (40 feet). 
Therefore, the project would adversely affect views of the hillsides and protected ridgeline that are 
currently observable through the project area from Golden Triangle Road. However, under existing 
conditions, such views are distant and are intermittently interrupted by existing urban development 
between Ruether Avenue and Isabella Parkway. Further, the constructed buildings would generally be 
consistent with the existing character of the surrounding commercial and residential buildings and would 
not be sited within the hillside area. Moreover, the protected ridgeline is located approximately 300 feet 
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I. Aesthetics 

Environmental Issues 
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 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? 
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(d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which 
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the 
area? 
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higher than the project development area. As such, the proposed project would not substantially affect 
views of the hillsides and protected ridgeline, and impacts on a scenic vista would be less than significant. 

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

No Impact. The nearest officially designated state scenic highway is a portion of State Highway 2 that 
extends through the San Gabriel Mountains, beginning just north of the City of La Caflada Flintridge 
(California Department of Transportation [Caltrans] 2020). The portion of State Highway 2 that is 
officially designated as a State Scenic Highway is located approximately 18 miles southeast of the project 
area. Due to this distance, the project area is not within the viewshed of a State Scenic Highway. As such, 
the proposed project would not substantially affect any scenic resources within State Highway 2. 
Therefore, no impact on scenic resources within a state scenic highway would occur as a result of the 
proposed project. 

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 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? 

Less than Significant Impact. The project area is located within an urbanized area surrounded on three 
sides by development. The project development area (Lot 1) is undeveloped but has been previously 
disturbed. The project development area would be constructed in compliance with all applicable 
development standards pursuant to the City's Municipal Code, including Chapter 17.51.030 of the Zoning 
Code governing landscaping requirements. The project Applicant would implement a landscaping plan 
(see Appendix A), which would encourage the development of a quality landscape by planting trees and 
vegetated screening walls. Further, the project would restrict development to the relatively flat area 
associated with Lot 1 and would designate the hillside area associated with Lot 4 as open space. The 
water quality control basin established within Lot 3 would also be landscaped, as required by Chapter 
17.51.030 of the Zoning Code. While development activities would be restricted to the relatively flat area 
associated with Lot 1, the project would obtain a Hillside Development Permit from the City and would 
be subject to all requirements related to the preservation of hillside areas. Although the project would 
need to obtain a CUP from the City to allow for the construction of 40-foot-tall residential buildings 
within the CC zone, the project would be required to undergo Architectural Design Review to ensure 
compliance with the City's architectural standards. As such, the project would not conflict with applicable 
zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality, and a less than significant impact would occur. 

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

Light 

Less than Significant Impact. The project is located within an urban area with moderate levels of 
ambient lighting, including street lighting, vehicle headlights, architectural and security lighting, and 
indoor building illumination, all of which are common to densely populated areas. 

Construction 

The Santa Clarita Municipal Code limits construction hours for projects within 300 feet of residential uses 
to 7:00 AM to 6:00 PM Monday through Friday, and 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM on Saturday. Because the 
project area is within 300 feet of residential uses, this policy would apply to the project. As such, there is 
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d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day 
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potential for brief periods of night work during certain seasons of the year (e.g., late fall and winter 
months), which would require construction lighting such as flood lights. The use of construction lighting 
would increase the ambient glow of the project area. However, the construction lighting would be limited 
to the project area, temporary, and would be shielded to preclude light trespass. Further, the temporary 
change in the ambient lighting during construction activities would not stand in stark contrast with the 
surrounding moderately lit urban environment. As such, project construction lighting would not be 
expected to result in substantial changes to existing artificial light conditions or interfere with off-site 
activities. Therefore, impacts related to construction lighting would be less than significant. 

Operation 

Operation of the project would increase the ambient lighting conditions of the project area. Artificial 
light would emanate from the inside of residential and appurtenant structures, building security lighting, 
and street lighting. The residential land uses east of the project area would be particularly sensitive to 
increases in ambient lighting conditions. The project Applicant has prepared a site lighting and 
photometric plan, which modeled the distribution of light intensity during project operations 
(see Appendix B). The site lighting and photometric plan shows the highest lighting intensity 
concentrated around parking areas. The lighting intensity along the eastern boundary of the project area 
closest to the residential land uses is generally low, with the exception of higher light intensity at several 
parking areas. 

The project proposes screened walls to reduce potential for adverse lighting impacts on the adjacent 
residential land uses. Further, exterior lights would be wall- or ground-mounted and shielded away from 
adjacent land uses. In keeping with City design and development standards, these lighting fixtures would 
be designed to prevent light trespass onto adjacent properties. The project would not include electronic 
reader board signage or signs with flashing, mechanical, or strobe lights. While the project would increase 
current ambient light levels compared to existing conditions, compliance with the City's development 
standards governing exterior lighting (Unified Development Code [UDC] Section 17.51.010), the absence 
of concentrated lighting intensity along the property's eastern boundary closest to the residential uses, the 
installation of screening walls, and the prevention of light trespass onto adjacent properties would ensure 
that project operations would not result in substantial changes to existing artificial light conditions and 
would not interfere with off-site activities. Therefore, impacts related to project interior and exterior light 
sources would be less than significant and no mitigation measures would be required. 

Glare 

With respect to daytime glare, the proposed buildings would not be constructed of highly reflective 
materials. As shown in Figures 4 through 8, building materials would consist primarily of stone and 
stucco plaster painted with neutral colors. Glass windows and entry doors would be positioned at 
intervals along the buildings' façades; however, the windows would not be prominent relative to the rest 
of the structures. Balconies would have steel handrails, but the railings would not be substantial enough 
in surface area to create a significant source of daytime glare. The proposed buildings would not involve 
architectural elements with highly reflective materials such as stainless-steel sheeting, aluminum, or 
expansive glass windows. The project would also construct vegetated screening walls around the property 
which would partially shield the project buildings from the sensitive residential land uses east of the 
project area. For these reasons, the proposed project is not anticipated to produce new sources of daytime 
glare such that daytime views are substantially affected. Impacts relative to glare would therefore be less 
than significant, and no mitigation is required. 
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Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation is not necessary. 

II. Agriculture and Forestry Resources 

Environmental Issues 

Less Than 
Potentially Significant Less Than 
Significant with Significant No Impact 

Impact Mitigation Impact 
Incorporated 

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

(a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
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(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 
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No Impact The project area is not within Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide 
Importance, according to the California Department of Conservation's (DOC's) Farmland Monitoring and 
Mapping Program (FMMP) (DOC 2016). The DOC's FMMP designates the project area as "Urban and 
Built-Up Land" and "Other Land." Examples of Urban and Built-Up Land include commercial, 
residential, industrial, airports, institutional facilities, golf courses, cemeteries, sewage treatment, water 
control structures, and sanitary landfills. Other Land is defined as land that does not fit in any other 
mapping category. Vacant and nonagricultural land surrounded by urban development and greater than 40 
acres is also considered as Other Land. No conversion of Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland 
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of Statewide Importance to non-agricultural use would take place within the project area. Thus, no impact 
would occur, and no mitigation measures are required. 

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract? 

No Impact. The project area is zoned as Community Commercial (CC) and Business Park (BP). The 
project area is not subject to a Williamson Act contract. As such, the project would not conflict with 
existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract, and no mitigation measures are 
required. 

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))? 

No Impact. As stated in the response above, the project area is zoned as CC and BP. No land is zoned 
for forest land, timberland, or Timberland Production within or near the project area. Therefore, the 
project would not conflict with existing zoning, or cause the rezoning of, forest land, timberland, or 
timberland zoned Timberland Production. No impact would occur, and no mitigation measures are 
required. 

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use? 

No Impact. The project development area is currently vacant with disturbed habitat and bare ground 
and does not support any forestland on-site. The dominant vegetation community includes nonnative 
grassland with patches of herbaceous ruderal and invasive species. Thus, the project would not result in 
the loss of forestland or conversion of forestland to non-forest use. No impact would occur, and no 
mitigation measures are required. 

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? 

No Impact. The project area is not zoned for agricultural use and no agricultural activities occur on-site 
or within the project vicinity. Additionally, the project area is not zoned for forestland and there are no 
forestry operations occurring on-site or within the project vicinity. Therefore, no farmland or forest land 
would be converted or otherwise affected by the project. No impact would occur, and no mitigation 
measures are required. 

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation is not necessary. 
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III. Air Quality 

Environmental Issues 

Less Than 
Potentially Significant Less Than 
Significant with Significant No Impact 

Impact Mitigation Impact 
Incorporated 

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

Environmental Evaluation 

The information in this section of the Initial Study is based on the Air Quality Study for The Village at 
Golden Triangle (Air Quality Study), prepared by College Tuition, LLC, March 2020 (Appendix C). 

Would the project: 

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan? 

Less than Significant Impact. The project area is located within the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB) 
under the jurisdictional boundaries of the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). 
SCAQMD administers the SCAB's Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP), which is a comprehensive 
document outlining an air pollution control program for attaining all California Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (CAAQS) and National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). The most recently adopted 
AQMP for the SCAB is the 2016 AQMP. The 2016 AQMP is based on a comprehensive analysis of 
emissions, meteorology, and atmospheric chemistry, as well as regional growth projections and the 
impacts of existing control measures. The AQMP includes available, proven, and cost-effective strategies 
while seeking to achieve multiple goals in partnership with other entities seeking to promote reductions in 
greenhouse gases (GHGs) and toxic risk, as well as efficiencies in energy use, transportation, and goods 
movement (SCAQMD 2017). 

In accordance with the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook, the following criteria were used to 
evaluate the project's consistency with SCAQMD and Southern California Association of Governments 
(SCAG) regional plans and policies, including the AQMP (SCAQMD 1993): 

1. Will the project result in any of the following: 

o Increase the frequency or severity of existing air quality violations? 

o Cause or contribute to new air quality violations? 

o Delay the timely attainment of the air quality standards or the interim emission reductions 
specified in the AQMP? 

2. Will the project exceed the assumptions utilized in preparing the AQMP? 
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To assess consistency for the first criterion, project-generated criteria air pollutant emissions have been 
estimated and analyzed for significance and are addressed under Impact III(b). Detailed results of this 
analysis are included in Appendix C. As presented in Impact III(b) below, construction and operation of 
the project would not generate criteria air pollutant emissions that exceed SCAQMD's thresholds. 

The second criterion regarding the project's potential to exceed the assumptions in the AQMP or 
increments based on the year of project buildout and phase is primarily assessed by determining 
consistency between the project's land use designations and its potential to generate population growth. 
In general, projects are considered consistent with, and not in conflict with or obstructing implementation 
of, the AQMP if the growth in socioeconomic factors is consistent with the underlying regional plans 
used to develop the AQMP such as the SCAG Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)/Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (SCS). 

The project is a multi-family housing development on 20.38 acres that would be subdivided via a four-lot 
Tentative Tract Map to include one lot for the existing commercial use, one lot for the residential uses, 
a third lot for a detention basin, and the final lot to be designated open space. The project area is zoned 
CC and BP, and the new residential uses would be restricted to the CC zone, where multi-family 
dwellings are permitted. With approval of the proposed entitlements the project is consistent with the 
existing land use designations and does not propose a change to its designations. In addition, the 
implementation of the project would not generate an increase in growth demographics that would conflict 
with existing projections within the region (as discussed in Impact XIV(a), Population and Housing). 
Accordingly, the project is consistent with the SCAG RTP/SCS forecasts used in the SCAQMD AQMP 
development. 

Therefore, based on the considerations presented for the impacts relating to the project's potential to 
conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable AQMP, impacts would be less than significant, 
and no mitigation is required. 

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

Less than Significant Impact. Air pollution is largely a cumulative impact, and the nonattainment status 
of regional air quality pollutants is a result of past and present development. The SCAQMD develops and 
implements plans for future attainment of ambient air quality standards that include project-level 
thresholds of significance for criteria pollutants that determine whether a project's individual emissions 
would have a cumulatively significant impact on air quality. 

Air pollutant emissions associated with the project would occur over the short term from construction 
activities (e.g., fugitive dust from site preparation and grading) and emissions from equipment exhaust. 
Long-term regional emissions associated with the project would result from vehicular trips and energy 
consumption (e.g., electricity usage) by the proposed land uses. 

The SCAQMD has established daily emissions thresholds for both construction and operation of a 
proposed project. The Air Quality Study calculated construction and operational emissions for the project 
using the most recent version of CalEEMod (Version 2016.3.2) and compared the results to the 
SCAQMD thresholds, as shown in Table 5, SCAQMD Significance Thresholds and Project Emissions. 
The project would have a significant impact if it exceeds the construction or operational thresholds, which 
apply as both project and cumulative thresholds. If a project exceeds these standards, it is considered to 
have a project-specific and cumulative impact. 
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SCAQMD thresholds, as shown in Table 5, SCAQMD Significance Thresholds and Project Emissions. 

The project would have a significant impact if it exceeds the construction or operational thresholds, which 

apply as both project and cumulative thresholds. If a project exceeds these standards, it is considered to 

have a project-specific and cumulative impact.  



Final Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 
The Village at Golden Triangle Project 

Table 5. SCAQMD Significance Thresholds and Project Emissions 

Pollutant 

Construction 
Emissions 
Threshold 

(pounds/day) 

Operational 
Emissions 
Threshold 

(pounds/day) 

Maximum 
Construction 
Emissions for 

the Project 

Maximum 
Operational 

Emissions for the 
Project 

Threshold 
Exceeded 

(Construction/ 
Operations)? 

Volatile organic 
compounds (VOCs) 

75 55 59 7 No/No 

Nitrogen dioxide 
(NO2) 

100 55 46 12 No/No 

Carbon monoxide 
(CO) 

550 550 32 44 No/No 

Sulfur dioxide (SO2) 150 150 <1 <1 No/No 

Respirable particulate 
matter (PMio) 

150 150 9 10 No/No 

Fine particulate 
matter (PM2.5) 

55 55 5 3 No/No 

Source: Air Quality Study. 

The Air Quality Study calculated maximum daily emissions of air pollutants during construction and 
operation of the project, using CalEEMod. The construction analysis includes estimating the construction 
equipment and emissions for each construction activity, including site preparation, grading, construction, 
paving and surface improvements, and architectural coating (painting). Also included are the hours of use 
for construction equipment, the quantities of earth and debris to be moved, and on-road vehicle trips 
(worker and vendor trips). Preliminary grading plans anticipate no soil would be exported off site, which 
eliminates soil haul trips. Emissions presented in Table 5 do not include regulatory compliance measures 
such as construction equipment controls or construction control of PK° (dust control measures), but 
instead represent an estimate of maximum daily emissions during construction. 

Operational emissions analysis includes estimating emissions from consumer product use, architectural 
coatings, general energy use (including natural gas), and landscape maintenance equipment, as well as 
vehicle trips. The Air Quality Study estimated that the project would generate approximately 1,186 trips 
per day on weekdays, 1,289 trips per day on Saturdays, and 1,093 trips per day on Sundays. Operational 
emissions would consist primarily of passenger vehicles traveling to and from the project area. 

As shown in Table 5, the construction and operational emissions would not exceed the regional thresholds 
for air pollutants. Therefore, project-related long-term air quality impacts would be less than significant 
and no mitigation measures would be required. 

Naturally Occurring Asbestos 

The project is located in Los Angeles County, which is among the counties found to have serpentine and 
ultramafic rock in their soils with naturally occurring asbestos. However, no such rock has been identified 
in the project vicinity (DOC 2011). Therefore, the potential risk for naturally occurring asbestos during 
project construction is less than significant. 

Regulatory Compliance 

Fugitive dust emissions are generally associated with land clearing and exposure of soils to the air and 
wind, as well as cut-and-fill grading operations. All construction would need to comply with SCAQMD 
Rule 403 regarding the emission of fugitive dust, which requires watering of the site during dust-
generating construction activities, stabilizing disturbed areas with water or chemical stabilizers, and 
preventing track-out dust from construction vehicles. The project would involve application of 
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architectural coatings (e.g., paint and other finishes) for the commercial and residential building. 
The contractor is required to procure architectural coatings from a supplier that complies with the 
requirements of SCAQMD's Rule 1113 (Architectural Coatings). 

With the implementation of regulatory compliance measures such as Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust) and Rule 
1113 (Architectural Coatings), the project's construction and operational emissions could be reduced 
below calculated emission levels shown in Table 5, and therefore would not be expected to significantly 
contribute to cumulative emissions for CO, NOx, PM10, and PM2.5. No exceedances of any criteria 
pollutants are expected; therefore, no significant impacts would occur for project construction or 
operation. 

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? 

Less than Significant Impact. Sensitive receptors are those individuals more susceptible to the effects of 
air pollution than the population at large. People most likely to be affected by air pollution include 
children, the elderly, and people with cardiovascular and chronic respiratory diseases. The closest 
sensitive receptors to the project area are the existing residential land uses to the east across Isabella 
Parkway and to the north across Soledad Canyon Road. 

Construction activities associated with the project would result in temporary sources of on-site fugitive 
dust and construction equipment emissions. CalEEMod was used to calculate localized NO2, CO, PM10, 
and PM2.5  pollutant concentrations for construction and operational activities. Table 6, Localized 
Construction and Operational Emissions, presents the results of CalEEMod in the context of SCAQMD 
thresholds. Construction would comply with the SCAQMD's Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust), which requires 
watering of the site during dust-generating construction activities, stabilizing disturbed areas with water 
or chemical stabilizers, and preventing track-out dust from construction vehicles. 

Table 6. Localized Construction and Operational Emissions 

Source 
NOx CO PMio PM2.5 

On-Site Emissions (pounds/day) 

Construction 

Total maximum emissions 30 37 4 3 

LST threshold 246 1,644 12 6 

Threshold Exceeded? No No No No 

Operational 

Project area/energy emissions 3 16 <1 <1 

LST threshold 246 1,644 3 2 

Threshold Exceeded? No No No No 

Notes: 

CO = carbon monoxide; NOx = nitrogen oxide; PM10 = particulate matter less than 10 microns; PM2.5 = particulate matter less than 2.5 microns. 

Refer to the Air Quality Study (Appendix C), Attachment A.2 (Proposed Summer) and Attachment A.3 (Proposed Winter), Sections 3.2 through 3.7, for 
maximum on-site emissions during both the summer and winter seasons. 

As shown in Table 6, emissions would not exceed the localized significance construction and operational 
thresholds. Therefore, the proposed construction and operation of the project would not result in a locally 
significant air quality impact, and no mitigation is required. 
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Toxic Air Contaminants 

The greatest potential for toxic air contaminants (TAC) emissions during construction activities would 
be related to emissions of diesel particulate matter (DPM) associated with heavy equipment operations 
during demolition, grading, and trenching activities. In addition, while incidental amounts of substances 
containing TACs, such as oils, solvents, and paints, could be used, these products would comply with all 
applicable SCAQMD rules for their manufacture and use and would not contribute substantially to overall 
health risks from TACs. 

According to SCAQMD methodology, health effects from carcinogenic TACs are usually described 
in terms of individual cancer risk. Individual cancer risk is the likelihood that a person exposed to 
concentrations of TACs over a 30-year lifetime will contract cancer, based on the use of standard 
risk- assessment methodology. The SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook recommends that 
sensitive receptors located within 0.25 mile of a facility that emits TACs be considered in an evaluation of 
TAC- related health impacts. Sensitive receptors located beyond the 0.25-mile distance are generally not 
required to be evaluated due to atmospheric mixing and dispersion of pollutants. 

Because the construction schedule estimates that the phases that require the most heavy-duty diesel 
vehicle usage, such as grading, would last for a shorter duration (e.g., approximately 176 days), 
construction of the project would not result in a substantial, long-term (i.e., 30-year) source of 
TAC emissions. It is, therefore, 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. 

Construction-related activities would result in short-term emissions of DPM from the off-road heavy-duty 
diesel equipment exhaust. The greatest potential for DPM emissions associated with construction would 
be during grading activities. Localized diesel particulate emissions would be minimal and would be 
substantially below localized thresholds. The project would not involve soil hauling due to the use of cut 
as fill in the project area as part of the project. Project compliance with the California Air Resources 
Board (CARB) anti-idling measure, which limits idling to no more than 5 minutes at any location for 
diesel-fueled commercial vehicles, would further minimize DPM emissions in the project vicinity. 

Additionally, project operations would generate only minor amounts of diesel emissions from residential 
delivery trucks and incidental maintenance activities. Trucks would comply with the applicable 
provisions of the CARB Truck and Bus Regulation to minimize and reduce emission from existing 
diesel trucks. Project operations would result in minimal emissions of air toxics from maintenance or 
other ongoing activities, such as from the use of architectural coatings or household cleaning products. 
As a result, toxic or carcinogenic air pollutants are not expected to occur in any meaningful amounts in 
conjunction with operation of the proposed residential uses within the project area. Based on the uses 
expected on the project area, potential long-term operational impacts associated with the release of 
TACs would be minimal and would not be expected to exceed the SCAQMD thresholds of significance. 

As a result, construction and operation TAC emissions would have a less than significant impact, and no 
mitigation is required. 

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

Less than Significant Impact. SCAQMD Rule 402 prohibits the discharge of air contaminants that 
harm, endanger, or annoy individuals or the public; endanger the comfort, health or safety of individuals 
or the public; or cause injury or damage to business or property. Failure to comply with Rule 402 could 
subject the offending facility to possible fines and/or operational limitations in an approved odor control 
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or odor abatement plan. As shown in Table 6, the construction of the project would result in emissions 
below the localized significance thresholds. Additionally, mandatory compliance with SCAQMD Rule 
1113 would limit the amount of volatile organic compounds in architectural coatings and solvents. 

According to the SCAQMD, while almost any source may emit objectionable odors, some land uses are 
more likely to produce odors because of their operation. Such land uses include agriculture, chemical 
plants, composting operations, dairies, fiberglass molding manufacturing, landfills, refineries, rendering 
plants, rail yards, and wastewater treatment plants. The project does not contain any active manufacturing 
activities and would not convert current agricultural land to residential land uses. The project may 
generate odors from garbage and green waste collections. However, the odor would cease to occur after 
garbage and green waste collection trucks remove the waste from the project area each week. There are 
multiple garbage and green waste collection sites included as part of the project. The project waste 
collection area nearest to a sensitive receptor is located approximately 150 feet from the nearest sensitive 
receptor, which is across Isabella Parkway. This waste collection area is behind Building 1, which is 
adjacent to Isabella Parkway, in a parking area. The waste collection areas are such a distance that they 
would not be expected to cause objectionable odors for nearby sensitive receptors. No other sources of 
objectionable odors have been identified for the project; therefore, the impacts associated with odors 
would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are required. 

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation is not necessary. 
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IV. Biological Resources 

Environmental Issues 

Less Than 
Less Than Potentially Significant with Significant No Impact Significant Impact Mitigation

Impact Incorporated 

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 Game 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, regulations or by the 
California Department of Fish and Game or US Fish 
and Wildlife Service? 

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

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

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

(f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat 
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation 
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan? 

Environmental Evaluation 

The following Environmental Evaluation is based on a literature search and one-day field survey 
conducted in November 2020, as described in the Biological Resources Assessment (BRA) (Appendix 
D). 

The project area (development envelope) is vacant, consisting primarily of disturbed upland habitats 
comprised of ruderal areas, manufactured slopes, upland mustards, Sandbar Willow Shrubland Alliance, 
and California Sagebrush Scrub Alliance. One potential jurisdictional area is present in Lot 3, where there 
are sandbar willows and seasonal ponding is evident. Two ephemeral drainages are present on Lot 1. 

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 Game or U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service? 

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. No special-status species were identified during 
the one-day field survey; however, surveys have not been conducted in the appropriate season(s). 
Although the majority of the proposed development area is highly disturbed and has very low habitat 
values, certain special-status species could occur. The BRA provides tables that summarize special-status 
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plant and wildlife species previously reported in the literature as occurring in the project vicinity and 
discuss habitat requirements and the potential for such species to occur on the project site. 

Suitable habitat appears to be present for the following three species, which have a moderate occurrence 
potential: 

SLENDER MARIPOSA LILY 
Slender mariposa lily (Calochortus clavatus var. gracilis) carries the California Native Plant Society 
(CNPS) Rare Plant Rank of 1B.2, where 1B indicates "plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California 
and elsewhere" and 0.2 indicates "moderately threatened in California (20-80 percent occurrences 
threatened/moderate degree and immediacy of threat; CNPS 2020)." Slender mariposa lily is somewhat 
common in the region, where it occurs in chaparral, coastal scrub, and valley and foothill grasslands 
(Sawyer et al. 2009, Baldwin et al. 2012, CalFlora 2020). Surveys conducted in spring and early summer 
are best suited to locate this plant while in flower. 

WESTERN SPADEFOOT 
Western spadefoot (Spea hammondii) is a California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) species of 
special concern. This primarily nocturnal toad occurs in a variety of habitats including open treeless 
grassland, scrub, or mixed woodland and grasslands. The adult toads are terrestrial, using aquatic habitats 
only for breeding. Spadefoot toads require temporary rain pools, which may occur as ephemeral ponds, 
depressions, even tire tracks in dirt roads. Western spadefoots are known to occur in a vernal pool about 
0.5 mile south of the project area. For successful breeding, this toad generally requires adequate rainfall to 
create pools that will remain for 5 to 10 weeks in temperatures 40° Fahrenheit or higher. 

SAN DIEGO [COASTAL] WHIPTAIL 
This subspecies of whiptail lizard (Aspidoscelis tigris stejnegeri) is a California Species of Special 
Concern. It is a fast-running ambush predator that requires relatively open/sparse vegetative cover to hunt 
its prey. The less dense scrub communities on-site may offer suitable habitat. 

The proposed project may, directly or through habitat modification, impact special-status species. 
Additional surveys conducted in the appropriate season(s) are required to verify the occurrence of such 
species within areas potential impacted through project development. Refer to MM BIO-1. Focused 
survey for spadefoot shall be conducted. In the event spadefoot are found to be utilizing the site, potential 
impacts would be mitigated through avoidance of the suitable habitat areas. Refer to MM BIO-2. 

With the implementation of MM BIO-1 and MM BIO-2, impacts to special-status species would be less 
than significant. 

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

No impact. No riparian habitat or other sensitive natural communities were found on the proposed project 
site during the field survey or have been reported in the literature. Therefore, there would be no impact. 

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? 

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. Potentially jurisdictional wetland/aquatic 
resources may be present on-site, particularly within Lot 3 (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2020). As 
required by MM BIO-3, a wetlands/aquatic resource evaluation report would be prepared, which would 
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include a delineation of the potentially jurisdictional wetland/aquatic resources, identification of the 
pertinent jurisdictional regulatory authority, and recommendations to minimize proposed project impacts 
to potentially jurisdictional wetland/aquatic resources. Per MM B10-3, the Applicant would implement 
all applicable recommendations from the wetlands/aquatic resource evaluation report and submit any 
necessary permit documents with the pertinent jurisdictional regulatory authority. With implementation of 
MM B10-3, impacts to state or federally protected wetlands would be less than significant. 

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? 

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. Potentially suitable nesting bird habitat is present 
on-site and within 500 feet of the project area. Nesting birds are protected by the California Fish and 
Game Code (Sections 3503 and 3503.5) and by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, which prohibit take of 
all birds and their active nests including raptors and other migratory nongame birds. The nesting season is 
generally defined as January 1 to September 15. Construction conducted during this period could result in 
adverse impacts to nesting birds. This potential impact would be reduced to less than significant levels 
with pre-construction surveys to identify and avoid active nests. Refer to MM B10-4. 

The project area is not within an identified regional or wildlife corridor habitat linkage (South Coast 
Wildlands 2008) and does not contain on-site drainage courses that would provide migratory fish 
movement. No impact would result to such resources from project implementation. 

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

No impact. There are no biological resources present on the project area that are protected by City 
policies and/or ordinances, and no impact would occur. 

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? 

No impact. The project area is not within any such conservation plan area. The City of Santa Clarita 
Local Guidelines Section E (1) provide Thresholds of Significance, additional standards for biological 
resources that expand on CEQA Appendix G. Some of these standards and their relevance to the proposed 
project are described below. 

(c). Removal of any heritage oak tree, as defined in UDC §17.16.090, removal of more than five (5) 
oak trees for a project on a site that has an existing single-family residence, or the removal of 
more than three (3) oak trees, proposed as part of any other project. 

o There is one oak that was planted on the manufactured slopes (southern area of Lot 1) that 
measures approximately 1.7-inch diameter at breast height (dbh); therefore, it is smaller than 
the protected size of 1.9 inch dbh. There are no heritage oak trees on the project area 
(34.38-inch dbh for single trunk; 22.9-inch dbh for multi-trunk oaks). Therefore, the proposed 
project complies with this guideline. 

(d). Disturbance of, or encroachment into, any river, river tributary, riparian habitat, stream or similar 
waterway identified on a United States Geological Survey map as a "blue-line" watercourse, or 
any waterway otherwise identified as a significant resource by the City of Santa Clarita. 

o There are no riparian habitats or similar waterways on the project area. 

(e). Disturbance of any habitat known or suspected to contain a plant or animal species listed as 
endangered on such Federal and/or State lists. 
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o There are no riparian habitats or similar waterways on the project area. 
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o Refer to the discussion under item Impact IV(a), above. 

(g). Disturbance to any Significant Ecological Area (SEA) as identified by the City of Santa Clarita. 

o No SEAs are on or near the subject property. 

Mitigation Measures 

MM BIO-1: At least 30 days prior to construction start-up, preconstruction surveys shall be conducted 
for special-status plants and wildlife deemed to have a moderate or higher potential for occurrence on-site 
or potentially impacted by project implementation. Surveys may be focused on areas proposed for 
construction, including a 100-foot buffer area (except for developed areas). 

Project activities shall avoid identified special-status species. If avoidance is not practicable, capture and 
release plans shall be prepared. The City of Santa Clarita Planning Division and CDFW shall be notified 
and consulted regarding the presence of these species on-site and provided with the capture and release 
plans. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service shall be notified if federally listed species are encountered. 

MM BIO 2: A qualified biologist shall conduct surveys for western spadefoot. Because there are no 
specific survey guidelines, the recommended survey method should entail daytime and nighttime field 
surveys after substantial rainfall (rainfall sufficient to create ponding). If spadefoot are discovered within 
the development envelope, a relocation plan shall be prepared for review and approval by the City and 
CDFW. 

MM BIO-3: A wetland/aquatic resource delineation shall be conducted to identify and map jurisdictional 
waters and wetlands on the project area. The results of the delineation shall be summarized in a 
wetlands/aquatic resource evaluation report that shall provide recommendations for feasible mitigation 
measures. The Applicant shall implement all applicable mitigation measures identified in the report to 
avoid and minimize impacts to jurisdictional wetlands/aquatic resources. 

MM BIO 4: If construction (including ground-disturbing activities and vegetation trimming and/or 
removal) would occur during the nesting bird season (1 January to 15 September), a qualified biologist 
shall conduct preconstruction nesting bird surveys within 30 days of construction start-up and continuing 
weekly up to three days before start-up. The survey area shall include the project area (disturbance 
footprint) and a surrounding 300-foot buffer area. Active bird nests shall be protected by installation of 
temporary physical barriers that define a buffer area of 100 feet surrounding each nest. Buffer size may be 
reduced or increased based on the bird species present and on the advice of the qualified biologist (e.g., 
smaller buffer for songbirds, larger buffer for raptors). In no case shall buffers be less than 50 feet. No 
construction work, equipment, or personnel shall enter the buffer area. Protective buffers shall remain in 
place until the biologist determines that the nest(s) are no longer active and the chicks have permanently 
fledged (left the nest) and a second nesting attempt has not begun. 
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VI. Cultural Resources 

Environmental Issues 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant No Impact 

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 dedicated cemeteries? 

The findings and references presented in this section are based on information presented in 
Archaeological Resources Assessment for the Golden Triangle Project, Santa Clarita, Los Angeles 
County, California (Archaeological Resources Assessment) prepared for the project by SWCA, January 
2021, provided as Appendix E to this IS/MND. 

Environmental Evaluation 

Would the project: 

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

No Impact. CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 defines a historic resource as: 

1) a resource listed in or determined to be eligible by the State Historical Resources Commission, 
for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources; 

2) a resource listed in a local register of historical resources or identified as significant in an 
historical resource survey meeting certain state guidelines; or 

3) an object, building, structure, site, area, place, record or manuscript which a lead agency 
determines to be significant in the architectural, engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, 
educational, social, political, military, or cultural annals of California, provided that the lead 
agency's determination is supported by substantial evidence in light of the whole record. 

A significant impact would occur if a project were to adversely affect a historical resource meeting one of 
the above definitions. A substantial adverse change in the significance of a historic resource means 
demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings such that 
the significance of a historical resource would be materially impaired. 

The project site does not contain any built environment structures that are known to be eligible for 
inclusion on the California Register of Historic Resources (CRHR) or a local register. The existing 
commercial building on the site and associated parking lot were constructed in 1995. In general, 
structures younger than 50 years are not considered eligible for inclusion in the CRHR unless there is 
evidence to show potential for eligibility, and that sufficient time has passed to understand its historical 
importance. There is no evidence to show that the structures meet the criteria for inclusion on a historic 
register and they are not considered historic resources under CEQA. Additionally, the existing 
commercial building on the site and associated parking lot would not be physically impacted by the 
implementation of the project. 
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of a historical resource pursuant to § 15064.5? 
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(b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance 
of an archaeological resource pursuant to § 15064.5? 
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outside of dedicated cemeteries? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 
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County, California (Archaeological Resources Assessment) prepared for the project by SWCA, January 
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1) a resource listed in or determined to be eligible by the State Historical Resources Commission, 
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2) a resource listed in a local register of historical resources or identified as significant in an 

historical resource survey meeting certain state guidelines; or 

3) an object, building, structure, site, area, place, record or manuscript which a lead agency 

determines to be significant in the architectural, engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, 

educational, social, political, military, or cultural annals of California, provided that the lead 

agency’s determination is supported by substantial evidence in light of the whole record. 

A significant impact would occur if a project were to adversely affect a historical resource meeting one of 

the above definitions. A substantial adverse change in the significance of a historic resource means 

demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings such that 

the significance of a historical resource would be materially impaired. 

The project site does not contain any built environment structures that are known to be eligible for 

inclusion on the California Register of Historic Resources (CRHR) or a local register. The existing 

commercial building on the site and associated parking lot were constructed in 1995. In general, 

structures younger than 50 years are not considered eligible for inclusion in the CRHR unless there is 

evidence to show potential for eligibility, and that sufficient time has passed to understand its historical 

importance. There is no evidence to show that the structures meet the criteria for inclusion on a historic 

register and they are not considered historic resources under CEQA. Additionally, the existing 

commercial building on the site and associated parking lot would not be physically impacted by the 

implementation of the project.  
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Because no historic resources would be demolished, relocated, removed, or significantly altered, no 
impact would occur. 

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

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. An impact would occur if a known or unknown 
archaeological resource would be removed, altered, or destroyed as a result of the proposed development. 
Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines defines criteria for historical resources or resources that 
constitute unique archaeological resources. 

A confidential search of the California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) records at the 
South-Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC) was conducted for the project. The SCCIC maintains 
records of previously documented cultural resources and technical studies; it also maintains copies of the 
office of Historic Preservation's (OHP) portion of the statewide Historical Resources Inventory. 

The CHRIS search included the project area and a surrounding 1-mile study area. The search was 
returned in December 2020 and showed seven (7) resources within the CHRIS system. All seven (7) 
resources are outside of the project area. Of these, four (4) are built environment historic resources, two 
(2) are historic period archaeological sites, and one (1) is prehistoric isolated artifact. The CHRIS records 
also included thirty-nine (39) cultural resources studies conducted within 1-mile of the project area. One 
(1) of these studies included a pedestrian survey conducted within a portion of the project area. The study 
was conducted in 1981 and comprised a 285-acre area proposed for development as an industrial park 
which overlapped the southern portion of the current project area and all of Lot 4. No archaeological 
resources were identified during the surface inventory. 

The Santa Clarita General Plan does not include the site or any location in the project's surrounding 
vicinity on its list of Cultural and Historical Resources. 

A Sacred Lands File (SLF) search was conducted by the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) 
for the project. It was returned in December 2020 with negative results for the project area. 

Archival research conducted for the project site showed that the project area was disturbed during the first 
half of the twentieth century by ploughing and agriculture. 

A pedestrian survey of the project area was conducted in December 2020 by a qualified archaeologist. 
The pedestrian survey was walked using transects of 15 meters or less. A reconnaissance-level survey was 
undertaken on slopes too steep to allow for safe pedestrian survey. No cultural resources were observed 
during the survey. The lack of historic-period archaeological resources identified during the pedestrian 
survey and historical disturbances identified through archival research suggest that as-yet-unidentified 
resources from this time period are unlikely to be buried and preserved within the project area. 

The project requires excavation and removal of the underlying alluvial sediments to depths ranging 
between 1 and 5 feet below the current grade and may consist of undisturbed soils. The likelihood of 
buried archaeological resources being present at the site is considered low, although undisturbed soils 
have the potential to contain buried resources. If present, such resources have the potential to be 
significant under CEQA, and therefore project activities have the potential to impact a significant 
resource. 

The City of Santa Clarita has outlined goals, objectives and policies within its General Plan to ensure that 
significant cultural resources are protected. 
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buried archaeological resources being present at the site is considered low, although undisturbed soils 
have the potential to contain buried resources. If present, such resources have the potential to be 
significant under CEQA, and therefore project activities have the potential to impact a significant 
resource. 

The City of Santa Clarita has outlined goals, objectives and policies within its General Plan to ensure that 
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pursuant to § 15064.5? 

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. An impact would occur if a known or unknown 
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Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines defines criteria for historical resources or resources that 
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resources were identified during the surface inventory.  

The Santa Clarita General Plan does not include the site or any location in the project’s surrounding 
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A Sacred Lands File (SLF) search was conducted by the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) 

for the project. It was returned in December 2020 with negative results for the project area.  

Archival research conducted for the project site showed that the project area was disturbed during the first 
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A pedestrian survey of the project area was conducted in December 2020 by a qualified archaeologist. 
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The available evidence suggests there is unlikely to be an as-yet-unidentified archaeological resource 
preserved below the surface within the project site that would be encountered during construction for the 
proposed project. However, the location of buried archaeological resources is unpredictable in nature; 
therefore, while it is unlikely, the possibility of a buried archaeological resource being encountered during 
construction for the proposed project cannot be ruled out. To ensure that archaeological resources 
inadvertently discovered during construction are properly evaluated and treated in accordance with State 
regulations, the City would implement MM CR-1, which includes halting construction if an 
archaeological resource is found, or suspected to have been found, so a qualified archaeologist can 
evaluated the significance of the find. Without this measure the proposed project may result in potentially 
significant impacts on archaeological resources. Incorporating MM CR-1 would ensure potential impacts 
are reduced to less than significant levels. 

c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of dedicated cemeteries? 

Less than Significant Impact. There are no known human remains in the project area. While the 
discovery of human remains is always a possibility in undisturbed soils, there is no evidence to suggest 
that there is more than a low potential for discovery. Section 7050.5 of the State of California Health and 
Safety Code states that in the event that human remains are discovered or suspected, the county coroner 
must be contacted immediately, and that no further disturbance shall occur until the county coroner has 
determined the origin and requisite disposition of the remains pursuant to Public Resources Code 
5097.98. If the human remains are determined to be Native American in origin, the coroner will notify the 
Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC), who will determine and notify the most likely 
descendent (MLD). Native American human remains will be treated in accordance with Public Resources 
Code 5097.98. These existing laws and regulations, would ensure that in the event of unanticipated 
discovery, impacts to human remains would be at a less than significant level. 

Mitigation Measure 

MM CR-1: If archaeological resources are found, or are suspected to have been found, then all ground 
disturbing work within 100 feet of the find shall cease until an archaeologist who meets the Secretary of 
the Interior's Professional Standards for Archeology is able to evaluate the significance of the find and 
allow work to continue. Ground-disturbing activities include grubbing, demolition, pot-holing, pile 
drilling, excavation, and grading. Ground-disturbing activities may continue in other areas. Should any 
prehistoric or historic-period Native American artifacts be encountered, additional consultation with the 
Fernandetio Tataviam Band of Mission Indians (FTMBI) should be conducted immediately, and measures 
related to the evaluation and treatment of tribal cultural resources will be carried out in concert. If the 
discovery proves significant under CEQA (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5f; Public Resources Code 
21082), additional work such as testing or data recovery may be warranted. 
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proposed project. However, the location of buried archaeological resources is unpredictable in nature; 
therefore, while it is unlikely, the possibility of a buried archaeological resource being encountered during 
construction for the proposed project cannot be ruled out. To ensure that archaeological resources 
inadvertently discovered during construction are properly evaluated and treated in accordance with State 
regulations, the City would implement MM CR-1, which includes halting construction if an 
archaeological resource is found, or suspected to have been found, so a qualified archaeologist can 
evaluated the significance of the find. Without this measure the proposed project may result in potentially 
significant impacts on archaeological resources. Incorporating MM CR-1 would ensure potential impacts 
are reduced to less than significant levels. 

c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of dedicated cemeteries? 

Less than Significant Impact. There are no known human remains in the project area. While the 
discovery of human remains is always a possibility in undisturbed soils, there is no evidence to suggest 
that there is more than a low potential for discovery. Section 7050.5 of the State of California Health and 
Safety Code states that in the event that human remains are discovered or suspected, the county coroner 
must be contacted immediately, and that no further disturbance shall occur until the county coroner has 
determined the origin and requisite disposition of the remains pursuant to Public Resources Code 
5097.98. If the human remains are determined to be Native American in origin, the coroner will notify the 
Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC), who will determine and notify the most likely 
descendent (MLD). Native American human remains will be treated in accordance with Public Resources 
Code 5097.98. These existing laws and regulations, would ensure that in the event of unanticipated 
discovery, impacts to human remains would be at a less than significant level. 

Mitigation Measure 

MM CR-1: If archaeological resources are found, or are suspected to have been found, then all ground 
disturbing work within 100 feet of the find shall cease until an archaeologist who meets the Secretary of 
the Interior's Professional Standards for Archeology is able to evaluate the significance of the find and 
allow work to continue. Ground-disturbing activities include grubbing, demolition, pot-holing, pile 
drilling, excavation, and grading. Ground-disturbing activities may continue in other areas. Should any 
prehistoric or historic-period Native American artifacts be encountered, additional consultation with the 
Fernandetio Tataviam Band of Mission Indians (FTMBI) should be conducted immediately, and measures 
related to the evaluation and treatment of tribal cultural resources will be carried out in concert. If the 
discovery proves significant under CEQA (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5f; Public Resources Code 
21082), additional work such as testing or data recovery may be warranted. 
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VII. Energy 

Environmental Issues 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant No Impact 

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? 

Environmental Evaluation 

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? 

Less than Significant Impact. The short-term construction and long-term operation of the project would 
require the consumption of energy resources in several forms at the project site and within the project 
area. The project would consume energy in the form of electricity, natural gas, and petroleum-based 
transportation-related energy (gasoline and diesel). The project receives electricity from the Southern 
California Edison Company (SCE) and natural gas from the Southern California Gas Company 
(SoCalGas). Transportation fuels are produced from crude oil, which can be domestic or imported from 
various regions around the world. The analysis of energy consumption required for construction and 
operation of the project is presented below. 

Construction 

Electricity use from construction would be short-term, limited to working hours, used for necessary 
construction-related activities, and represent a small fraction of the project's net annual operational 
electricity. Electrical construction equipment would also comply with California Code of Regulations 
(CCR), Title 24 (Title 24) requirements, which are a set of prescriptive standards establishing mandatory 
maximum energy consumption levels for buildings. Although Title 24 requirements typically apply to 
energy usage for buildings, long-term construction lighting (longer than 120 days) providing illumination 
for the project area would comply with applicable Title 24 limits on the wattage allowed, resulting in the 
conservation of energy. In addition, construction equipment would comply with energy efficiency 
requirements contained in the Federal Energy Independence and Security Act or previous Energy Policy 
Acts for electrical motors and equipment. Therefore, construction of the project would not consume 
electricity in a wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary manner. 

Construction activities typically do not involve the consumption of natural gas. Therefore, construction of 
the project would not consume natural gas in a wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary manner. 

Construction of the project would comply with state and federal regulations, such as the anti-idling 
regulation in accordance with Section 2485 in Title 13 of the CCR, and fuel requirements in accordance 
with Section 93115 in Title 17 of the CCR, which would reduce the consumption of petroleum-based 
transportation fuels from unnecessary idling fuel combustion. While these required regulations are 
intended to reduce construction emissions, compliance with anti-idling and emissions regulations would 
also result in reductions in fuel consumption. Project-related trips from on-road vehicles (i.e., delivery 
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Acts for electrical motors and equipment. Therefore, construction of the project would not consume 
electricity in a wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary manner. 
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the project would not consume natural gas in a wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary manner. 
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regulation in accordance with Section 2485 in Title 13 of the CCR, and fuel requirements in accordance 
with Section 93115 in Title 17 of the CCR, which would reduce the consumption of petroleum-based 
transportation fuels from unnecessary idling fuel combustion. While these required regulations are 
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VII. Energy 

Environmental Issues 
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Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
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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? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

Environmental Evaluation 
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a) Result in a potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or 

unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project construction or operation? 

Less than Significant Impact. The short-term construction and long-term operation of the project would 

require the consumption of energy resources in several forms at the project site and within the project 

area. The project would consume energy in the form of electricity, natural gas, and petroleum-based 

transportation-related energy (gasoline and diesel). The project receives electricity from the Southern 

California Edison Company (SCE) and natural gas from the Southern California Gas Company 

(SoCalGas). Transportation fuels are produced from crude oil, which can be domestic or imported from 

various regions around the world. The analysis of energy consumption required for construction and 

operation of the project is presented below.  

Construction  

Electricity use from construction would be short-term, limited to working hours, used for necessary 

construction-related activities, and represent a small fraction of the project’s net annual operational 

electricity. Electrical construction equipment would also comply with California Code of Regulations 

(CCR), Title 24 (Title 24) requirements, which are a set of prescriptive standards establishing mandatory 

maximum energy consumption levels for buildings. Although Title 24 requirements typically apply to 

energy usage for buildings, long-term construction lighting (longer than 120 days) providing illumination 

for the project area would comply with applicable Title 24 limits on the wattage allowed, resulting in the 

conservation of energy. In addition, construction equipment would comply with energy efficiency 

requirements contained in the Federal Energy Independence and Security Act or previous Energy Policy 

Acts for electrical motors and equipment. Therefore, construction of the project would not consume 

electricity in a wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary manner. 

Construction activities typically do not involve the consumption of natural gas. Therefore, construction of 

the project would not consume natural gas in a wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary manner.  

Construction of the project would comply with state and federal regulations, such as the anti-idling 

regulation in accordance with Section 2485 in Title 13 of the CCR, and fuel requirements in accordance 

with Section 93115 in Title 17 of the CCR, which would reduce the consumption of petroleum-based 

transportation fuels from unnecessary idling fuel combustion. While these required regulations are 

intended to reduce construction emissions, compliance with anti-idling and emissions regulations would 

also result in reductions in fuel consumption. Project-related trips from on-road vehicles (i.e., delivery 
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trucks, worker vehicles) would also benefit from Low Carbon Fuel Standards which are designed to 
reduce vehicle GHG emissions, resulting in fuel consumption reductions in addition to compliance with 
Corporate Average Fuel Economy standards. Therefore, construction of the project would not consume 
petroleum-based fuel in a wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary manner. 

Construction impacts related to energy usage would be less than significant. 

Operation 

Electricity 

The project would receive electricity from SCE. Project operation would require electricity for multiple 
purposes including building heating and cooling, lighting, appliances, electronics, and water and 
wastewater conveyance. Table 7, Electricity Demand during Project Operation, displays the maximum 
projected energy usage on an annual basis. 

Table 7. Electricity Demand during Project Operation 

Use kWh/year 

Apartments (Low-Rise) 763,270 

Parking Lot 58,380 

Total 821,650 

Source: Air Quality Study. 

For comparison, electricity demand for Los Angeles County in 2018 was 66,118 million kWh 
(California Energy Commission 2019). The project would represent a minimal increase in electricity 
usage within the County. In addition, the project would be required with Title 24 standards and applicable 
CALGreen requirements. These standards include minimum efficiency requirements related to building 
materials, mechanical systems (e.g., heating, ventilation, and air-conditioning [HVAC]), indoor and 
outdoor lighting, and illuminated signs. Further, SCE is required to procure at least 50 percent of their 
energy from renewable sources by 2030 and 100 percent of their energy from renewable sources by 2045. 
The proposed project would result in a minimal increase in electricity consumption, meet stringent energy 
efficiency standards, and be served by primarily renewable energy sources in the coming decades. 
Impacts related to operational electricity use would therefore be less than significant, and no mitigation is 
required. 

Natural Gas 

Natural gas would be provided by SoCalGas. Natural gas consumption during operation would be 
required for various purposes, including building heating and cooling and cooking. For building 
consumption, default natural gas generation rates in CalEEMod for the proposed project land uses and 
climate zone were used. Table 8, Natural Gas Demand during Project Operation, displays the 
maximum projected energy usage on an annual basis. 

According to the California Energy Commission, gas consumption within Los Angeles County is 
3,048,000,000 therms per year. The project's overall consumption of natural gas would be negligible 
in comparison to that of Los Angeles County. 
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Table 8. Natural Gas Demand during Project Operation 

Use Therms/year 

Apartments (Low-Rise) 29,418 

Source: Air Quality Study. 

According to the United States Energy Information Administration, the United States currently has over 
92 years of natural gas reserves (U.S. Energy Information Administration 2020). Compliance with energy 
standards is expected to result in more efficient use of natural gas (lower consumption) in future years. 
The project would comply with Title 24 energy conservation standards for insulation, glazing, lighting, 
shading, and water and space heating systems in all new construction. Specifically, the project would 
install energy-efficient heating and cooling systems, appliances (e.g., Energy Star®), equipment, and 
control systems, and low-flow water-use fixtures, reducing water consumption and water heating fuel 
(natural gas). Therefore, operation of the project would not consume natural gas in a wasteful, inefficient, 
or unnecessary manner, and impacts would be less than significant. 

Petroleum-Based Fuels 

The fuel consumption resulting from the project's operational phase would be attributable to residents, 
employees, and visitors traveling to and from the project area. Over the lifetime of the project, the fuel 
efficiency of vehicles is expected to increase. As such, the amount of petroleum consumed as a result of 
vehicular trips to and from the project area during operation is expected to decrease over time. There are 
numerous regulations in place that require and encourage increased fuel efficiency, such as efforts to 
accelerate the number of plug-in hybrids and zero-emissions vehicles in California and increasingly 
stringent emissions standards (CARB 2020). As such, operation of the project is expected to use 
decreasing amounts of petroleum over time due to advances in fuel economy. Impacts related to 
operational petroleum use would therefore be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy 
efficiency? 

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project would be subject to state regulations for energy 
efficiency, namely, California's Building Energy Efficiency Standards and CALGreen, both of which are 
set forth in the CCR, Title 24. California's Building Energy Efficiency Standards were established in 
1978 and serve to enhance and regulate California's building standards. These standards include 
regulations for residential and nonresidential buildings constructed in California to reduce energy demand 
and consumption. The Building Energy Efficiency Standards are updated periodically (every 3 years) to 
incorporate and consider new energy-efficiency technologies and methodologies. CALGreen institutes 
mandatory minimum environmental performance standards for all ground-up, new construction of 
commercial, low-rise residential, and state-owned buildings, as well as schools and hospitals. The 2016 
CALGreen standards became effective on January 1, 2017. The new 2019 standard became effective on 
January 1, 2020. The proposed project would meet Building Energy Efficiency Standards and CALGreen 
standards to reduce energy demand and increase energy efficiency. 

The proposed project would follow applicable energy standards and regulations during construction and 
operations. In addition, the proposed project would be built and operated in accordance with all existing, 
applicable regulations at the time of construction. As such, the proposed project would not conflict with 
existing energy standards and regulations. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is 
required. 
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Table 8. Natural Gas Demand during Project Operation 
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Source: Air Quality Study. 

According to the United States Energy Information Administration, the United States currently has over 
92 years of natural gas reserves (U.S. Energy Information Administration 2020). Compliance with energy 
standards is expected to result in more efficient use of natural gas (lower consumption) in future years. 
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shading, and water and space heating systems in all new construction. Specifically, the project would 
install energy-efficient heating and cooling systems, appliances (e.g., Energy Star®), equipment, and 
control systems, and low-flow water-use fixtures, reducing water consumption and water heating fuel 
(natural gas). Therefore, operation of the project would not consume natural gas in a wasteful, inefficient, 
or unnecessary manner, and impacts would be less than significant. 

Petroleum-Based Fuels 

The fuel consumption resulting from the project's operational phase would be attributable to residents, 
employees, and visitors traveling to and from the project area. Over the lifetime of the project, the fuel 
efficiency of vehicles is expected to increase. As such, the amount of petroleum consumed as a result of 
vehicular trips to and from the project area during operation is expected to decrease over time. There are 
numerous regulations in place that require and encourage increased fuel efficiency, such as efforts to 
accelerate the number of plug-in hybrids and zero-emissions vehicles in California and increasingly 
stringent emissions standards (CARB 2020). As such, operation of the project is expected to use 
decreasing amounts of petroleum over time due to advances in fuel economy. Impacts related to 
operational petroleum use would therefore be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy 
efficiency? 

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project would be subject to state regulations for energy 
efficiency, namely, California's Building Energy Efficiency Standards and CALGreen, both of which are 
set forth in the CCR, Title 24. California's Building Energy Efficiency Standards were established in 
1978 and serve to enhance and regulate California's building standards. These standards include 
regulations for residential and nonresidential buildings constructed in California to reduce energy demand 
and consumption. The Building Energy Efficiency Standards are updated periodically (every 3 years) to 
incorporate and consider new energy-efficiency technologies and methodologies. CALGreen institutes 
mandatory minimum environmental performance standards for all ground-up, new construction of 
commercial, low-rise residential, and state-owned buildings, as well as schools and hospitals. The 2016 
CALGreen standards became effective on January 1, 2017. The new 2019 standard became effective on 
January 1, 2020. The proposed project would meet Building Energy Efficiency Standards and CALGreen 
standards to reduce energy demand and increase energy efficiency. 

The proposed project would follow applicable energy standards and regulations during construction and 
operations. In addition, the proposed project would be built and operated in accordance with all existing, 
applicable regulations at the time of construction. As such, the proposed project would not conflict with 
existing energy standards and regulations. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is 
required. 
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Table 8. Natural Gas Demand during Project Operation 

Use Therms/year 

Apartments (Low-Rise) 29,418 

Source: Air Quality Study. 

According to the United States Energy Information Administration, the United States currently has over 

92 years of natural gas reserves (U.S. Energy Information Administration 2020). Compliance with energy 

standards is expected to result in more efficient use of natural gas (lower consumption) in future years. 

The project would comply with Title 24 energy conservation standards for insulation, glazing, lighting, 

shading, and water and space heating systems in all new construction. Specifically, the project would 

install energy-efficient heating and cooling systems, appliances (e.g., Energy Star®), equipment, and 

control systems, and low-flow water-use fixtures, reducing water consumption and water heating fuel 

(natural gas). Therefore, operation of the project would not consume natural gas in a wasteful, inefficient, 

or unnecessary manner, and impacts would be less than significant. 

Petroleum-Based Fuels 

The fuel consumption resulting from the project’s operational phase would be attributable to residents, 
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efficiency of vehicles is expected to increase. As such, the amount of petroleum consumed as a result of 
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stringent emissions standards (CARB 2020). As such, operation of the project is expected to use 

decreasing amounts of petroleum over time due to advances in fuel economy. Impacts related to 

operational petroleum use would therefore be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy 
efficiency? 

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project would be subject to state regulations for energy 

efficiency, namely, California’s Building Energy Efficiency Standards and CALGreen, both of which are 

set forth in the CCR, Title 24. California’s Building Energy Efficiency Standards were established in 

1978 and serve to enhance and regulate California’s building standards. These standards include 

regulations for residential and nonresidential buildings constructed in California to reduce energy demand 

and consumption. The Building Energy Efficiency Standards are updated periodically (every 3 years) to 

incorporate and consider new energy-efficiency technologies and methodologies. CALGreen institutes 

mandatory minimum environmental performance standards for all ground-up, new construction of 

commercial, low-rise residential, and state-owned buildings, as well as schools and hospitals. The 2016 

CALGreen standards became effective on January 1, 2017. The new 2019 standard became effective on 

January 1, 2020. The proposed project would meet Building Energy Efficiency Standards and CALGreen 

standards to reduce energy demand and increase energy efficiency. 

The proposed project would follow applicable energy standards and regulations during construction and 

operations. In addition, the proposed project would be built and operated in accordance with all existing, 

applicable regulations at the time of construction. As such, the proposed project would not conflict with 

existing energy standards and regulations. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is 

required. 
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Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation is not necessary 

VIII. Geology and Soils 

Environmental Issues 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant No Impact 

Impact 

Would the project: 

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

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

(ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? 111 

(iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? 111 

(iv) Landslides? 111 

(b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? 111 

(c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or 
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(d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-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 waste water disposal systems 
where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste 
water? 

(f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 
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Environmental Evaluation 

Would the project: 

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

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

No Impact. The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act (Alquist-Priolo Act) is a California state law 
that was developed to regulate development near active faults and mitigate the surface fault rupture 
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potential and other hazards. The Alquist-Priolo Act identifies active earthquake fault zones and restricts 
the construction of habitable structures over known active or potentially active faults. The California 
Geological Survey designates the fault zones extending approximately 200 to 500 feet from known active 
faults such as Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones (DOC 2020). 

The project area is not located in a currently designated Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone. 
The nearest significant active fault is the San Gabriel Fault Zone, which is located approximately 
1.3 miles from the site (Krazan & Associates, Inc. 2020). The Holser Fault Zone is located approximately 
3.1 miles away from the site. Therefore, no impacts would occur. 

a-ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? 

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. Southern California is a seismically active 
region with over 100 active faults in Los Angeles County alone. Active faults are those faults that are 
considered likely to undergo renewed movement within a period of concern to humans. These include 
faults that are currently slipping, those that display earthquake activity, and those that have historical 
surface rupture. 

Since Santa Clarita is located in a seismically active region, the project area will likely be subject to 
strong seismic ground shaking at some point in the future. However, the risks of structural damage 
from an earthquake can be minimized through proper engineering design. The project would be designed 
and constructed in conformance with seismic design criteria set forth in Section 16.13 of the California 
Building Code (CBC) and City-adopted seismic-design-related measures. The CBC provides 
specifications for structural design based on the specific ground motion intensities calculated for the 
project area. In addition, all construction work is subject to building inspection during and after 
construction to ensure that code specifications are properly constructed. Conformance to these standard 
engineering practices and design criteria would reduce the effects of seismic ground shaking. 

One of the most common phenomena during seismic shaking accompanying any earthquake is the 
induced settlement of loose unconsolidated soils. Structures within the project vicinity have experienced 
excessive post-construction settlement, when similar foundation soils become nearly saturated. Based on 
site subsurface conditions and the moderate to high seismicity of the region, any loose fill materials at the 
site could be vulnerable to this potential hazard, resulting in significant impacts. However, this hazard can 
be mitigated by implementing MM GEO-1, which requires the Applicant to perform over excavation and 
recompaction within the proposed building, parking, and roadway areas. This process ensures that the 
building foundations and other project design features are constructed on soils with sufficient stability 
or load-bearing capacity. With implementation of MM GEO-1, the project would result in less than 
significant impacts. 

a-Hi) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 

Less than Significant Impact. Soil liquefaction occurs when soil material loses strength in response 
to strong ground shaking. Liquefaction normally occurs under saturated conditions in soils such as sand; 
however, liquefaction is not exclusively limited to sandy substrate. 

In accordance with the State of California Seismic Hazard Zones Map, Mint Canyon Quadrangle, released 
on March 25, 1995, the site is located within a potential liquefaction zone. The project-specific 
geotechnical study (Appendix F) evaluated the potential for liquefaction within the project area. The 
study found that the potential for seismic-induced soil liquefaction within the project area is low due to 
absence of shallow groundwater as well as the dense soil conditions encountered below groundwater 
depths during soil borings. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 
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a-iv) Landslides? 

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation. Landslides occur when the underlying geological 
support on a hillside can no longer maintain the load of material above it, causing a slope failure. 
According to the City's Seismic Hazard Zone Map, the project area is not located within an earthquake 
induced landslide hazard zone (City of Santa Clarita 2020a). The portion of the project area subject to 
development activities (proposed Lot 1) is relatively flat and level. Provided the design recommendations 
described in the project-specific geotechnical study (see Appendix F) are implemented, the project would 
not pose a landslide hazard. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant with implementation of 
MM GEO-1. 

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? 

Less than Significant Impact. Project construction activities would require an even 90,000 cubic yards 
of cut and 90,000 cubic yards of fill. These grading and excavation activities would expose soils that 
could be susceptible to erosion. However, the project would be subject to Regional Water Quality Control 
Board (RWQCB) requirements for preparation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), 
which include erosion control measures, such as covering exposed soil stockpiles, lining the perimeter of 
construction areas with sediment barriers, and protecting storm drain inlets. These measures would 
control and reduce erosion and loss of topsoil to the maximum extent practical. Once construction is 
complete, exposed soils would be paved over or landscaped and operational impacts related to soil 
erosion or loss of topsoil would not occur. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant 

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? 

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation. Lateral spreading is a phenomenon in which large 
blocks of intact, non-liquefied soil move downslope on a liquefied soil layer. Lateral spreading is often a 
regional event. For lateral spreading to occur, a liquefiable soil zone must be laterally continuous and 
unconstrained to move along sloping ground. Due to the low potential for liquefaction within the project 
area (see Impact VII a-iii, above), lateral spreading is expected to have a low potential to occur on-site. 
Therefore, impacts related to lateral spreading would be less than significant. 

Land subsidence is a gradual settling or sudden sinking of the earth's surface owing to subsurface 
movement of earth materials. Subsidence usually occurs as a result of the extraction of subsurface gas, 
oil, or water, or from hydro-compaction. It is not the result of a landslide or slope failure. According to 
the Safety Element chapter of the City General Plan, no large-scale problems with ground subsidence 
have been reported in the City (City of Santa Clarita 2011b). Further, according to the U.S. Geologic 
Survey Areas of Land Subsidence Map in California, the project area is not located within a mapped area 
of subsidence. Additionally, no groundwater pumping or mineral extraction activities occur within the 
project area. Therefore, impacts related to subsidence would be less than significant. 

Soil collapse occurs when sediment moisture content increases substantially, leading to the densification 
of the soil, which can lead to structural damage from cracking foundations, walls, and floors. Typical 
causes of soil collapse include infiltration resulting from poor surface drainage, irrigation water, or 
leaking pipes into low-density, silty sandy soil in semi-arid and arid climates that are not regularly 
subjected to saturation. The soils within the project area are moisture-sensitive and are moderately 
compressible under saturated conditions. Structures within the project vicinity have experienced excessive 
post-construction settlement, when similar foundation soils become nearly saturated. As such, 
construction of the project on these soils could result in significant impacts related to collapse. However, 
MM GEO-1, which requires the collapsible or weak soils to be removed during the site preparation phase 
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of project construction, would be implemented. The soils would be moisture-conditioned to at least 
optimum moisture content and then recompacted to a minimum of 95 percent of the maximum dry 
density. With implementation of MM GEO-1, impacts related to collapse would be less than significant. 

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building 
Code (1994), creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property? 

Less than Significant Impact. Expansive soils are clay-based and tend to increase in volume due to 
water absorption and decrease in water volume due to drying. Expansive soils can result in structural 
damage, particularly if wetting and drying do not occur uniformly throughout the soil. The project-
specific geotechnical study (see Appendix F) encountered soils underlying the project area that consisted 
of stiff to hard sandy silt and sandy clay and medium dense to very dense silty sand. Laboratory testing of 
these soils indicated that low expansive properties are present. Therefore, the project would have less than 
significant impacts related to expansive soils. 

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 waste water? 

No Impact. The project includes the extension of sewer lines and does not involve construction of septic 
tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems. Therefore, no impacts would occur. 

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

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation. The project area consists of two geologic units: colluvial 
sediments present at the surface in the northern project area and the Saugus Formation, likely present in 
the subsurface in the northern project area and present at the surface throughout the central and southern 
project area. The Paleontological Resources Assessment (Appendix G) conducted for this MND 
establishes that the Saugus Formation has high paleontological potential, while colluvial sediments have 
low paleontological potential. The damage or destruction of paleontological resources would constitute a 
direct impact under CEQA, and could result from construction activities in the Saugus Formation. 
MM GEO-2, which includes paleontological monitoring during ground disturbance within the Saugus 
Formation, has been included as a mitigation measure. With the implementation of MM GEO-1, impacts 
to unique paleontological resources would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

MM GEO-1: During construction of the proposed project, the Applicant shall implement all 
recommendations provided in the project-specific geotechnical study, including, but not limited to, over-
excavation and recompaction of soils within the development area and removing and recompacting 
potentially collapsible soils. 

MM GEO-2: During construction of the proposed project, the Applicant shall implement all 
recommendations provided in the project-specific paleontological resources assessment, including, but 
not limited to, the designation of a Project Paleontologist to develop a worker's environmental awareness 
program, a paleontological resources mitigation and management plan, and oversee paleontological 
monitoring of all ground-disturbing activities that occur in the Saugus Formation. 

40 

Final Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 
The Village at Golden Triangle Project 

of project construction, would be implemented. The soils would be moisture-conditioned to at least 
optimum moisture content and then recompacted to a minimum of 95 percent of the maximum dry 
density. With implementation of MM GEO-1, impacts related to collapse would be less than significant. 

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building 
Code (1994), creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property? 

Less than Significant Impact. Expansive soils are clay-based and tend to increase in volume due to 
water absorption and decrease in water volume due to drying. Expansive soils can result in structural 
damage, particularly if wetting and drying do not occur uniformly throughout the soil. The project-
specific geotechnical study (see Appendix F) encountered soils underlying the project area that consisted 
of stiff to hard sandy silt and sandy clay and medium dense to very dense silty sand. Laboratory testing of 
these soils indicated that low expansive properties are present. Therefore, the project would have less than 
significant impacts related to expansive soils. 

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 waste water? 

No Impact. The project includes the extension of sewer lines and does not involve construction of septic 
tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems. Therefore, no impacts would occur. 

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

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation. The project area consists of two geologic units: colluvial 
sediments present at the surface in the northern project area and the Saugus Formation, likely present in 
the subsurface in the northern project area and present at the surface throughout the central and southern 
project area. The Paleontological Resources Assessment (Appendix G) conducted for this MND 
establishes that the Saugus Formation has high paleontological potential, while colluvial sediments have 
low paleontological potential. The damage or destruction of paleontological resources would constitute a 
direct impact under CEQA, and could result from construction activities in the Saugus Formation. 
MM GEO-2, which includes paleontological monitoring during ground disturbance within the Saugus 
Formation, has been included as a mitigation measure. With the implementation of MM GEO-1, impacts 
to unique paleontological resources would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

MM GEO-1: During construction of the proposed project, the Applicant shall implement all 
recommendations provided in the project-specific geotechnical study, including, but not limited to, over-
excavation and recompaction of soils within the development area and removing and recompacting 
potentially collapsible soils. 

MM GEO-2: During construction of the proposed project, the Applicant shall implement all 
recommendations provided in the project-specific paleontological resources assessment, including, but 
not limited to, the designation of a Project Paleontologist to develop a worker's environmental awareness 
program, a paleontological resources mitigation and management plan, and oversee paleontological 
monitoring of all ground-disturbing activities that occur in the Saugus Formation. 
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IX. Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Environmental Issues 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant No Impact 

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? 

Environmental Evaluation 

Would the project: 

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

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

Less than Significant Impact. CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4 requires a project to "describe, 
calculate or estimate the amount of greenhouse gas emissions resulting from a project." Under this statute, 
the lead agency has the discretion to determine if a particular project should quantify GHGs or rely on 
qualitative analysis or performance-based standards. In determining significance, the statute directs the 
analysis to consider: 

1. the extent to which the project may increase or reduce GHGs; 

2. whether the project exceeds a threshold of significance that applies to the project, and 

3. the extent to which the project complies with regulations or requirements adopted to implement a 
statewide, regional, or local plan for the reduction or mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions 
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5(b)). 

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064(h)(3) and 15130(d), a lead agency may determine that a 
project's incremental contribution to a cumulative effect is not cumulatively considerable if the project 
complies with the requirements in a previously adopted plan or mitigation program. 

No government agency applicable to the project area (including SCAQMD, the California Office of 
Planning and Research [OPR], CARB, and the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association 
[CAPCOA]) has yet adopted a numerical GHG threshold or qualified GHG reduction plan. Therefore, this 
qualitative analysis of GHG emissions relies on the extent to which the project complies with 
requirements related to reducing GHG emissions adopted by applicable statewide, regional, and local 
plans. 

Assembly Bill (AB) 32 the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, required a sharp reduction 
of GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. Senate Bill (SB) 32, passed in 2016, extended and increased 
California's reduction goals to a 40 percent reduction below 1990 levels by 2030. There are a number of 
statewide, regional, and local plans, policies, and regulations intended to reduce GHG emissions 
consistent with AB 32 and SB 32. These include the California Green Building Code (CALGreen Code), 
California Air Resources Board (CARB) 2017 Scoping Plan, Southern California Association of 
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Governments (SCAG) 2020-2045 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 
(RTP/SCS or Connect SoCal), Los Angeles County's OurCounty — The Plan, the City of Santa Clarita 
(City) Climate Action Plan (CAP), the City's Green Building Code and Energy Conservation Code, and 
the City's General Plan. These adopted plans and regulations are the most directly applicable to reducing 
GHG emissions for the project. 

CARB 2017 Scoping Plan 

The 2017 Scoping Plan was created to outline goals and strategies for achieving state emissions 
reductions mandated by SB 32. The 2017 Scoping Plan's goals include reducing fossil fuel use and 
energy demand and maximizing recycling and diversion from landfills. Strategies to reduce fossil fuel use 
include promoting "vibrant communities and landscapes through better planning efforts to curb vehicle 
miles traveled and increase walking, biking and transit;" and making net zero energy buildings standard. 

As discussed in Section XVII, Transportation, of this IS/MND, the project is located close to transit, 
biking and pedestrian facilities. Two bus transit line stops and routes are provided within 0.25 mile of the 
project area (Santa Clarita Transit 2020). The two transit lines provide bus transit connectivity to McBean 
Regional Transit Center and Via Princessa Metrolink Station. The Via Princessa Metrolink Station is 
approximately 1.6 miles southeast and the Santa Clarita Metrolink Station is approximately 1.7 miles 
southwest pf the project site. The project is also located 225 feet south of the Chuck Pontius Commuter 
Trail, a 5.5-mile, paved, bicycle and walking path which provides links to the Santa Clarita Metrolink 
Station, South Fork River Trail and Santa Clara River Trail. The project is also in an area of the City 
designated as "low vehicle miles traveled (VMT)", defined as having a VMT per capita that is more than 
15 percent below the City's average VMT per capita. 

In addition, the project would meet CALGreen building standards, including energy- and water efficient 
appliances and fixtures as required by State and City standards. Therefore, the project complies with 
regulations adopted by the CARB for the reduction or mitigation of GHG emissions. 

CalGreen Code 

The CalGreen Code is a mandatory green building standards code and is updated triennially. The 2019 
CalGreen Code includes three levels - a Mandatory Checklist, Tier 1 Checklist, and Tier 2 Checklist. Tier 
1 and Tier 2 checklist measures are not required unless adopted by a City or County. The project would 
meet CALGreen building standards, including energy- and water-efficient appliances and fixtures. 
Therefore, the project is consistent with the CALGreen Building Code. 

SCAG 2020-2045 Regional Transportation Plan / Sustainable Communities Strategy 

On September 3, 2020, SCAG's Regional Council formally adopted the 2020-2045 RTP/SCS (titled 
Connect SoCal). Connect SoCal is forecast to help California reach its GHG reduction goals by reducing 
GHG emissions from passenger cars by 8 percent below 2005 levels by 2020 and 19 percent by 2035 in 
accordance with the most recent CARB targets adopted in March 2018. The project complies with the 
goals and implementation strategies adopted by the SCAG for the reduction or mitigation of GHG 
emissions including the following: 

Focus Growth Near Destinations and Mobility Options. The project is in an infill development area 
and is located close to transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities. These include two bus transit line stops 
and routes, the Via Princessa Metrolink Station, the Santa Clarita Metrolink Station, and the Chuck 
Pontius Commuter Trail. Pedestrian access would be provided by existing sidewalks along Isabella 
Parkway and Golden Triangle Road. The sidewalks would connect to a network of pedestrian walkways 
that would traverse the project area. 

42 

Final Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 
The Village at Golden Triangle Project 

Governments (SCAG) 2020-2045 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 
(RTP/SCS or Connect SoCal), Los Angeles County's OurCounty — The Plan, the City of Santa Clarita 
(City) Climate Action Plan (CAP), the City's Green Building Code and Energy Conservation Code, and 
the City's General Plan. These adopted plans and regulations are the most directly applicable to reducing 
GHG emissions for the project. 

CARB 2017 Scoping Plan 

The 2017 Scoping Plan was created to outline goals and strategies for achieving state emissions 
reductions mandated by SB 32. The 2017 Scoping Plan's goals include reducing fossil fuel use and 
energy demand and maximizing recycling and diversion from landfills. Strategies to reduce fossil fuel use 
include promoting "vibrant communities and landscapes through better planning efforts to curb vehicle 
miles traveled and increase walking, biking and transit;" and making net zero energy buildings standard. 

As discussed in Section XVII, Transportation, of this IS/MND, the project is located close to transit, 
biking and pedestrian facilities. Two bus transit line stops and routes are provided within 0.25 mile of the 
project area (Santa Clarita Transit 2020). The two transit lines provide bus transit connectivity to McBean 
Regional Transit Center and Via Princessa Metrolink Station. The Via Princessa Metrolink Station is 
approximately 1.6 miles southeast and the Santa Clarita Metrolink Station is approximately 1.7 miles 
southwest pf the project site. The project is also located 225 feet south of the Chuck Pontius Commuter 
Trail, a 5.5-mile, paved, bicycle and walking path which provides links to the Santa Clarita Metrolink 
Station, South Fork River Trail and Santa Clara River Trail. The project is also in an area of the City 
designated as "low vehicle miles traveled (VMT)", defined as having a VMT per capita that is more than 
15 percent below the City's average VMT per capita. 

In addition, the project would meet CALGreen building standards, including energy- and water efficient 
appliances and fixtures as required by State and City standards. Therefore, the project complies with 
regulations adopted by the CARB for the reduction or mitigation of GHG emissions. 

CalGreen Code 

The CalGreen Code is a mandatory green building standards code and is updated triennially. The 2019 
CalGreen Code includes three levels - a Mandatory Checklist, Tier 1 Checklist, and Tier 2 Checklist. Tier 
1 and Tier 2 checklist measures are not required unless adopted by a City or County. The project would 
meet CALGreen building standards, including energy- and water-efficient appliances and fixtures. 
Therefore, the project is consistent with the CALGreen Building Code. 

SCAG 2020-2045 Regional Transportation Plan / Sustainable Communities Strategy 

On September 3, 2020, SCAG's Regional Council formally adopted the 2020-2045 RTP/SCS (titled 
Connect SoCal). Connect SoCal is forecast to help California reach its GHG reduction goals by reducing 
GHG emissions from passenger cars by 8 percent below 2005 levels by 2020 and 19 percent by 2035 in 
accordance with the most recent CARB targets adopted in March 2018. The project complies with the 
goals and implementation strategies adopted by the SCAG for the reduction or mitigation of GHG 
emissions including the following: 

Focus Growth Near Destinations and Mobility Options. The project is in an infill development area 
and is located close to transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities. These include two bus transit line stops 
and routes, the Via Princessa Metrolink Station, the Santa Clarita Metrolink Station, and the Chuck 
Pontius Commuter Trail. Pedestrian access would be provided by existing sidewalks along Isabella 
Parkway and Golden Triangle Road. The sidewalks would connect to a network of pedestrian walkways 
that would traverse the project area. 

42 

Final Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration  
The Village at Golden Triangle Project 

 

42 

Governments (SCAG) 2020-2045 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 

(RTP/SCS or Connect SoCal), Los Angeles County’s OurCounty – The Plan, the City of Santa Clarita 

(City) Climate Action Plan (CAP), the City’s Green Building Code and Energy Conservation Code, and 

the City’s General Plan. These adopted plans and regulations are the most directly applicable to reducing 

GHG emissions for the project. 

CARB 2017 Scoping Plan 

The 2017 Scoping Plan was created to outline goals and strategies for achieving state emissions 

reductions mandated by SB 32. The 2017 Scoping Plan’s goals include reducing fossil fuel use and 

energy demand and maximizing recycling and diversion from landfills. Strategies to reduce fossil fuel use 

include promoting “vibrant communities and landscapes through better planning efforts to curb vehicle 

miles traveled and increase walking, biking and transit;” and making net zero energy buildings standard.  

As discussed in Section XVII, Transportation, of this IS/MND, the project is located close to transit, 

biking and pedestrian facilities. Two bus transit line stops and routes are provided within 0.25 mile of the 

project area (Santa Clarita Transit 2020). The two transit lines provide bus transit connectivity to McBean 

Regional Transit Center and Via Princessa Metrolink Station. The Via Princessa Metrolink Station is 

approximately 1.6 miles southeast and the Santa Clarita Metrolink Station is approximately 1.7 miles 

southwest pf the project site. The project is also located 225 feet south of the Chuck Pontius Commuter 

Trail, a 5.5-mile, paved, bicycle and walking path which provides links to the Santa Clarita Metrolink 

Station, South Fork River Trail and Santa Clara River Trail. The project is also in an area of the City 

designated as “low vehicle miles traveled (VMT)”, defined as having a VMT per capita that is more than 

15 percent below the City’s average VMT per capita. 

In addition, the project would meet CALGreen building standards, including energy- and water efficient 

appliances and fixtures as required by State and City standards. Therefore, the project complies with 

regulations adopted by the CARB for the reduction or mitigation of GHG emissions. 

CalGreen Code 

The CalGreen Code is a mandatory green building standards code and is updated triennially. The 2019 

CalGreen Code includes three levels - a Mandatory Checklist, Tier 1 Checklist, and Tier 2 Checklist. Tier 

1 and Tier 2 checklist measures are not required unless adopted by a City or County. The project would 

meet CALGreen building standards, including energy- and water-efficient appliances and fixtures. 

Therefore, the project is consistent with the CALGreen Building Code. 

SCAG 2020-2045 Regional Transportation Plan / Sustainable Communities Strategy 

On September 3, 2020, SCAG’s Regional Council formally adopted the 2020-2045 RTP/SCS (titled 

Connect SoCal). Connect SoCal is forecast to help California reach its GHG reduction goals by reducing 

GHG emissions from passenger cars by 8 percent below 2005 levels by 2020 and 19 percent by 2035 in 

accordance with the most recent CARB targets adopted in March 2018. The project complies with the 

goals and implementation strategies adopted by the SCAG for the reduction or mitigation of GHG 

emissions including the following: 

Focus Growth Near Destinations and Mobility Options. The project is in an infill development area 

and is located close to transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities. These include two bus transit line stops 

and routes, the Via Princessa Metrolink Station, the Santa Clarita Metrolink Station, and the Chuck 

Pontius Commuter Trail. Pedestrian access would be provided by existing sidewalks along Isabella 

Parkway and Golden Triangle Road. The sidewalks would connect to a network of pedestrian walkways 

that would traverse the project area.  



Final Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 
The Village at Golden Triangle Project 

Leverage Technology Innovations: The project would include electric vehicle parking spaces. In 
addition, the project would be required to install photovoltaic solar panels that generate an amount of 
electricity equal to expected electricity usage on all residential buildings in accordance with the City of 
Santa Clarita Energy Conservation Code. Therefore, the project would leverage technology innovations. 

Support Implementation of Sustainable Policies. The project would be required to be constructed in 
accordance with the City's Green Building Code and Energy Conservation Code. Therefore, the project 
would support implementation of Sustainable policies. 

Promote a Green Region. The project is an infill development project and is located in an area of low 
VMT (more than 15 percent below the average Citywide VMT). It is close to transit and 
pedestrian/bicycle infrastructure. The project would be required to install photovoltaic panels that 
generate an amount of electricity equal to expected electricity usage on all residential buildings in 
accordance with the City of Santa Clarita Energy Conservation Code, and would be required to provide 
parking and charging spaces for electric vehicles according to the CalGreen Building Code. Therefore, the 
project would support development of a green region. 

Los Angeles County OurCounty — The Plan 

In August 2019, the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors adopted the OurCounty regional 
sustainability plan. OurCounty includes goals to create buildings and infrastructure that use more energy-
efficient technology. Its most ambitious goal includes reaching complete carbon neutrality by 2050 by 
completely phasing out fossil fuels countywide. Under Goal 7, OurCounty has a County-wide goal of 
zero-emission vehicles for 100 percent of all new light duty private vehicles by 2045. OurCounty also 
focuses on reducing vehicle miles traveled by prioritizing alternatives to single-occupancy vehicles, 
including transit, walking, biking, e-scooters, and zero-emission car-share services. Under Goal 2, Action 
31 of the OurCounty plan calls for adopting CALGreen Tier 1 building standards and identifying which 
Tier 2 standards could be adopted as code amendments. These measures will help reduce energy demands 
and GHG emissions in the region. 

As discussed in Section XVII, Transportation, the project is in an area of the City designated "low VMT" 
and is close to transit and pedestrian/bicycle facilities. The project would also include parking and 
charging facilities for electric vehicles, as required in the CALGreen Code. 

As discussed in the Section VI, Energy, the project would receive electricity from SCE, which is required 
to procure at least 50 percent of their energy from renewable sources by 2030, and 100 percent of their 
energy from renewable sources by 2045. The project would conform to the CALGreen Building Code and 
2019 Uniform Building Code, and would be required to provide photovoltaic solar panels that generate an 
amount of electricity equal to expected electricity usage on all residential buildings in accordance with the 
City of Santa Clarita Energy Conservation Code, therefore electricity use for the project would not 
produce a significant amount of GHG emissions. 

Project operation would consume approximately 29,418 therms per year of natural gas. According to the 
California Energy Commission, gas consumption within Los Angeles County is 3,048,000,000 therms per 
year. The project's overall consumption of natural gas would be negligible in comparison to that of Los 
Angeles County and the project would not produce a significant amount of GHG emissions. The project 
supports the goals of the County's OurCounty plan and complies with regulations adopted by the County 
for the reduction or mitigation of GHG emissions, therefore the Project is consistent with OurCounty -
The Plan. 

City of Santa Clarita Climate Action Plan (CAP) 
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produce a significant amount of GHG emissions. 

Project operation would consume approximately 29,418 therms per year of natural gas. According to the 
California Energy Commission, gas consumption within Los Angeles County is 3,048,000,000 therms per 
year. The project's overall consumption of natural gas would be negligible in comparison to that of Los 
Angeles County and the project would not produce a significant amount of GHG emissions. The project 
supports the goals of the County's OurCounty plan and complies with regulations adopted by the County 
for the reduction or mitigation of GHG emissions, therefore the Project is consistent with OurCounty -
The Plan. 
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The City of Santa Clarita City Council adopted the CAP in August 2012 and certified the accompanying 
EIR. The CAP included a reduction of community-wide GHG emissions to 4 percent below 2005 levels 
by 2020. The CAP met CEQA Guidelines Section 15138.5(b) requirements for a plan to reduce GHG 
emissions, however, because the CAP had a sunset date of 2020, it is no longer applicable to the project. 

City of Santa Clarita General Plan (One Valley One Vision) 

The City's General Plan, Conservation and Open Space Element, addresses global warming and calls for 
measures to reduce GHG emissions. It recognizes the conservation need to: 

"Contribute to a regional reduction in greenhouse gas emissions through land use planning and 
transportation strategies, and through reductions in energy consumption in buildings and site 
development, with a focus on older and existing buildings." 

The General Plan includes Goal CO 8, which is directed at improving energy efficiency, reducing energy 
and natural resource consumption, and reducing GHG emissions associated with development. The 
project would be required to comply with the CALGreen Code, the 2019 Building Energy Efficiency 
Standards, the City's Green Building Standards Code, and the City's Energy Conservation Code. The 
project would include energy- and water-efficient appliances and fixtures as required by State and City 
standards. 

The construction and operational phases of the project would both generate GHG emissions. GHG 
emissions during construction would primarily be from combustion of fuels by both on-road and off-road 
construction vehicles and equipment and commute vehicles of construction workers. Smaller amounts of 
GHGs would be emitted indirectly from the application of water required for dust control and the use of 
lighting and electrical equipment for construction. Operational GHG emissions would be emitted by 
several aspects of project. They include: 

• Energy use for building operations associated with natural gas for heating, cooling, and cooking, 
and off-site generation of electricity from fossil fuels. 

• Fuel consumption and energy use for vehicle trips generated by the project. 

• Landscaping equipment which emit GHGs associated with equipment fuel combustion. 

• Water and wastewater emissions are associated with the energy used to supply, convey and treat 
both water and wastewater. 

• GHG emissions from solid waste derive from decomposition of waste, which generates methane, 
as well as fuel required to collect and transport solid waste. 

The project complies with regulations adopted by the City for the reduction or mitigation of GHG 
emissions, therefore impacts related to GHG emissions would be less than significant. 

Based on the above analysis, the project is consistent with the General Plan and would not require a zone 
change or General Plan amendment. As such, the project's potential to generate GHGs would be less than 
significant with respect to consistency with all applicable plans, policies, or regulations adopted for the 
purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs, and no mitigation is required. 

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation is not necessary. 
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• GHG emissions from solid waste derive from decomposition of waste, which generates methane, 

as well as fuel required to collect and transport solid waste. 

The project complies with regulations adopted by the City for the reduction or mitigation of GHG 

emissions, therefore impacts related to GHG emissions would be less than significant. 

Based on the above analysis, the project is consistent with the General Plan and would not require a zone 

change or General Plan amendment. As such, the project's potential to generate GHGs would be less than 

significant with respect to consistency with all applicable plans, policies, or regulations adopted for the 

purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs, and no mitigation is required.  

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation is not necessary.   
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X. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Environmental Issues 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant No Impact 

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 one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed 
school? 

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

(e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, 
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two 
miles of a public airport or public use airport, 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? 

Environmental Evaluation 

Would the project: 

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

Less than Significant Impact. Construction activities associated with the development of the residential 
and appurtenant structures would be limited to Lot 1. Construction activities would involve the routine 
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials such as fuels, lubricants, paints, and solvents associated 
with construction vehicles, equipment, and supplies. Construction activities would also involve the 
excavation of soil; however, the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (Phase I ESA) conducted for the 
project area (Appendix H) indicated that the soil is not expected to be contaminated. The materials used 
would not be in such quantities or stored in such a manner as to pose a significant safety or environmental 
hazard. Further, the construction contractor would be required to adhere to federal, state, and local 
regulations pertaining to the handling of hazardous materials. Relevant federal regulations include the 
Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA), Title 29 of the Code of Federal Regulations 
(CFR), Section 1910, which prescribes occupational safety and health standards related to the handling of 
hazardous materials and the use of personal protective equipment. Relevant state regulations include the 
California Occupational Safety and Health Administration (Cal/OSHA), CCR Title 8, which establishes 
occupational health and safety standards related to employee training, availability of safety equipment, 
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and appurtenant structures would be limited to Lot 1. Construction activities would involve the routine 

transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials such as fuels, lubricants, paints, and solvents associated 

with construction vehicles, equipment, and supplies. Construction activities would also involve the 

excavation of soil; however, the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (Phase I ESA) conducted for the 

project area (Appendix H) indicated that the soil is not expected to be contaminated. The materials used 
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accident prevention programs, and hazardous substance exposure warnings. CCR Title 8 also requires 
the construction contractor to implement a communication program that includes label warnings, safety 
data sheets, and information and training for workers about the chemicals to which they could be exposed. 
Relevant local requirements include Section 10.04.070 of the City Municipal Code, which identifies 
construction stormwater measures that would be implemented prior to and during construction. 
Compliance with applicable federal, state, and local regulations would ensure that construction-related 
impacts are less than significant. 

Based on the proposed residential land use, project operations are expected to use limited amounts of 
toxic or hazardous substances that would be used for routine maintenance typical of residential land uses 
(e.g., paints, cleaning products, landscaping chemicals, etc.). The use of substantial amounts of such 
substances is not anticipated. The level of risk associated with the accidental release of any such 
hazardous substances would not be considered significant due to the anticipated small volume and/or low 
concentration of hazardous materials. Use of these substances would be in compliance with applicable 
federal, state, and local regulations pertaining to the handling, storage, and disposal of toxic and/or 
hazardous substances to protect human health and safety and to maintain a low risk of exposure to the 
general public relative to accidental releases of such substances. Therefore, operation-related impacts 
would be less than significant. 

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? 

Less than Significant Impact. As discussed above under Impact IX(a), construction and operation of the 
project would involve the use of small amounts of hazardous materials such as fuels, lubricants, paints, 
and solvents. These materials are not considered extremely hazardous and are used routinely throughout 
urban environments. Further, as described above, the use of materials would be transported, stored, and 
handled in accordance with all applicable regulations concerning the transport and handling of hazardous 
materials. Therefore, the project would result in less than significant impacts. 

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

No Impact. The project area is not located within 0.25 mile of an existing or proposed school. The closest 
school to the project area is the Santa Clarita Valley School, which is located approximately 0.4 mile to 
the northwest. No impact would occur. 

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

No Impact. An environmental database record search was completed for the project area and all 
surrounding areas within a 0.25-mile buffer using the California Department of Toxic Substances 
Control's (DTSC) EnviroStor database and State Water Resources Control Board's (SWRCB's) 
GeoTracker database (DTSC 2020; SWRCB 2020). The EnviroStor and GeoTracker databases did not 
identify any known hazardous sites facilities (including leaking underground storage tanks) associated 
with the project area, and within a 0.25-mile radius of the project area. The Phase I ESA confirmed the 
database search results and found no hazardous sites or facilities within the project area (see Appendix 
H). Therefore, no impact would occur. 
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with the project area, and within a 0.25-mile radius of the project area. The Phase I ESA confirmed the 
database search results and found no hazardous sites or facilities within the project area (see Appendix 
H). Therefore, no impact would occur. 
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e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not 
been adopted, within 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? 

No Impact. The project area is not located within 2 miles of a public use airport, nor is it located within 
an airport land use plan. Therefore, the project would not result in a safety hazard or excessive noise for 
people residing or working in the area. No impact would occur. 
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evacuation routes and is not expected to disrupt evacuation procedures along these highways. The County 
designates Soledad Canyon and Golden Valley Road as secondary evacuation routes, which are located 
less than 0.1 mile north and approximately 0.4 mile west of the project area, respectively (Los Angeles 
County Department of Public Works [LACDPW] 2020). 

Construction activities would not block or interfere with access to Soledad Canyon and Golden Valley 
Road. No equipment or other physical barriers would be placed within or near the right-of-way and no 
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47 

Final Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 
The Village at Golden Triangle Project 

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? 

No Impact. The project area is not located within 2 miles of a public use airport, nor is it located within 
an airport land use plan. Therefore, the project would not result in a safety hazard or excessive noise for 
people residing or working in the area. No impact would occur. 

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

Less than Significant Impact. The City's General Plan and the County of Los Angeles Operational Area 
Disaster Route map for the City designate Interstate 5 (I-5), State Route (SR-) 14 and SR-126 as 
emergency evacuation routes (LACDPW n.d.). The project area is not located within the vicinity of these 
evacuation routes and is not expected to disrupt evacuation procedures along these highways. The County 
designates Soledad Canyon and Golden Valley Road as secondary evacuation routes, which are located 
less than 0.1 mile north and approximately 0.4 mile west of the project area, respectively (Los Angeles 
County Department of Public Works [LACDPW] 2020). 

Construction activities would not block or interfere with access to Soledad Canyon and Golden Valley 
Road. No equipment or other physical barriers would be placed within or near the right-of-way and no 
lane or roadway closure would occur during construction. As described in Section XVII, Transportation, 
project-generated traffic would not substantially adversely affect the performance of nearby roadways, 
including Soledad Canyon and Golden Valley Road. Therefore, emergency service response times and 
disaster evacuation routes would not be affected. Prior to operation, the proposed project would receive 
all required permits and certificates for occupancy and operation, including those issued by the City 
Department of Building and Safety. Therefore, the project would not substantially interfere with or impair 
local emergency response or emergency evacuation plans, and impacts would be less than significant. 

g) Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of 
loss, injury or death involving wildland fires? 

Less than Significant Impact. The project area is not located within a Very High Fire Hazard Severity 
Zone (City of Santa Clarita 2020b; California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection [CAL FIRE] 
2011). However, the southern terminus of Lot 4 directly abuts a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone. 
No development would occur within this lot. The project would be designed to comply with all fire safety 
rules and regulations, including the California Fire Code and Public Resources Code. Additionally, the 
Los Angeles County Fire Department would review the project site plans prior to issuance of building 
permits. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. For additional wildfire analysis, please refer to 
Section XX, Wildfire, below. 

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation is not necessary. 

47 

Final Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration  
The Village at Golden Triangle Project 

 

47 

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? 

No Impact. The project area is not located within 2 miles of a public use airport, nor is it located within 

an airport land use plan. Therefore, the project would not result in a safety hazard or excessive noise for 

people residing or working in the area. No impact would occur. 

f) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

Less than Significant Impact. The City’s General Plan and the County of Los Angeles Operational Area 

Disaster Route map for the City designate Interstate 5 (I-5), State Route (SR-) 14 and SR-126 as 

emergency evacuation routes (LACDPW n.d.). The project area is not located within the vicinity of these 

evacuation routes and is not expected to disrupt evacuation procedures along these highways. The County 

designates Soledad Canyon and Golden Valley Road as secondary evacuation routes, which are located 

less than 0.1 mile north and approximately 0.4 mile west of the project area, respectively (Los Angeles 

County Department of Public Works [LACDPW] 2020).  

Construction activities would not block or interfere with access to Soledad Canyon and Golden Valley 

Road. No equipment or other physical barriers would be placed within or near the right-of-way and no 

lane or roadway closure would occur during construction. As described in Section XVII, Transportation, 

project-generated traffic would not substantially adversely affect the performance of nearby roadways, 

including Soledad Canyon and Golden Valley Road. Therefore, emergency service response times and 

disaster evacuation routes would not be affected. Prior to operation, the proposed project would receive 

all required permits and certificates for occupancy and operation, including those issued by the City 

Department of Building and Safety. Therefore, the project would not substantially interfere with or impair 

local emergency response or emergency evacuation plans, and impacts would be less than significant.  

g) Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of 
loss, injury or death involving wildland fires? 

Less than Significant Impact. The project area is not located within a Very High Fire Hazard Severity 

Zone (City of Santa Clarita 2020b; California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection [CAL FIRE] 

2011). However, the southern terminus of Lot 4 directly abuts a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone. 

No development would occur within this lot. The project would be designed to comply with all fire safety 

rules and regulations, including the California Fire Code and Public Resources Code. Additionally, the 

Los Angeles County Fire Department would review the project site plans prior to issuance of building 

permits. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. For additional wildfire analysis, please refer to 

Section XX, Wildfire, below.  

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation is not necessary.  



Final Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 
The Village at Golden Triangle Project 

XI. Hydrology and Water Quality 

Environmental Issues 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant No Impact 

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? 

Environmental Evaluation 

Would the project: 

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

Less than Significant Impact. The project area is located within the Santa Clara River Basin, a 
watershed that encompasses approximately 1,634 square miles. From its headwaters in the San Gabriel 
Mountains to its terminus at the Pacific Ocean, the Santa Clara River flows approximately 84 miles. 
The project area is located approximately 0.5 mile south of the Santa Clara River. The project area 
contains one seasonally ponded area located within Lot 2 and two ephemeral drainages located within 
Lot 1. Lot 1 is relatively flat with elevations between approximately 1,300 and 1,400 feet. Water flows 
across Lot 1 as sheet flow and within the two ephemeral drainages to existing storm drain facilities along 
Golden Triangle Road and Isabella Parkway. Steeper slopes occur south of the development area in Lot 4. 
Water drains from these steeper slopes via several unnamed ephemeral drainages directly to Lot 1, and 
directly and indirectly to existing storm drain facilities within Lot 2 and along Golden Triangle Road and 
Isabella Parkway. 

Project construction would have the potential to affect the quality of stormwater runoff. Typically, runoff 
picks up pollutants as it flows over the ground or paved areas and carries these pollutants into the storm 
drain system or directly into natural drainages. The project construction site would contain a variety of 
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construction materials that are potential sources of stormwater pollution, such as fuels, lubricants, 
paints, and solvents. Construction material spills can also be a source of stormwater pollution and/or soil 
contamination. 

The National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program regulates point source and 
nonpoint source discharges to surface waters. Under this section, municipalities are required to obtain 
permits for the water pollution generated by stormwater in their jurisdiction. These permits are known 
as Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (MS4) permits. Stormwater and non-stormwater flows enter 
and are conveyed through the MS4 and discharged to surface water bodies of the Los Angeles region. 
These discharges are regulated under countywide waste discharge requirements contained in Order No. 
R4-2012-0175 (NPDES Permit No. CAS004001). 

As discussed in Section VII, Geology and Soils, above, the project would implement a SWPPP in 
accordance with the Los Angeles RWQCB. The SWPPP would include erosion and sediment control 
and pollution prevention best management practices (BMPs). BMPs are methods to prevent or control 
stormwater runoff and the discharge of pollutants. With the implementation of the SWPPP, project 
construction would not violate any water quality standards, waste discharge requirements, or otherwise 
degrade water quality. BMPs that apply to the project may include, but would not be limited to, straw bale 
barriers, fiber rolls, hydroseeding, hydraulic mulch, and site watering. In addition, pursuant to the 
City's Municipal Code Chapter 17.90, grading activities would be required to be performed in compliance 
with the NPDES requirements and must implement BMPs prior to commencement of grading activities. 
Therefore, construction-related impacts on surface water quality would be less than significant. 

Following construction, the amount of impervious surface area within the project area would increase 
substantially. The impervious area would increase the volume and flow rate of stormwater conveyed 
through the MS4 and discharged into surface water bodies. Because operation of the project would 
introduce sources of potential water pollution that are typical of residential developments (e.g., nutrients, 
metals, pathogens, and oil and grease), project operations could adversely affect water quality. 
Stormwater runoff from precipitation events could also potentially carry urban pollutants (e.g., nutrients, 
metals, pathogens, and oil and grease) into the MS4. 

The project development area (Lot 1) would include a network of storm drain facilities. To minimize 
potential water quality impacts associated with MS4 discharges, the project would comply with Zoning 
Code Chapter 17.95, which contains provisions aimed at lessening water quality impacts of development 
by using smart growth practices and integrating low-impact development (LID) design principles to 
mimic predevelopment hydrology through infiltration, evapotranspiration and rainfall harvest, and use. 
To comply with these provisions, the project includes the installation of a water quality detention basin 
(established within Lot 3) that is designed to temporarily impound runoff to reduce the peak rate of runoff 
to the MS4. The water quality basin would be designed to meet the County's primary standard of 
capturing the volume of runoff generated from the 85th  percentile storm event, with 1 inch of rainfall. 
Additionally, the project would include a debris basin at the base at the southern extent of Lot 1, at the 
base of the hill slope associated with Lot 4. The debris basin would capture sediment that would 
otherwise be discharged to the MS4. Compliance with applicable regulations and the installation of 
LID features would reduce operation-related impacts on water quality to less than significant levels. 

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

Less than Significant Impact. The project development area (Lot 1) would increase the impervious 
surface area of the site. As such, the project's development area would reduce groundwater recharge. 
However, the project includes the installation of LID features, such as the proposed detention basin, 
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which would capture stormwater runoff to the 85th  percentile storm event, resulting in infiltration 
and groundwater recharge. The development area's landscaped areas would also facilitate groundwater 
recharge. Precipitation in excess of the 85th  percentile rain event would be discharged via the MS4 and 
would ultimately be conveyed into the Santa Clara River, which is composed of sandy/cobbly river 
bottom sediments and is highly permeable. Therefore, the project would not substantially interfere with 
groundwater recharge. 

The residential uses associated with the project would be served by the Santa Clarita Valley Water 
Agency (SCV Water). As required by the California Urban Water Management Planning Act, SCV Water 
has prepared a 2015 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) for its service area, including the project 
area. According to Table 3-1 of the SCV Water 2015 UWMP, in 2015, SCV Water received 
approximately 23.5 percent of its water supply from groundwater, 0.3 percent from recycled water, 
58.5 percent from imported water, and 17.1 percent from banked water (SCV Water 2018). 

Groundwater supply in the region is currently drawn from the Santa Clara River Valley East Groundwater 
Basin. The groundwater basin is currently governed by the 2013 Groundwater Management Plan 
(GWMP) until the SCV and other regional entities in the basin complete development of an approved 
Groundwater Sustainability Plan pursuant to the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act. The GWMP 
contains four management objectives, or goals: (1) development of an integrated surface water, 
groundwater and recycled water supply to meet existing and projected demands for municipal, 
agricultural and other water uses; (2) assessment of groundwater basin conditions to determine a range of 
operational yield values that use local groundwater conjunctively with supplemental State Water Project 
(SWP) supplies and recycled water to avoid groundwater overdraft; (3) preservation of groundwater 
quality, including active characterization and resolution of any groundwater contamination problems; and 
(4) preservation of interrelated surface water resources, which includes managing groundwater to not 
adversely impact surface and groundwater discharges or quality to downstream basin(s) (SCV Water 
2018). 

Although the project would increase demand on groundwater resources, the GWMP and future 
management plan would implement strategies to reduce future groundwater demand through development 
of management strategies such as recycled water programs. Additionally, the project's induced population 
growth is within the population projection parameters provided in the 2015 UWMP. Moreover, as 
described in Section XIX, Utilities, the project would not result in an unsustainable demand on water 
supplies in the City. Therefore, the project would not substantially decrease groundwater supplies and 
would not impede sustainable groundwater management of the basin. Therefore, impacts would be less 
than significant. 

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: 

c-i) Result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site? 

Less than Significant Impact. Project construction activities would include site preparation, grading and 
excavation, and building construction. These activities have the potential to temporarily alter existing 
drainage patterns and flows on the project area by exposing the underlying soils and accelerating erosion 
and siltation. However, the Applicant would implement a SWPPP, which would include erosion and 
sediment control and pollution prevention BMPs. Therefore, construction impacts to surface water 
hydrology drainage patterns with respect to potential for erosion or siltation would be less than 
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which would capture stormwater runoff to the 85th  percentile storm event, resulting in infiltration 
and groundwater recharge. The development area's landscaped areas would also facilitate groundwater 
recharge. Precipitation in excess of the 85th  percentile rain event would be discharged via the MS4 and 
would ultimately be conveyed into the Santa Clara River, which is composed of sandy/cobbly river 
bottom sediments and is highly permeable. Therefore, the project would not substantially interfere with 
groundwater recharge. 

The residential uses associated with the project would be served by the Santa Clarita Valley Water 
Agency (SCV Water). As required by the California Urban Water Management Planning Act, SCV Water 
has prepared a 2015 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) for its service area, including the project 
area. According to Table 3-1 of the SCV Water 2015 UWMP, in 2015, SCV Water received 
approximately 23.5 percent of its water supply from groundwater, 0.3 percent from recycled water, 
58.5 percent from imported water, and 17.1 percent from banked water (SCV Water 2018). 

Groundwater supply in the region is currently drawn from the Santa Clara River Valley East Groundwater 
Basin. The groundwater basin is currently governed by the 2013 Groundwater Management Plan 
(GWMP) until the SCV and other regional entities in the basin complete development of an approved 
Groundwater Sustainability Plan pursuant to the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act. The GWMP 
contains four management objectives, or goals: (1) development of an integrated surface water, 
groundwater and recycled water supply to meet existing and projected demands for municipal, 
agricultural and other water uses; (2) assessment of groundwater basin conditions to determine a range of 
operational yield values that use local groundwater conjunctively with supplemental State Water Project 
(SWP) supplies and recycled water to avoid groundwater overdraft; (3) preservation of groundwater 
quality, including active characterization and resolution of any groundwater contamination problems; and 
(4) preservation of interrelated surface water resources, which includes managing groundwater to not 
adversely impact surface and groundwater discharges or quality to downstream basin(s) (SCV Water 
2018). 

Although the project would increase demand on groundwater resources, the GWMP and future 
management plan would implement strategies to reduce future groundwater demand through development 
of management strategies such as recycled water programs. Additionally, the project's induced population 
growth is within the population projection parameters provided in the 2015 UWMP. Moreover, as 
described in Section XIX, Utilities, the project would not result in an unsustainable demand on water 
supplies in the City. Therefore, the project would not substantially decrease groundwater supplies and 
would not impede sustainable groundwater management of the basin. Therefore, impacts would be less 
than significant. 
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Following construction, the amount of impervious surface area within the project development area (Lot 
1) would increase substantially. With the exception of landscaped areas, impervious surfaces would cover 
the majority of Lot 1. Therefore, there would be little bare soils on-site that would have the potential to 
erode or contribute silt to surface runoff. Any runoff that does cause erosion and siltation from the 
landscaped areas would be minimal and would flow into the water quality detention basin associated with 
Lot 3 that is designed to temporarily impound runoff and increase infiltration. The water quality detention 
basin would be designed to meet the County's primary standard of capturing the volume of runoff 
generated from the 85th  percentile storm event. Additionally, the project would include a debris basin at 
the base of the southern extent of Lot 1 and at the base of the hill slope associated with Lot 4. The debris 
basin would capture sediment that would otherwise be discharged to the MS4. Runoff originating from 
Lot 2 (the existing commercial lot) would continue to flow into the existing MS4 system and there would 
be no change in existing drainage patters. Similarly, the project would not change existing drainage 
patterns associated with Lot 4. Therefore, operational impacts to surface water hydrology drainage 
patterns with respect to potential for erosion or siltation would be less than significant. 

c-H) 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? 

Less than Significant Impact. The project would substantially increase impervious surfaces within the 
project development area (Lot 1). Impervious surfaces would increase the rate and volume at which water 
is discharged through the MS4. However, the project is subject to the City's LID Ordinance and 
development standards that require stormwater to be managed on-site, without impact to downstream 
flows. To comply with this ordinance, the project includes a water quality detention basin associated with 
Lot 3 that is designed to temporarily impound runoff to reduce the peak rate of runoff to the MS4, along 
with increasing infiltration of groundwater. The water quality detention basin would be designed to meet 
the County's primary standard of capturing the volume of runoff generated from the 85th percentile storm 
event. Therefore, impacts to surface runoff would be less than significant. 

c-Hi) Impede or redirect flood flows? 

Less than Significant Impact. According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 
Flood Insurance Rate Map, the project area is in Zone D (FEMA 2020). The Zone D designation 
represents areas where there is possible but undetermined flood hazards, as no analysis of flood hazards 
has been conducted. However, according to the City's flood insurance rate map, the project area is not 
located within a mapped flood zone (City of Santa Clarita 2020c). Given the distance of the project area 
from the nearest mapped flood zone—the Santa Clarita River, which is approximately 0.5 mile to the 
north—the risk of on-site flooding would be low. Further, the project area is elevated above the base 
flood elevation level of the nearest mapped flood hazard zone. Therefore, the project would not impede or 
redirect flood flows, and impacts would be less than significant. 

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

Less than Significant Impact. As previously discussed, although the FEMA has not formally analyzed 
the project area for flood hazards, the City's flood insurance rate map does not show the project area to be 
located within a mapped flood zone (City of Santa Clarita 2020c). Additionally, given the distance of the 
project area from the nearest mapped flood zone—the Santa Clarita River, which is approximately 
0.5 mile to the north—the risk flooding is low. Additionally, the project area is not located within an area 
susceptible to tsunamis or seiches. Therefore, the risk of pollutant discharge from floods, tsunamis, or 
seiches would be low, and impacts would be less than significant. 
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e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or 
sustainable groundwater management plan? 

Less than Significant Impact. Water quality control plans applicable to the project include the 
Los Angeles Water Quality Control Board (LAWQCB) Water Quality Control Plan, Los Angeles Region: 
Basin Plan for the Coastal Watersheds of Los Angeles and Ventura Counties (Basin Plan), and the City's 
Water Quality Report. Adopted by LAWQCB, the Basin Plan designates beneficial uses for surface and 
groundwaters, sets narrative and numerical objectives that must be attained or maintained to protect the 
designated beneficial uses and conform to the state's anti-degradation policy, and describes 
implementation programs to protect all waters in the Los Angeles Region. In addition, the Basin Plan 
incorporates (by reference) all applicable State and Regional Board plans and policies and other pertinent 
water quality policies and regulations. The City's Water Quality Report was developed by the SCV Water 
Agency with the primary mission of providing responsible water stewardship to ensure the Santa Clarita 
Valley has reliable supplies of high-quality water at a reasonable cost. 

As previously discussed, the project would comply with applicable water quality regulatory requirements, 
including the implementation of a SWPPP, stormwater BMPs, and LID design, which would include the 
installation of a water quality detention and debris basins to minimize potential off-site surface water 
quality impacts and contribute to a reduction in water quality impacts within the overall Santa Clara River 
Watershed. Compliance with these regulatory requirements and implementation of the LID features 
would reduce potential water quality impairment of surface waters and would not adversely affect 
beneficial uses of surface water drainages (including the Santa Clara River) within the Basin Plan area. 

With respect to groundwater management, as described above under Impact I(b), although the project 
would increase demand on groundwater resources, the GWMP and future management plan would 
implement strategies to reduce future groundwater demand through development of management 
strategies such as recycled water programs. Additionally, the project's induced population growth is 
within the population projection parameters provided in the 2015 UWMP. Therefore, the project would 
not substantially decrease groundwater supplies and would not impede sustainable groundwater 
management of the basin. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant 

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation is not necessary. 
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a) Physically divide an established community? 

No Impact. The project would involve the construction of a multi-family development within an 
undeveloped area associated with Lot 1 (see Figure 2, Proposed Lots). No development activities would 
occur within Lots 2 through 4. Lot 1 is bounded by urban development on the north, west, and east sides, 
and by undeveloped land on the south side. The project would not require the construction of major 
transportation infrastructure (i.e., highways, arterial streets, railroads) that would have the potential to 
divide an established community. Further, because the project development area (Lot 1) is undeveloped, 
it does not currently serve as a means of connectivity for and between communities. Therefore, the 
proposed project would not physically divide an established community or impede access between 
neighborhoods and other areas of the City by creating physical blockages. No impact would occur. 

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? 

Less than Significant Impact. Land use plans and policies applicable to the project area are set forth in 
the City's General Plan and Zoning Ordinance. An overview of the General Plan and Zoning Ordinance is 
provided below. 

City of Santa Clarita General Plan 

The City's General Plan sets forth an overall vision for the City and the Santa Clarita Valley as a whole, 
as well as guiding principles for development in the City and goals, policies, and objectives for each of 
the topics covered by the General Plan elements (i.e., land use, economic development, circulation, noise, 
conservation and open space, safety, and housing). The overall vision, as stated in the General Plan, is a 
"mosaic of unique villages with growing ethnic diversity, each with individual identities, surrounded by a 
greenbelt of forest lands and natural open spaces." The vision further states that "Life in the Santa Clarita 
Valley will continue to be exciting, enjoyable, and rewarding through a broad range of housing types, an 
increase in quality jobs in close proximity to all neighborhoods, and transit-oriented villages 
complemented by excellent schools, attractive parks and other recreational amenities, expanded trail 
networks, and preserved natural resource areas." The guiding principles set forth in the General Plan 
specifically provide for environmental protection in the Santa Clarita Valley. The guiding principles 
pertaining to environmental protection include planning growth within or on the periphery of previously 
developed areas; siting multi-family housing and mixed-use projects adjacent to transit corridors, stations, 
and key activity centers, such as the Valencia Town Center and portions of Newhall and Soledad Canyon 
Road; preserving the natural buffer area surrounding the Santa Clarita Valley; preserving the Santa Clara 
River as open space; and designing new development to improve energy efficiency (City of Santa Clarita 
2011b). 

The proposed project would be consistent with these goals. The project would establish a multi-family 
development along a transit corridor (Soledad Canyon Road) within a previously disturbed parcel that is 
generally surrounded by urban uses. The project would include the implementation of a landscaping plan, 
which would provide for vegetative screening to enhance the aesthetic quality of the project area. 
The project would also contribute to the goal of preserving natural resource areas, as the project would 
designate Lot 4 as open space. 

The project area has a zoning designation of CC and BP. As stated in the General Plan, the CC zone is 
intended for businesses providing retail and service uses which primarily serve the local market. Multiple 
family dwellings (including live/work units) may be permitted in the designation, subject to the 
requirements of the underlying zoning designation, provided that the approval of multiple family 
dwellings in the designation does not adversely impact job creation or economic development in the 
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the topics covered by the General Plan elements (i.e., land use, economic development, circulation, noise, 
conservation and open space, safety, and housing). The overall vision, as stated in the General Plan, is a 
"mosaic of unique villages with growing ethnic diversity, each with individual identities, surrounded by a 
greenbelt of forest lands and natural open spaces." The vision further states that "Life in the Santa Clarita 
Valley will continue to be exciting, enjoyable, and rewarding through a broad range of housing types, an 
increase in quality jobs in close proximity to all neighborhoods, and transit-oriented villages 
complemented by excellent schools, attractive parks and other recreational amenities, expanded trail 
networks, and preserved natural resource areas." The guiding principles set forth in the General Plan 
specifically provide for environmental protection in the Santa Clarita Valley. The guiding principles 
pertaining to environmental protection include planning growth within or on the periphery of previously 
developed areas; siting multi-family housing and mixed-use projects adjacent to transit corridors, stations, 
and key activity centers, such as the Valencia Town Center and portions of Newhall and Soledad Canyon 
Road; preserving the natural buffer area surrounding the Santa Clarita Valley; preserving the Santa Clara 
River as open space; and designing new development to improve energy efficiency (City of Santa Clarita 
2011b). 

The proposed project would be consistent with these goals. The project would establish a multi-family 
development along a transit corridor (Soledad Canyon Road) within a previously disturbed parcel that is 
generally surrounded by urban uses. The project would include the implementation of a landscaping plan, 
which would provide for vegetative screening to enhance the aesthetic quality of the project area. 
The project would also contribute to the goal of preserving natural resource areas, as the project would 
designate Lot 4 as open space. 

The project area has a zoning designation of CC and BP. As stated in the General Plan, the CC zone is 
intended for businesses providing retail and service uses which primarily serve the local market. Multiple 
family dwellings (including live/work units) may be permitted in the designation, subject to the 
requirements of the underlying zoning designation, provided that the approval of multiple family 
dwellings in the designation does not adversely impact job creation or economic development in the 
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a) Physically divide an established community? 

No Impact. The project would involve the construction of a multi-family development within an 

undeveloped area associated with Lot 1 (see Figure 2, Proposed Lots). No development activities would 

occur within Lots 2 through 4. Lot 1 is bounded by urban development on the north, west, and east sides, 

and by undeveloped land on the south side. The project would not require the construction of major 

transportation infrastructure (i.e., highways, arterial streets, railroads) that would have the potential to 

divide an established community. Further, because the project development area (Lot 1) is undeveloped, 

it does not currently serve as a means of connectivity for and between communities. Therefore, the 

proposed project would not physically divide an established community or impede access between 

neighborhoods and other areas of the City by creating physical blockages. No impact would occur. 

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? 
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the City’s General Plan and Zoning Ordinance. An overview of the General Plan and Zoning Ordinance is 
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greenbelt of forest lands and natural open spaces.” The vision further states that “Life in the Santa Clarita 

Valley will continue to be exciting, enjoyable, and rewarding through a broad range of housing types, an 

increase in quality jobs in close proximity to all neighborhoods, and transit-oriented villages 

complemented by excellent schools, attractive parks and other recreational amenities, expanded trail 

networks, and preserved natural resource areas.” The guiding principles set forth in the General Plan 

specifically provide for environmental protection in the Santa Clarita Valley. The guiding principles 

pertaining to environmental protection include planning growth within or on the periphery of previously 

developed areas; siting multi-family housing and mixed-use projects adjacent to transit corridors, stations, 

and key activity centers, such as the Valencia Town Center and portions of Newhall and Soledad Canyon 

Road; preserving the natural buffer area surrounding the Santa Clarita Valley; preserving the Santa Clara 

River as open space; and designing new development to improve energy efficiency (City of Santa Clarita 

2011b). 

The proposed project would be consistent with these goals. The project would establish a multi-family 

development along a transit corridor (Soledad Canyon Road) within a previously disturbed parcel that is 

generally surrounded by urban uses. The project would include the implementation of a landscaping plan, 

which would provide for vegetative screening to enhance the aesthetic quality of the project area. 

The project would also contribute to the goal of preserving natural resource areas, as the project would 

designate Lot 4 as open space.  

The project area has a zoning designation of CC and BP. As stated in the General Plan, the CC zone is 

intended for businesses providing retail and service uses which primarily serve the local market. Multiple 

family dwellings (including live/work units) may be permitted in the designation, subject to the 

requirements of the underlying zoning designation, provided that the approval of multiple family 

dwellings in the designation does not adversely impact job creation or economic development in the 
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planning area. Multiple family dwellings shall have a maximum density of 18 dwelling units per acre. 
Allowable uses shall have a have a maximum floor area ratio (FAR) of 0.75. 

As stated in the General Plan, the BP zone provides for mixed employment districts in areas accessible to 
transportation and visible from freeways and major arterials and is intended to promote the development 
of master-planned environments with a high quality of design and construction. Coverage of the 
development site by buildings shall not exceed 90 percent, except as otherwise permitted by the reviewing 
authority pursuant to discretionary review as prescribed by the Unified Development Code. Allowable 
uses shall have a maximum FAR of 2.0. 

Project development activities would only occur within the CC designation. The proposed project's 
designated open space would be associated with the BP zone (Lot 4), which is currently undeveloped. 
As such, no change in the land use associated with the area zoned as BP would occur as a result of the 
project. 

The project includes multi-family residential uses and, therefore, would be consistent with the CC zone's 
allowable land uses. Further, the project would conform to the zone's density and FAR requirements, as 
the project would have a density of eight dwelling units per acre and a FAR below the 0.75 maximum. 
Given the project's consistency with the overall vision and development standards described in the 
General Plan, the project would not conflict with the City's General Plan, and impacts would be less than 
significant. 

City of Santa Clarita Zoning Ordinance 

The project area has a zoning designation of CC and BP. The descriptions of these zones are provided 
above under the description of the project's General Plan consistency. As no development is proposed 
within the BP zone, the focus of the following discussion of the project's zoning ordinance consistency 
is limited to the CC zone. 

With the exception of the maximum height standard, the project would constructed in compliance with 
the development standards outlined in Chapter 17.34.010, Community Commercial Zone, of the Zoning 
Code. Because the project would develop residential structures that measure 40 feet in height, the project 
would not be in compliance with the maximum height standards pursuant to Chapter 17.34.010 of the 
Zoning Code. However, the Applicant is seeking a CUP from the City, which would allow for the 
construction of the 40-foot-tall residential buildings in excess of the 35-foot-tall maximum height 
standards. Additionally, the project would be constructed in compliance with Chapter 17.51.020, Hillside 
Development, of the Zoning Code, and would largely avoid establishing buildings on the hillslope areas 
located within the southern portion of the project area. Therefore, the project would maintain the essential 
natural characteristics of the area and retain the integrity of predominant views of the hillside. 

The project's residential uses would not conflict with the permitted uses described in Section 17.34.010 of 
the Zoning Code, as residential uses are an allowable use, provided they meet the development standards 
specified in Chapter 17.34.010 of the Zoning Code. 

The project would include the establishment of tandem parking spaces, which would conflict with 
Chapter 17.551.060, Parking Standards, of the Zoning Code, which prohibits tandem parking spaces for 
most residential uses. However, the Applicant is seeking a Minor Use Permit from the City to allow for 
the establishment of tandem parking spaces. 

In summary, the project would generally conform to the standards of the Zoning Code. The Applicant 
would obtain a CUP and Minor Use Permit to authorize the construction of 40-foot-tall residential 
buildings and the establishment of residential tandem parking spaces. Therefore, the project would not 
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planning area. Multiple family dwellings shall have a maximum density of 18 dwelling units per acre. 
Allowable uses shall have a have a maximum floor area ratio (FAR) of 0.75. 
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development site by buildings shall not exceed 90 percent, except as otherwise permitted by the reviewing 
authority pursuant to discretionary review as prescribed by the Unified Development Code. Allowable 
uses shall have a maximum FAR of 2.0. 

Project development activities would only occur within the CC designation. The proposed project's 
designated open space would be associated with the BP zone (Lot 4), which is currently undeveloped. 
As such, no change in the land use associated with the area zoned as BP would occur as a result of the 
project. 

The project includes multi-family residential uses and, therefore, would be consistent with the CC zone's 
allowable land uses. Further, the project would conform to the zone's density and FAR requirements, as 
the project would have a density of eight dwelling units per acre and a FAR below the 0.75 maximum. 
Given the project's consistency with the overall vision and development standards described in the 
General Plan, the project would not conflict with the City's General Plan, and impacts would be less than 
significant. 

City of Santa Clarita Zoning Ordinance 

The project area has a zoning designation of CC and BP. The descriptions of these zones are provided 
above under the description of the project's General Plan consistency. As no development is proposed 
within the BP zone, the focus of the following discussion of the project's zoning ordinance consistency 
is limited to the CC zone. 

With the exception of the maximum height standard, the project would constructed in compliance with 
the development standards outlined in Chapter 17.34.010, Community Commercial Zone, of the Zoning 
Code. Because the project would develop residential structures that measure 40 feet in height, the project 
would not be in compliance with the maximum height standards pursuant to Chapter 17.34.010 of the 
Zoning Code. However, the Applicant is seeking a CUP from the City, which would allow for the 
construction of the 40-foot-tall residential buildings in excess of the 35-foot-tall maximum height 
standards. Additionally, the project would be constructed in compliance with Chapter 17.51.020, Hillside 
Development, of the Zoning Code, and would largely avoid establishing buildings on the hillslope areas 
located within the southern portion of the project area. Therefore, the project would maintain the essential 
natural characteristics of the area and retain the integrity of predominant views of the hillside. 

The project's residential uses would not conflict with the permitted uses described in Section 17.34.010 of 
the Zoning Code, as residential uses are an allowable use, provided they meet the development standards 
specified in Chapter 17.34.010 of the Zoning Code. 

The project would include the establishment of tandem parking spaces, which would conflict with 
Chapter 17.551.060, Parking Standards, of the Zoning Code, which prohibits tandem parking spaces for 
most residential uses. However, the Applicant is seeking a Minor Use Permit from the City to allow for 
the establishment of tandem parking spaces. 

In summary, the project would generally conform to the standards of the Zoning Code. The Applicant 
would obtain a CUP and Minor Use Permit to authorize the construction of 40-foot-tall residential 
buildings and the establishment of residential tandem parking spaces. Therefore, the project would not 
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planning area. Multiple family dwellings shall have a maximum density of 18 dwelling units per acre. 

Allowable uses shall have a have a maximum floor area ratio (FAR) of 0.75. 

As stated in the General Plan, the BP zone provides for mixed employment districts in areas accessible to 

transportation and visible from freeways and major arterials and is intended to promote the development 

of master-planned environments with a high quality of design and construction. Coverage of the 

development site by buildings shall not exceed 90 percent, except as otherwise permitted by the reviewing 

authority pursuant to discretionary review as prescribed by the Unified Development Code. Allowable 

uses shall have a maximum FAR of 2.0.  

Project development activities would only occur within the CC designation. The proposed project’s 

designated open space would be associated with the BP zone (Lot 4), which is currently undeveloped. 

As such, no change in the land use associated with the area zoned as BP would occur as a result of the 

project.  

The project includes multi-family residential uses and, therefore, would be consistent with the CC zone’s 

allowable land uses. Further, the project would conform to the zone’s density and FAR requirements, as 

the project would have a density of eight dwelling units per acre and a FAR below the 0.75 maximum. 

Given the project’s consistency with the overall vision and development standards described in the 

General Plan, the project would not conflict with the City’s General Plan, and impacts would be less than 

significant.  

City of Santa Clarita Zoning Ordinance 

The project area has a zoning designation of CC and BP. The descriptions of these zones are provided 

above under the description of the project’s General Plan consistency. As no development is proposed 

within the BP zone, the focus of the following discussion of the project’s zoning ordinance consistency 

is limited to the CC zone. 

With the exception of the maximum height standard, the project would constructed in compliance with 

the development standards outlined in Chapter 17.34.010, Community Commercial Zone, of the Zoning 

Code. Because the project would develop residential structures that measure 40 feet in height, the project 

would not be in compliance with the maximum height standards pursuant to Chapter 17.34.010 of the 

Zoning Code. However, the Applicant is seeking a CUP from the City, which would allow for the 

construction of the 40-foot-tall residential buildings in excess of the 35-foot-tall maximum height 

standards. Additionally, the project would be constructed in compliance with Chapter 17.51.020, Hillside 

Development, of the Zoning Code, and would largely avoid establishing buildings on the hillslope areas 

located within the southern portion of the project area. Therefore, the project would maintain the essential 

natural characteristics of the area and retain the integrity of predominant views of the hillside. 

The project’s residential uses would not conflict with the permitted uses described in Section 17.34.010 of 

the Zoning Code, as residential uses are an allowable use, provided they meet the development standards 

specified in Chapter 17.34.010 of the Zoning Code.  

The project would include the establishment of tandem parking spaces, which would conflict with 

Chapter 17.551.060, Parking Standards, of the Zoning Code, which prohibits tandem parking spaces for 

most residential uses. However, the Applicant is seeking a Minor Use Permit from the City to allow for 

the establishment of tandem parking spaces.  

In summary, the project would generally conform to the standards of the Zoning Code. The Applicant 

would obtain a CUP and Minor Use Permit to authorize the construction of 40-foot-tall residential 

buildings and the establishment of residential tandem parking spaces. Therefore, the project would not 
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conflict with the standards set forth in the Zoning Ordinance, and impacts would be less than significant 
impacts. 

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation is not necessary. 

XIII. Mineral Resources 

Environmental Issues 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant No Impact 

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? 

Environmental Evaluation 

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? 

No Impact. The Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975 (SMARA) regulates all mining activities 
in California and requires that significant mineral resources be protected from encroachment by 
incompatible development, as they provide a needed resource to support the construction of new homes, 
businesses, and roads. Areas classified by the presence or absence of significant mineral deposits are 
known as Mineral Resource Zones (MRZ). According to the City's General Plan Conservation and Open 
Space Element, Exhibit Co-2, Mineral Resources, the project area is not within any MRZ and does not 
have mineral deposits on-site. The California Geologic Energy Management Division's Well Finder map 
shows no oil wells present within the project area. No known mineral resources that would be of value to 
the region and residents of the state would be lost. Therefore, no impact would occur, and no mitigation is 
required. 

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? 

No Impact. The City's interactive map shows that the project area is not located within any mineral or oil 
conservation overlay zones. The nearest zone is 1.3 miles south of the project area. As a result, the 
proposed project would not result in any loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource 
recovery site delineated on a general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan. Thus, no impact would 
occur, and no mitigation is required. 
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incompatible development, as they provide a needed resource to support the construction of new homes, 
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have mineral deposits on-site. The California Geologic Energy Management Division's Well Finder map 
shows no oil wells present within the project area. No known mineral resources that would be of value to 
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required. 

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? 

No Impact. The City's interactive map shows that the project area is not located within any mineral or oil 
conservation overlay zones. The nearest zone is 1.3 miles south of the project area. As a result, the 
proposed project would not result in any loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource 
recovery site delineated on a general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan. Thus, no impact would 
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conflict with the standards set forth in the Zoning Ordinance, and impacts would be less than significant 

impacts.  

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation is not necessary. 

XIII. Mineral Resources 

Environmental Issues 
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? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

Environmental Evaluation 

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? 

No Impact. The Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975 (SMARA) regulates all mining activities 

in California and requires that significant mineral resources be protected from encroachment by 

incompatible development, as they provide a needed resource to support the construction of new homes, 

businesses, and roads. Areas classified by the presence or absence of significant mineral deposits are 

known as Mineral Resource Zones (MRZ). According to the City’s General Plan Conservation and Open 

Space Element, Exhibit Co-2, Mineral Resources, the project area is not within any MRZ and does not 

have mineral deposits on-site. The California Geologic Energy Management Division’s Well Finder map 

shows no oil wells present within the project area. No known mineral resources that would be of value to 

the region and residents of the state would be lost. Therefore, no impact would occur, and no mitigation is 

required. 

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? 

No Impact. The City’s interactive map shows that the project area is not located within any mineral or oil 

conservation overlay zones. The nearest zone is 1.3 miles south of the project area. As a result, the 

proposed project would not result in any loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource 

recovery site delineated on a general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan. Thus, no impact would 

occur, and no mitigation is required.  
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XIV. Noise 

Environmental Issues 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant No Impact 

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? 

111 

(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? 

The information presented in this section of the Initial Study is based on the Noise Study for The Village 
at Golden Triangle (Noise Report) prepared for the project by College Tuition, LLC, March 2020, 
provided as Appendix Ito this IS/MND. 

Environmental Evaluation 

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? 

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. On-site noise-generating activities associated with 
the project would include short-term construction as well as long-term noise associated with mechanical 
equipment operation. The operation of the project would also generate off-site traffic noise along various 
roadways in the area. These potential impacts are discussed below. 

ON-SITE CONSTRUCTION-RELATED NOISE (SHORT-TERM IMPACTS) 

Construction noise and vibration are temporary phenomena. Construction noise and vibration levels 
vary from hour to hour and day to day, depending on the equipment in use, the operations being 
performed, and the distance between the source and receptor. The construction activities for the 
project would include grading, building construction, paving of the on-site roads and parking areas, and 
application of architectural coatings. The construction workforce would be expected to make 
approximately 20 worker trips per day during grading; 200 worker and 47 vendor trips per day during 
building construction; 15 worker trips per day during paving; and 40 worker trips per day during 
architectural coating. 

Project construction would result in short-term noise and vibration impacts on adjacent land uses. 
Noise impacts from construction activities are a function of the noise generated by construction 
equipment, equipment location, and sensitivity of nearby land uses, and the timing and duration of the 
construction activities. Maximum construction impacts would be short-term, generally intermittent 
depending on the construction phase, and variable depending on receiver distance from the active 
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Environmental Evaluation 

Would the project result in 
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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? 

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. On-site noise-generating activities associated with 
the project would include short-term construction as well as long-term noise associated with mechanical 
equipment operation. The operation of the project would also generate off-site traffic noise along various 
roadways in the area. These potential impacts are discussed below. 

ON-SITE CONSTRUCTION-RELATED NOISE (SHORT-TERM IMPACTS) 

Construction noise and vibration are temporary phenomena. Construction noise and vibration levels 
vary from hour to hour and day to day, depending on the equipment in use, the operations being 
performed, and the distance between the source and receptor. The construction activities for the 
project would include grading, building construction, paving of the on-site roads and parking areas, and 
application of architectural coatings. The construction workforce would be expected to make 
approximately 20 worker trips per day during grading; 200 worker and 47 vendor trips per day during 
building construction; 15 worker trips per day during paving; and 40 worker trips per day during 
architectural coating. 

Project construction would result in short-term noise and vibration impacts on adjacent land uses. 
Noise impacts from construction activities are a function of the noise generated by construction 
equipment, equipment location, and sensitivity of nearby land uses, and the timing and duration of the 
construction activities. Maximum construction impacts would be short-term, generally intermittent 
depending on the construction phase, and variable depending on receiver distance from the active 
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XIV. Noise 

Environmental Issues 
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? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

The information presented in this section of the Initial Study is based on the Noise Study for The Village 

at Golden Triangle (Noise Report) prepared for the project by College Tuition, LLC, March 2020, 

provided as Appendix I to this IS/MND. 

Environmental Evaluation 

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?  

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. On-site noise-generating activities associated with 

the project would include short-term construction as well as long-term noise associated with mechanical 

equipment operation. The operation of the project would also generate off-site traffic noise along various 

roadways in the area. These potential impacts are discussed below.  

ON-SITE CONSTRUCTION-RELATED NOISE (SHORT-TERM IMPACTS) 

Construction noise and vibration are temporary phenomena. Construction noise and vibration levels 

vary from hour to hour and day to day, depending on the equipment in use, the operations being 

performed, and the distance between the source and receptor. The construction activities for the 

project would include grading, building construction, paving of the on-site roads and parking areas, and 

application of architectural coatings. The construction workforce would be expected to make 

approximately 20 worker trips per day during grading; 200 worker and 47 vendor trips per day during 

building construction; 15 worker trips per day during paving; and 40 worker trips per day during 

architectural coating.  

Project construction would result in short-term noise and vibration impacts on adjacent land uses. 

Noise impacts from construction activities are a function of the noise generated by construction 

equipment, equipment location, and sensitivity of nearby land uses, and the timing and duration of the 

construction activities. Maximum construction impacts would be short-term, generally intermittent 

depending on the construction phase, and variable depending on receiver distance from the active 
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construction zone. The nearest noise-sensitive receptors are single-family homes located approximately 
55 feet from the project area. 

Each phase of construction involves the use of different types of construction equipment and, therefore, 
has its own distinct noise characteristics. Grading would typically include equipment such as scrapers, 
excavators, graders, dozers, and tractors/loaders/backhoes; building construction would typically include 
equipment such as generators, welders, cranes, forklifts, and tractors/loaders/backhoes; architectural 
coating would typically include equipment such as air compressors; and paving would typically include 
equipment such as pavers, paving equipment, and rollers. The project would be constructed using typical 
construction techniques; no blasting, impact pile driving, or jackhammers would be required. 

Table 9, Typical Maximum Noise Levels for Project Construction Equipment, presents typical 
maximum noise levels and duty cycles' of representative types of equipment that would potentially be 
used during construction for this project. Construction equipment noise would not be constant because of 
the variations of power, cycles, and equipment locations. For maximum noise estimates, this analysis 
considers equipment operating at the edge of the property line of the project area. Additionally, maximum 
noise estimates for the analysis represent worst-case conditions because it is unlikely that all of the 
equipment contained on-site would operate simultaneously. 

Table 9. Typical Maximum Noise Levels for Project Construction Equipment 

Equipment Description Typical Duty Cycle (%) Spec Lmax (dBA) Actual Lmax (dBA) 

Air Compressor 40 80.0 77.7 

Backhoe 40 80.0 77.6 

Crane 16 85.0 80.6 

Dozer 40 85.0 81.7 

Excavator 40 85.0 80.7 

Forklift 40 85.0 N/A 

Generator 50 82.0 80.6 

Grader 40 85.0 N/A 

Paver 50 85.0 77.2 

Paving Equipment 20 85.0 89.5 

Roller 20 85.0 80.0 

Scraper 40 85.0 83.6 

Welder 40 73.0 74.0 

Source: Noise Study. Note: N/A = not available. 

Notes 

Lmax = Maximum Sound Level 

dBA = decibels 

As would be the case for construction of most land use development projects, construction of the project 
would require the use of heavy-duty equipment with the potential to generate audible noise above the 
ambient background noise level. Table 10, Construction Maximum Noise Estimates, shows the noise 
levels at the nearby residential sensitive receptors. For the purposes of this analysis, construction activities 
would result in significant noise impacts if construction noise levels exceed ambient noise levels by 
5 dBA as measured at the sensitive receptor locations. As shown, construction noise levels would result in 
a maximum increase of 11.8 dBA over the significance threshold of 75.3 dBA for the residential uses to 

1  A duty cycle is the proportion of time during which a component, device, or system is operated 
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As would be the case for construction of most land use development projects, construction of the project 

would require the use of heavy-duty equipment with the potential to generate audible noise above the 

ambient background noise level. Table 10, Construction Maximum Noise Estimates, shows the noise 

levels at the nearby residential sensitive receptors. For the purposes of this analysis, construction activities 

would result in significant noise impacts if construction noise levels exceed ambient noise levels by 

5 dBA as measured at the sensitive receptor locations. As shown, construction noise levels would result in 

a maximum increase of 11.8 dBA over the significance threshold of 75.3 dBA for the residential uses to 

 
1 A duty cycle is the proportion of time during which a component, device, or system is operated 
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the east along Isabella Parkway, resulting in a significant impact without implementation of mitigation 
measures. 

Noise impacts associated with construction activities are regulated by the City's noise ordinance, 
including compliance with standards for construction schedule, installation of noise barriers, and other 
BMPs for noise controls to minimize construction noise levels and reduce construction noise impacts to 
less than significant levels. Pursuant to Section 11.44 of the City of Santa Clarita Municipal Code, 
construction would be limited to the hours between 7:00 AM and 7:00 PM, Monday through Friday, 
and between 8:00 AM and 6:00 PM on Saturday. In order to comply with the noise ordinance, project 
construction would include the use of mufflers, shields, sound barriers, and/or other noise reduction 
devices or techniques. Techniques would include equipping construction equipment, fixed or mobile, with 
properly operating and maintained mufflers and other state-required noise attenuation devices; identifying 
the maximum distance between construction equipment staging areas and occupied residential areas; and 
requiring the use of electric air compressors and similar power tools. 

Table 10. Construction Maximum Noise Estimates 

Nearest Off-Site Building 
Structures 

Distance from 
Project Site 

(feet) 

Max 
Construction 

Leq* 

Ambient 
Noise 

Leq (dBA) 

Significance 
Threshold 

(dBA)a 

Maximum Noise Increase 
over Significance Threshold 

without Regulatory 
Compliance Measures 

(dBA) 

Residence to the east along 
Isabella Parkway 

55 87.1 70.3 75.3 +11.8 

Residence to the north along 
Soledad Canyon Road 

415 69.9 73.5 78.5 

Source: Noise Study 

* Equivalent sound level: 

The significance threshold is equal to the ambient noise level measured at the sensitive receptor locations, plus 5 dBA. 

Additionally, as required, signage at the project area will provide contact information about where the 
public can inquire about the construction process and register complaints. A noise disturbance coordinator 
will be identified to address construction noise concerns received. 

Noise impacts of the project due to construction noise would be potentially significant. Mitigation 
measure MM NOI-1 would reduce the impacts to less than significant levels. MM NOI-1 would require 
proper maintenance of equipment; the use of mufflers, shields, sound barriers, and other noise reduction 
techniques such as temporary barriers; and locating stationary equipment as far as possible from noise-
sensitive receptors. MM NOI-1 would ensure construction activities comply with the City's Noise 
Ordinance and that noise levels would be reduced to the extent feasible; thus, on-site construction noise 
levels would be considered less than significant with mitigation. 

OFF-SITE CONSTRUCTION NOISE (SHORT-TERM IMPACT) 

Off-site construction noise would include worker and vendor truck trips to and from the site to work and 
deliver supplies. Approximately 200 worker trips per day and 47 vendor trips per day would occur during 
building construction. No haul truck trips would occur as the project does not require soil import or 
export. Project truck trips, which includes medium- and heavy-duty trucks, would generate noise levels of 
approximately 42.2 to 54.0 dBA, respectively, measured at a distance of 25 feet along Golden Triangle 
Road. Existing noise levels at the project area range from 56.6 dBA to 73.5 dBA. The noise level 
increases from truck trips would be below the significance threshold and therefore impacts related to off-
site construction noise would be less than significant. 
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measure MM NOI-1 would reduce the impacts to less than significant levels. MM NOI-1 would require 
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OPERATIONAL NOISE FROM ON-SITE MECHANICAL EQUIPMENT (LONG-TERM 
IMPACTS) 

The implementation of the project would result in changes to existing noise levels on the project site 
through introduction of heating, ventilation, and air-conditioning (HVAC) equipment, which would be 
located either on the roof, the side of a structure, or on the ground. This noise source may affect noise-
sensitive vicinity land uses off the project area. Table 11, Noise Ordinance Exterior Noise Limits, shows 
that the operational noise requirements would have a daytime sound level restriction of 65 dB and 
nighttime sound level restriction of 55 dB based on residential zones (City of Santa Clarita Municipal 
Code Section 11.44.040), as the closest noise-sensitive receptors are residences. 

Table 11. Noise Ordinance Exterior Noise Limits 

Region Time Noise Level Standard 
(dBA)a 

Residential Zone 7:00 AM — 9:00 PM 65 

Residential Zone 9:00 PM — 7:00 AM 55 

Commercial and manufacturing 7:00 AM — 9:00 PM 80 

Commercial and manufacturing 9:00 PM — 7:00 AM 70 

Source: Santa Clarita Municipal Code, Section 11.44.040 Noise Limits. 

The project would comply with City of Santa Clarita Municipal Code Section 11.44.070, which states that 
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, shall not exceed the noise limits as set forth in Section 11.44.040 at any 
property line (see Table 11). All project mechanical equipment would be required to be designed with 
appropriate noise-control devices, such as sound attenuators, acoustics louvers, or sound screens/parapet 
walls, to comply with noise-limitation requirements provided in City of Santa Clarita Municipal Code 
Section 11.44.070. Therefore, operation of mechanical equipment on the project building would not 
exceed the City's threshold of significance and impacts from HVAC noise would be less than significant. 

b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? 

CONSTRUCTION VIBRATION (SHORT-TERM IMPACT) 

Less than Significant Impact. The City has not adopted a significance threshold to assess vibration 
impacts during construction. Thus, the Caltrans Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance 
Manual is used as a screening tool to assess the potential for adverse vibration effects related to structural 
damage (Caltrans 2013). The Caltrans Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance Manual 
indicates that potential building damage occurs when project construction activities cause ground-borne 
vibration levels to exceed 0.12 inches per second (ips) peak particle velocity (PPV)2 at the nearest off-site 
residential buildings. 

During construction activities for the project, groundborne vibration would be produced by heavy-duty 
construction equipment. Table 12, On-Site Construction Vibration Impacts — Building Damage, illustrates 
the most important equipment relative to generation of vibration, and the levels produced by such 
equipment. 

2 Peak particle velocity (PPV) is used to describe vibration amplitudes and is defined as the maximum instantaneous peak of the 
vibration signal. PPV is typically used for evaluating potential building damage. Units for PPV in this section are inches per 
second (ips). 
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Table 12. On-Site Construction Vibration Impacts — Building Damage 

Estimated Vibration Velocity Levels at the Nearest Off-Site Structures from 
the Project Construction Equipment 

Nearest Off- Site Significance 
Building Vibratory Large Caisson Loaded Jack- Small Small Threshold Exceed 

Structures Roller Bulldozer Drilling Trucks hammer bulldozer bulldozer (PPV ips) Threshold? 

FTA Reference Vibration Levels at 25 feet 

0.210 0.089 0.089 0.076 0.035 0.003 0.003 

Residential to the 0.064 0.027 0.027 0.023 0.011 0.001 0.001 0.12 No 
east (55 feet) 

Residential to the 0.003 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.000 0.12 No 
north (415 feet) 

Source: Noise Study 
Notes: All units are reported in peak particle velocity (PPV) 

As show in Table 12, ground-borne vibration would not exceed 0.064 PPV at the nearest sensitive 
receptor approximately 55 feet to the east of the project area. As the threshold of significance at which 
ground-borne vibration could cause structural damage is 0.12 PPV, construction vibration impacts 
associated with on-site construction would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures would be 
required. 

CONSTRUCTION VIBRATION HUMAN ANNOYANCE POTENTIAL 

Table 13, Thresholds for Human Response to Steady State Vibration, presents human response to steady-
state vibration. The existing residences to the east of the project area are the nearest sensitive receptor and 
with the use of heavy equipment, such as a vibratory roller, they could experience vibration levels of up to 
0.064 PPV at 55 feet. This level of ground-borne vibration is within the threshold of distinctly 
perceptible, which is approximately 0.035 to 0.1 PPV, for a continuous source of vibration (Caltrans 
2013). Vibration from other construction equipment is within the range of slightly perceptible (below 
0.35 PPV). Although construction vibration could be distinctly or slightly perceptible, it would not be 
strongly perceptible or disturbing. Therefore, construction vibration levels would have a less than 
significant impact with respect to human annoyance. 

Table 13. Thresholds for Human Response to Steady State Vibration 

PPV (in/sec) Human Response 

3.6 (at 2 Hz) to 0.4 (at 20 Hz) Very Disturbing 

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

0.10 Strongly Perceptible 

0.035 Distinctly Perceptible 

0.012 Slightly Perceptible 

Source: Caltrans 2013; Reiher 1931 
Notes: 
Hz = hertz 
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the Project Construction Equipment 

Nearest Off- Site Significance 
Building Vibratory Large Caisson Loaded Jack- Small Small Threshold Exceed 

Structures Roller Bulldozer Drilling Trucks hammer bulldozer bulldozer (PPV ips) Threshold? 

FTA Reference Vibration Levels at 25 feet 

0.210 0.089 0.089 0.076 0.035 0.003 0.003 

Residential to the 0.064 0.027 0.027 0.023 0.011 0.001 0.001 0.12 No 
east (55 feet) 

Residential to the 0.003 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.000 0.12 No 
north (415 feet) 

Source: Noise Study 
Notes: All units are reported in peak particle velocity (PPV) 

As show in Table 12, ground-borne vibration would not exceed 0.064 PPV at the nearest sensitive 
receptor approximately 55 feet to the east of the project area. As the threshold of significance at which 
ground-borne vibration could cause structural damage is 0.12 PPV, construction vibration impacts 
associated with on-site construction would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures would be 
required. 

CONSTRUCTION VIBRATION HUMAN ANNOYANCE POTENTIAL 

Table 13, Thresholds for Human Response to Steady State Vibration, presents human response to steady-
state vibration. The existing residences to the east of the project area are the nearest sensitive receptor and 
with the use of heavy equipment, such as a vibratory roller, they could experience vibration levels of up to 
0.064 PPV at 55 feet. This level of ground-borne vibration is within the threshold of distinctly 
perceptible, which is approximately 0.035 to 0.1 PPV, for a continuous source of vibration (Caltrans 
2013). Vibration from other construction equipment is within the range of slightly perceptible (below 
0.35 PPV). Although construction vibration could be distinctly or slightly perceptible, it would not be 
strongly perceptible or disturbing. Therefore, construction vibration levels would have a less than 
significant impact with respect to human annoyance. 

Table 13. Thresholds for Human Response to Steady State Vibration 

PPV (in/sec) Human Response 

3.6 (at 2 Hz) to 0.4 (at 20 Hz) Very Disturbing 

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

0.10 Strongly Perceptible 

0.035 Distinctly Perceptible 

0.012 Slightly Perceptible 

Source: Caltrans 2013; Reiher 1931 
Notes: 
Hz = hertz 
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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? 

No Impact. The project area is not located within 2 miles of a public airport or public use airport. 
Therefore, the project would not result in the exposure of residents or those working in the project area to 
excessive noise levels associated with aircraft operations. No impact would occur. 

Mitigation Measure 

MM NOI-1: As shown above, construction noise levels would result in a maximum increase of 11.8 dBA 
above the significance threshold without implementation of noise attenuation techniques. The following 
measures would reduce construction noise impacts to less than significant: 

• Construction equipment shall be properly maintained per manufacturers' specifications and fitted 
with the best available noise suppression devices (i.e., mufflers, silencers, wraps, etc.). 

• Shroud or shield all impact tools, and muffle or shield all intake and exhaust port on power 
equipment to reduce construction noise by 10 dB or more. 

• Locate fixed and/or stationary equipment as far as possible from noise-sensitive\ receptors. 
This includes, but is not limited to, limiting the number of noise-generating heavy-duty off-road 
construction equipment (e.g., backhoes, dozers, excavators, loaders, rollers, etc.) simultaneously 
used on the project site within 75 feet of off-site noise sensitive receptors surrounding the site to 
no more than one or two pieces of heavy-duty off-road equipment to reduce construction noise 
levels by approximately 20 dBA. In addition, limit the number of noise-generating heavy-duty 
construction equipment to two (2) pieces operating simultaneously to reduce construction noise 
levels by approximately 5 dB. 

• Where feasible, temporary barriers shall be placed as close to the noise source or as close to the 
receptor as possible and break the line of sight between the source and receptor where modeled 
levels exceed applicable standards. 

XV. Population and Housing 
Potentially Less Than Significant Less Than 

Environmental Issues Significant with Mitigation Significant No Impact 
Impact Incorporated Impact 

Would the project: 

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

(b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people or 
housing, necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere? 

Environmental Evaluation 

Would the project: 
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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? 
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XV. Population and Housing 

Environmental Issues 
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 (for example, by proposing new 
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, 
through extension of roads or other infrastructure)? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

(b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people or 
housing, necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

Environmental Evaluation 

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

Less than Significant Impact. Construction of the project would result in temporary employment 
increases. Employment increases have the potential to cause population growth, as they may draw 
additional people and their households to the City. However, given the relatively common nature of the 
project (i.e., does not involve highly specialized construction skills), construction personnel would likely 
be sourced from the local region, and the project would not require the relocation of construction 
personnel. 

The project would result in the construction of 164 multi-family residential units. According to the 
U.S. Census Bureau, the average household size in the City between 2014 and 2018 was 3.07. 
Assuming each residential unit associated with the project would accommodate an average of 3.07 
people, the project would add 503 new residents to the City (U.S Census Bureau 2019). 

According to the U.S. Census Bureau, the population of the City as of July 2019 was estimated to be 
212,979 (U.S Census Bureau 2019). The 503 additional residents generated by the project represents less 
than a 0.01 percent growth over the City's 2019 estimated population. According to the SCAG's 2016-
2040 RTP/SCS Final Growth Forecast by Jurisdiction, the population of the City is estimated to grow to 
262,200 by 2040, approximately 19 years after anticipated completion of the project (SCAG 2016). 
The proposed project would contribute approximately 0.01 percent of this anticipated growth. Due to the 
minor nature of the population growth that could result from the project (less than 0.01 percent over the 
current population) and because this growth falls well within the projected population growth for the City, 
the minor amounts of population growth that would be caused by the proposed project are not considered 
substantial or unplanned. 

With regard to indirect population growth, the proposed project would not have the potential to induce 
growth via infrastructure development or expansion. The project area would be served by existing 
transportation and utility infrastructure and these connections would support the proposed project only. 
As such, the project would not result in the extension of infrastructure or roads such that additional, 
unplanned growth would be facilitated. 

For the reasons described above, while the proposed project would result in some population and 
employment growth, this growth would not be considered substantial or unplanned. Impacts would be 
less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 

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

No Impact. The project area is vacant under current conditions. As such, the proposed project would not 
displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere. No impact would occur. 

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation is not necessary. 
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XVI. Public Services 

Environmental Issues 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant No Impact 

Impact 

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

(a) Fire protection? 

(b) Police protection? 

(c) Schools? 

(d) Parks? 

(e) Other public facilities? 

Environmental Evaluation 

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

a) Fire protection? 

Less than Significant Impact. Urban and wildland fire protection services for the project area are 
provided by Los Angeles County Fire Department (LACoFD), as well as the Fire Services mutual aid 
system, the California Division of Forestry, and the United States Forest Service.' There are 
approximately 11 fire stations within Santa Clarita.4  The project area would be served primarily by 
Station No. 104, located at 26901 Golden Valley Road, approximately 1 mile northwest of the project 
area. Additional fire protection could be provided by other fire stations in Santa Clarita, including Station 
No. 150, located at 19190 Golden Valley Road, approximately 2.5 miles southeast of the project area. 
The project would result in 230,753 square feet of new residential uses in the project area, and an increase 
of approximately 503 residents to the City's population, which could potentially increase demand on fire 
protection services. 

The project area is situated near existing commercial and residential development, and the project would 
not represent a unique land use or type of construction that would require additional fire department 
resources. Additionally, the project would be subject to current LACoFD requirements for sprinkler 
systems, fire alarm systems, and equipment and firefighter access. LACoFD stations would provide a 
sufficient level of fire protection service to the project area, and this level of service would not be 
adversely affected by the project. 

The City's Safety Element describes the LACoFD standards to strive to maintain a 5-minute response 
time from fire stations to all urban areas within the City and to maintain an 8-minute response time from 

3  City of Santa Clarita, General Plan Safety Element, June 2011 page S-23, accessed December 8, 2020. 

4  LACoFD, Fire Station Locator, https://locator.lacounty.gov/fire,  accessed December 8, 2020. 
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XVI. Public Services 
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time from fire stations to all urban areas within the City and to maintain an 8-minute response time from 

 
3 City of Santa Clarita, General Plan Safety Element, June 2011 page S-23, accessed December 8, 2020.  
4 LACoFD, Fire Station Locator, https://locator.lacounty.gov/fire, accessed December 8, 2020.  
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fire stations to suburban areas and a 12-minute response time from fire stations to rural area. The Safety 
Element identifies the 2007 average response time for the Santa Clarita Valley as approximately 5 
minutes within City limits and 8 minutes within unincorporated areas, which is within the LACoFD 
standards (City of Santa Clarita 2011c). 

Due to the limited increase in demand that would be attributable to the project, the availability of fire 
services within proximity to the project area, and required compliance with fire code standards, the 
construction or expansion of existing fire facilities is not expected to be required as a result of the project. 
Therefore, substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered 
facilities would not occur. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 

b) Police protection? 

Less than Significant Impact. Los Angeles County Sheriff Department (LASD) provides police 
protection in the vicinity of the project area. The City of Santa Clarita has one Sheriff's Station, located 
at 23740 Magic Mountain Parkway, approximately 3 miles to the west of the project area. An expanded 
replacement facility is now under construction on Golden Valley Road, approximately 0.25 mile south of 
Center Pointe Parkway, and approximately 0.75 mile southwest of the project area. The new Sheriff's 
Station will be operational in early 2021. 

The project would add approximately 503 residents to the City's population and could place increased 
demand on police protection services. However, the project would not result in the construction or 
expansion of police facilities, as the current staffing and facilities, including the replacement facility, are 
expected to be sufficient to serve the project. Therefore, the project would not result in substantial adverse 
physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered police facilities. As such, 
impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 

c) Schools? 

Less than Significant Impact. The project area is served by the William S. Hart Union High School 
District (for high school and junior high school) and is within the attendance boundaries of La Mesa 
Junior High and Golden Valley High School (William S. Hart Union High School District 2019). 
For elementary schools, the project area is served by Sulphur Springs Union School District and is within 
the attendance boundary of Leona Cox Community School (Sulphur Springs Union School District 2018). 

The need for new school facilities is typically associated with a population increase that generates an 
increase in enrollment large enough to cause new schools to be constructed. The project would involve 
construction of 164 new residential units. Using the statewide average Student Yield Factors for 
elementary school districts (0.5 students per dwelling unit) and high school districts (0.2 students per 
dwelling unit), the project would result in approximately 82 elementary school students and 33 junior 
high and high school students. 

Table 14, School Capacity and Enrollment shows the most recent enrollment numbers for each public 
school that would serve the project area, the design capacity of each school, and the remaining capacity, 
which was calculated by subtracting the latest enrollment from the design capacity. Based on the 
remaining capacities, the schools serving the project area would have sufficient capacity to accommodate 
the project. In their 2019-2020 assessment of enrollment capacity, the William S. Hart Union High 
School District noted that its facilities capacity is exceeded at the junior high school levels, while its 
facilities capacity exceeds student enrollment at the high school levels (William S. Hart Union School 
District 2020). 
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fire stations to suburban areas and a 12-minute response time from fire stations to rural area. The Safety 
Element identifies the 2007 average response time for the Santa Clarita Valley as approximately 5 
minutes within City limits and 8 minutes within unincorporated areas, which is within the LACoFD 
standards (City of Santa Clarita 2011c). 
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at 23740 Magic Mountain Parkway, approximately 3 miles to the west of the project area. An expanded 
replacement facility is now under construction on Golden Valley Road, approximately 0.25 mile south of 
Center Pointe Parkway, and approximately 0.75 mile southwest of the project area. The new Sheriff's 
Station will be operational in early 2021. 
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Table14. School Capacity and Enrollment 

School Design Capacity 2019-2020 Enrollment3  Remaining Capacity 

Leona Cox Community School 7001  421 279 

La Mesa Junior High School 1,2502  1,167 83 

Golden Valley High School 2,5002  2,136 364 

Sources 

Sulphur Springs Union School District, Facilities Assessment and Implementation Plan, 2017, p. 18. Available at: 
https://www.sssd.k12.ca.us/cms/lib/CA02205826/Centricity/Domain/32/Facilities  Assessment_Implementation_Plan_Small.pdf. Accessed December 
8, 2020. Note: Design Capacity is based on statewide measure of 25 students per classroom and does not include portable classrooms at the school. 

2  William S. Hart Union High School District, Student Population Projections Report (By Residence), Fall 2016-2022, 2016, p. Executive Summary-1 
and p. 36. Available at: https://www.hartdistrict.org/apps/pages/attendance-boundaries. Accessed December 8, 2020. Note: Design Capacity is based 
on ideal junior high and high school sizes in the School District. 

3  Ed-Data, Los Angeles, 2020. Available at https://www.ed-data.org/county/Los-Angeles. Accessed December 8, 2020. 

Therefore, while the project would increase the number of students in the project vicinity, it would not do 
so to the extent that new school facilities would be required, given the remaining capacity of the schools 
that would serve the site. For these reasons, impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is 
required. 

d) Parks? 

Less than Significant Impact. The City of Santa Clarita Recreation and Community Services 
Department manages all municipally owned and operated recreation and park facilities within the City. 
The project would add 164 new residential units to the project vicinity and approximately 503 new 
residents, which would generate demand for recreation and parks facilities. The residents of the project 
area could use nearby park facilities. The nearest park facility is Santa Clarita Sports Complex, which is 
located approximately 0.25 mile southwest of the project area. The Santa Clarita Sports Complex includes 
a skate park, a gymnasium with ball courts, and an aquatic park. 

The City as a whole has approximately 418 acres of City-operated parks (City of Santa Clarita 2011a). 
Additionally, the City has nearly 11,000 acres of open space and over 90 miles of trails. The General Plan 
Conservation and Open Space Element sets forth a standard of providing 5 acres of parkland per 
1,000 residents. Santa Clarita's population is approximately 212,979, which would calculate to 1,065 
acres of parkland to satisfy the General Plan goal with the current population (City of Santa Clarita 
2011a). Therefore, with 418 acres of City-operated parks, the City has not met its parkland goals yet. 
Section 16.15 of the City's Municipal Code allows developers to dedicate and build parks to serve 
residents of a new development, or to pay in-lieu fees to the City for parkland acquisition and 
development, for a minimum of 3 acres of additional parkland for each new 1,000 residents. 

Other recreation and park facilities in the project vicinity described in the Conservation and Open Space 
Element include 13 parks that are owned and operated by Los Angeles County, totaling 578 acres in the 
City's planning area; Angeles National Forest (located both north and southeast of the project area); and 
several state park facilities, including Castaic Lake Recreation Area, Placerita Canyon State Park, and 
Vasquez Rocks State Park, totaling 13,476 acres. 

While the City is deficient in parkland acreage, implementation of the project would not substantially 
exacerbate this issue. While the project would increase the population in the City, the amount of growth is 
expected to be minor relative to the City's existing and future population (see Section XIV, Population 
and Housing) and would, therefore, not significantly exacerbate the City's parkland deficiency. 
Additionally, the project includes 8.83 acres of designated open space that would be privately maintained, 
which would be accessible to new residents, and could partially offset demand on area recreation and park 
facilities. 
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Conservation and Open Space Element sets forth a standard of providing 5 acres of parkland per 
1,000 residents. Santa Clarita's population is approximately 212,979, which would calculate to 1,065 
acres of parkland to satisfy the General Plan goal with the current population (City of Santa Clarita 
2011a). Therefore, with 418 acres of City-operated parks, the City has not met its parkland goals yet. 
Section 16.15 of the City's Municipal Code allows developers to dedicate and build parks to serve 
residents of a new development, or to pay in-lieu fees to the City for parkland acquisition and 
development, for a minimum of 3 acres of additional parkland for each new 1,000 residents. 

Other recreation and park facilities in the project vicinity described in the Conservation and Open Space 
Element include 13 parks that are owned and operated by Los Angeles County, totaling 578 acres in the 
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several state park facilities, including Castaic Lake Recreation Area, Placerita Canyon State Park, and 
Vasquez Rocks State Park, totaling 13,476 acres. 

While the City is deficient in parkland acreage, implementation of the project would not substantially 
exacerbate this issue. While the project would increase the population in the City, the amount of growth is 
expected to be minor relative to the City's existing and future population (see Section XIV, Population 
and Housing) and would, therefore, not significantly exacerbate the City's parkland deficiency. 
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which would be accessible to new residents, and could partially offset demand on area recreation and park 
facilities. 

65 

Final Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration  
The Village at Golden Triangle Project 

 

65 
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on ideal junior high and high school sizes in the School District.  
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1,000 residents. Santa Clarita’s population is approximately 212,979, which would calculate to 1,065 
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2011a). Therefore, with 418 acres of City-operated parks, the City has not met its parkland goals yet. 

Section 16.15 of the City’s Municipal Code allows developers to dedicate and build parks to serve 

residents of a new development, or to pay in-lieu fees to the City for parkland acquisition and 

development, for a minimum of 3 acres of additional parkland for each new 1,000 residents.  
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Element include 13 parks that are owned and operated by Los Angeles County, totaling 578 acres in the 

City’s planning area; Angeles National Forest (located both north and southeast of the project area); and 
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While the City is deficient in parkland acreage, implementation of the project would not substantially 

exacerbate this issue. While the project would increase the population in the City, the amount of growth is 

expected to be minor relative to the City’s existing and future population (see Section XIV, Population 
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Furthermore, the project applicant would be required to pay development fees that would help support 
recreational facilities in the City. Payment of fees would help address any incremental increase in demand 
for recreational facilities that may be caused by the project. In addition to the 8.83 acres of designated 
open space, the project design includes additional on-site recreational amenities (e.g., pool, clubhouse, 
spa, and cabana), which could alleviate any potential minor increases in the use of nearby park facilities. 
For these reasons, impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 

e) Other public facilities? 

Less than Significant Impact. Other public facilities and services provided within the City include 
library services. There are two libraries that are closest to the project area, Canyon Country Jo Anne 
Darcy Library, located at 18601 Soledad Canyon Road, approximately 2 miles east of the project area, 
and Valencia Public Library, located at 23743 West Valencia Boulevard, approximately 2 miles west of 
the project area. The residents of the project could use the City's library services, but the increase in use 
would not be significant relative to citywide demand because the project would not be expected to 
generate substantial population growth. Population growth associated with the project would be minor (an 
increase of less than a 0.01 percent over the City's 2019 estimated population). In addition, the project 
would be required to pay library fees for all new residential units to the City prior to issuance of building 
permits. Thus, it is anticipated that existing library and City administrative services would accommodate 
any negligible increase in demand due to implementation of the project. As such, impacts would be less 
than significant, and no mitigation is required. 

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation is not necessary. 

XVII. Recreation 

Environmental Issues 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant No Impact 

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? 

Environmental Evaluation 

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

Less than Significant Impact. The residents of the proposed project could use existing neighborhood 
and regional parks or other recreational facilities. The City currently manages 35 parklands as well as 
other recreational facilities such as skate parks, an aquatic center, and a sports center. Nearby parks and 
recreation facilities include Santa Clarita Skate Park (0.7 miles from the project area), Santa Clarita 
Aquatics Center (0.8 miles), George A. Caravalho Santa Clarita Sports Complex Gymnasium (1.0 miles), 
Discovery Park (2.3 miles), Central Park (4.2 miles). Additionally, Placerita Canyon State Park is 5 miles 
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Furthermore, the project applicant would be required to pay development fees that would help support 
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other recreational facilities such as skate parks, an aquatic center, and a sports center. Nearby parks and 
recreation facilities include Santa Clarita Skate Park (0.7 miles from the project area), Santa Clarita 
Aquatics Center (0.8 miles), George A. Caravalho Santa Clarita Sports Complex Gymnasium (1.0 miles), 
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Furthermore, the project applicant would be required to pay development fees that would help support 

recreational facilities in the City. Payment of fees would help address any incremental increase in demand 

for recreational facilities that may be caused by the project. In addition to the 8.83 acres of designated 

open space, the project design includes additional on-site recreational amenities (e.g., pool, clubhouse, 

spa, and cabana), which could alleviate any potential minor increases in the use of nearby park facilities. 

For these reasons, impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 
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increase of less than a 0.01 percent over the City’s 2019 estimated population). In addition, the project 

would be required to pay library fees for all new residential units to the City prior to issuance of building 
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or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the 
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Less than Significant Impact. The residents of the proposed project could use existing neighborhood 

and regional parks or other recreational facilities. The City currently manages 35 parklands as well as 

other recreational facilities such as skate parks, an aquatic center, and a sports center. Nearby parks and 

recreation facilities include Santa Clarita Skate Park (0.7 miles from the project area), Santa Clarita 

Aquatics Center (0.8 miles), George A. Caravalho Santa Clarita Sports Complex Gymnasium (1.0 miles), 

Discovery Park (2.3 miles), Central Park (4.2 miles). Additionally, Placerita Canyon State Park is 5 miles 
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southeast, Angeles National forest is about 8 miles east, Castaic Lake State Recreation Area is about 14 
miles northwest of the project area and Vasquez Rocks Natural Area and Nature Center is about 14 miles 
east of the project area. Residents would have access to city, county, and state parkland as well as national 
forest land. 

The City has adopted a standard of 5 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents, and the County has adopted a 
standard of 3 acres per 1,000 residents. However, there are only about 1.5 to 2 acres of developed 
parkland per 1000 residents (City of Santa Clarita 2011a). 

While the proposed project would increase the population in the City, the amount of growth is anticipated 
to be relatively minor compared to the City's current and future population. According to Section XIV, 
Population and Housing, the proposed project would contribute approximately 0.01 percent of this 
anticipated growth. Considering the minor nature of the population growth from the proposed project and 
because this growth falls well within the projected population growth for the City, the negligible 
population growth caused by the proposed project would not be considered substation or unplanned. 

Additionally, the proposed project includes 8.83 acres of designated open space that may lessen any 
potential minor increases in the use of nearby park facilities. The proposed project would also contain 
various residential amenities such as a clubhouse, cabana, pool, and spa that may alleviate any potential 
increases to recreational facilities. Thus, the project would not substantially increase the use of existing 
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that physical deterioration of the 
facility would occur or be accelerated. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is 
required. 

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

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project would include 8.83 acres of designated open space 
to be privately managed. The proposed project would not include construction or expansion of 
recreational facilities, other than the open space. There would be no adverse physical effect on the 
environment from the open space. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is 
required. 

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation is not necessary. 
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standard of 3 acres per 1,000 residents. However, there are only about 1.5 to 2 acres of developed 
parkland per 1000 residents (City of Santa Clarita 2011a). 

While the proposed project would increase the population in the City, the amount of growth is anticipated 
to be relatively minor compared to the City's current and future population. According to Section XIV, 
Population and Housing, the proposed project would contribute approximately 0.01 percent of this 
anticipated growth. Considering the minor nature of the population growth from the proposed project and 
because this growth falls well within the projected population growth for the City, the negligible 
population growth caused by the proposed project would not be considered substation or unplanned. 

Additionally, the proposed project includes 8.83 acres of designated open space that may lessen any 
potential minor increases in the use of nearby park facilities. The proposed project would also contain 
various residential amenities such as a clubhouse, cabana, pool, and spa that may alleviate any potential 
increases to recreational facilities. Thus, the project would not substantially increase the use of existing 
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that physical deterioration of the 
facility would occur or be accelerated. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is 
required. 

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

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project would include 8.83 acres of designated open space 
to be privately managed. The proposed project would not include construction or expansion of 
recreational facilities, other than the open space. There would be no adverse physical effect on the 
environment from the open space. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is 
required. 

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation is not necessary. 
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XVIII. Transportation 

Environmental Issues 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant No Impact 

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

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

(d) Result in inadequate emergency access? 

The information in this section of the Initial Study is based on Traffic Study: Golden Triangle Residential 
Development (Traffic Study), prepared for the project by Ruettgers and Schuler Civil Engineers, 
December 2020, provided as Appendix J to this IS/MND. 

Environmental Evaluation 

Would the project: 

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

Less than Significant Impact. Traffic delays and increases in traffic volumes are no longer considered a 
significant impact under CEQA. Therefore, the following discussion about existing street capacity, traffic 
volume, traffic congestion and the potential for the project to modify the existing conditions such that 
they are different from General Plan recommendations for level of service (LOS) are for information 
purposes only. 

The scope of the Traffic Study was developed in association with Santa Clarita Traffic Department and 
identified five key intersections in the project vicinity: 

1. Ruether Avenue and Soledad Canyon Road 

2. Birch Avenue/Rainbow Glen Drive and Soledad Canyon Road 

3. Ruether Avenue and Golden Triangle Road 

4. Isabella Parkway and Golden Triangle Road 

5. Rainbow Glen Drive and Golden Triangle Road 

Additionally, analysis of the study intersections was performed for the following AM and PM traffic 
scenarios: 

o Existing 2020 

o Existing 2020+Project 
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XVIII. Transportation 

Environmental Issues 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

Would the project: 
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scenarios: 

o Existing 2020 

o Existing 2020+Project 
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o Future 2030 

o Future 2030+Project 

Trip Generation 

Trip generation and peak hour volumes for project-generated traffic were calculated for multi-family 
housing with 164 dwelling units using the Institute of Transportation Engineers' Trip Generation Manual. 
The daily trip estimate for the project is 1,199 trips. The AM peak hour trips include 18 inbound trips and 
59 outbound trips. PM peak hour trips include 58 trips inbound trips and 34 outbound trips. 

Traffic Counts 

The Existing 2020 scenario at each of the five intersection was evaluated based on traffic counts during 
AM peak activity (7:00 to 9:00 AM) and PM peak activity (4:00 to 6:00 PM). Peak hours were 
determined to be 7:30 to 8:30 AM and 4:30 to 5:30 PM, and traffic counts during these peak hours were 
used to model existing 2020, as well as the existing plus project traffic volumes that also considered the 
daily trip estimates for the project. Future 2030 trip traffic was modeled using a 2 percent growth rate 
applied to existing volumes to represent the year 2030, which is the model anticipated build year. 
Intersection analysis for the Future 2030 scenario also includes traffic estimates based on a list of 
cumulative projects provided by the City. Resultant cumulative peak hour turning movement volumes 
were added to the 2030 volumes to account for the cumulative impacts. 

Level of Service Analysis 

Level of Service (LOS), which describes the quality of traffic flow through an intersection, and roadway 
capacity were assessed for each of the five intersections based on the four scenarios. Intersections with 
LOS A to LOS C exhibit good traffic flow, with little congestion. LOS D is typically the level for which 
metropolitan area street systems are designed. LOS E defines conditions at or near the capacity of an 
intersection and is characterized by short-duration stoppages and unstable traffic flows at its upper range. 
LOS F occurs when a facility is overloaded and reflects stop-and-go traffic with long-duration delays. 

According to the City of Santa Clarita's Traffic Department, the minimum acceptable LOS standard for 
intersections is LOS D. Furthermore, the City establishes that a traffic impact occurs when the LOS 
deteriorates from LOS D or better, in the existing condition, to LOS E or F with the addition of project 
traffic. If an intersection operates at LOS A, B, or C in the existing condition, significant impacts occur if 
LOS deteriorates to LOS E or F with the project. If an intersection operates at LOS D, a significant 
impact occurs if LOS deteriorates to LOS E with the project, or if the delay with the project increases by 
4 seconds. If an intersection operates at LOS E or F in the existing condition, the addition of project 
traffic would create an impact if the delay with the project increases by 2 seconds. 

Table 15, AM Intersection Level of Service, and Table 16, PM Intersection Level of Service, present 
levels of service for the study intersections. 
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o Future 2030 
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Trip Generation 

Trip generation and peak hour volumes for project-generated traffic were calculated for multi-family 

housing with 164 dwelling units using the Institute of Transportation Engineers’ Trip Generation Manual. 

The daily trip estimate for the project is 1,199 trips. The AM peak hour trips include 18 inbound trips and 

59 outbound trips. PM peak hour trips include 58 trips inbound trips and 34 outbound trips.  
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determined to be 7:30 to 8:30 AM and 4:30 to 5:30 PM, and traffic counts during these peak hours were 

used to model existing 2020, as well as the existing plus project traffic volumes that also considered the 

daily trip estimates for the project. Future 2030 trip traffic was modeled using a 2 percent growth rate 

applied to existing volumes to represent the year 2030, which is the model anticipated build year. 

Intersection analysis for the Future 2030 scenario also includes traffic estimates based on a list of 

cumulative projects provided by the City. Resultant cumulative peak hour turning movement volumes 

were added to the 2030 volumes to account for the cumulative impacts.  

Level of Service Analysis  

Level of Service (LOS), which describes the quality of traffic flow through an intersection, and roadway 

capacity were assessed for each of the five intersections based on the four scenarios. Intersections with 

LOS A to LOS C exhibit good traffic flow, with little congestion. LOS D is typically the level for which 

metropolitan area street systems are designed. LOS E defines conditions at or near the capacity of an 

intersection and is characterized by short-duration stoppages and unstable traffic flows at its upper range. 

LOS F occurs when a facility is overloaded and reflects stop-and-go traffic with long-duration delays.  

According to the City of Santa Clarita’s Traffic Department, the minimum acceptable LOS standard for 

intersections is LOS D. Furthermore, the City establishes that a traffic impact occurs when the LOS 

deteriorates from LOS D or better, in the existing condition, to LOS E or F with the addition of project 

traffic. If an intersection operates at LOS A, B, or C in the existing condition, significant impacts occur if 

LOS deteriorates to LOS E or F with the project. If an intersection operates at LOS D, a significant 

impact occurs if LOS deteriorates to LOS E with the project, or if the delay with the project increases by 

4 seconds. If an intersection operates at LOS E or F in the existing condition, the addition of project 

traffic would create an impact if the delay with the project increases by 2 seconds.  

Table 15, AM Intersection Level of Service, and Table 16, PM Intersection Level of Service, present 

levels of service for the study intersections.  
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Table 15. AM Intersection Level of Service 

Intersection Control 
Type 2020 2020+ 

Project 2030 2030+ 2030+ Project 
Project w/Mitigationl 

1 Ruether Ave & Soledad Canyon Rd Signal D D F F2  
(42.1) (42.1) (95.2) (95.5) 

2 Birch Ave/Rainbow Glen Dr & Soledad Signal C C D D3 

Canyon Rd (45.2) (45.2) 

3 Ruether Ave & Golden Triangle Rd Signal 

4 Isabella Pkwy & Golden Triangle Rd NB 
Stop (48.1) (66.5) (188.4) (253.2) 

5 Rainbow Glen Dr & Golden Triangle Rd EB 
Stop (68.5) (113.9) (297.3) (>300) (>300) 

' With Recommended Conditions of Approval. 

2Addition of project traffic does not increase delay by more than 2 seconds. (##.#) Value indicates intersection vehicle delay inseconds. 

3Addition of project traffic does not increase delay by more than 4 seconds. (##.#) Value indicates intersection vehicle delay inseconds. 

Table 16. PM Intersection Level of Service 

Intersection Control Type 2020 2020+ 
Project 2030 

2030+ Project w/ 
2030+ Recommended 

Project Conditions of 
Approval' 

1 Ruether Ave & Soledad Canyon Rd Signal F F F F2  
(98.6) (97.5) (107.8) (109.3) 

2 Birch Ave/Rainbow Glen Dr & Soledad Signal C C C C 
Canyon Rd 

3 Ruether Ave & Golden Triangle Rd Signal C C C C 

4 Isabella Pkwy & Golden Triangle Rd NB Stop D D E F C 
(25.6) (30.9) (49.0) (70.1) 

5 Rainbow Glen Dr & Golden Triangle Rd EB Stop 
(29.9) (35.5) (111.6) (131.9) (139.7) 

'With Recommended Conditions of Approval. 

2 Addition of project traffic does not increase delay by more than 2 seconds. (##.#) Value indicates intersection vehicle delay in seconds. 

Three intersections operate below an acceptable LOS in 2020: Ruether Avenue and Soledad Canyon 
Road, Isabella Parkway and Golden Triangle Road, and Rainbow Glen Drive and Golden Triangle Road. 
Ruether Avenue and Soledad Canyon does not have a significant impact moving from the 2020 scenario 
to the 2020 plus Project scenario, because the LOS does not change for AM or PM and the difference in 
delay does not meet the threshold. The project would not have a significant impact on both Birch 
Avenue/Rainbow Glen Drive and Soledad Canyon Road, and Ruether Avenue and Golden Triangle Road, 
which would continue to operate at an acceptable LOS prior to, and with the addition of project traffic 
through 2030. However, the 2020 plus Project scenario indicates that the project is expected to result in a 
significant impact at Isabella Parkway and Golden Triangle Road due to an increase in delay of more than 
4 seconds, and at Rainbow Glen Drive and Golden Triangle Road, because LOS D becomes LOS E. 
Therefore, the project would have a significant transportation impact using the criteria in the General 
Plan's Transportation and Circulation Element, but would have no transportation impact due to LOS for 
the purposes of CEQA. The recommended Conditions of Approval in the General Plan to address LOS 
(described at the end of this section) would reduce the impact to LOS. The LOS recommendation for 
Rainbow Glen Drive and Golden Triangle Road is intended to reduce the conflicts for the eastbound left 
turn movements. It is understood that the LOS goal for the intersection is not met, and that a signal at this 
intersection may be recommended in the future. 
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Table 16. PM Intersection Level of Service 

Intersection Control Type 2020 2020+ 
Project 2030 
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Project Conditions of 
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2 Addition of project traffic does not increase delay by more than 2 seconds. (##.#) Value indicates intersection vehicle delay in seconds. 

Three intersections operate below an acceptable LOS in 2020: Ruether Avenue and Soledad Canyon 
Road, Isabella Parkway and Golden Triangle Road, and Rainbow Glen Drive and Golden Triangle Road. 
Ruether Avenue and Soledad Canyon does not have a significant impact moving from the 2020 scenario 
to the 2020 plus Project scenario, because the LOS does not change for AM or PM and the difference in 
delay does not meet the threshold. The project would not have a significant impact on both Birch 
Avenue/Rainbow Glen Drive and Soledad Canyon Road, and Ruether Avenue and Golden Triangle Road, 
which would continue to operate at an acceptable LOS prior to, and with the addition of project traffic 
through 2030. However, the 2020 plus Project scenario indicates that the project is expected to result in a 
significant impact at Isabella Parkway and Golden Triangle Road due to an increase in delay of more than 
4 seconds, and at Rainbow Glen Drive and Golden Triangle Road, because LOS D becomes LOS E. 
Therefore, the project would have a significant transportation impact using the criteria in the General 
Plan's Transportation and Circulation Element, but would have no transportation impact due to LOS for 
the purposes of CEQA. The recommended Conditions of Approval in the General Plan to address LOS 
(described at the end of this section) would reduce the impact to LOS. The LOS recommendation for 
Rainbow Glen Drive and Golden Triangle Road is intended to reduce the conflicts for the eastbound left 
turn movements. It is understood that the LOS goal for the intersection is not met, and that a signal at this 
intersection may be recommended in the future. 
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Table 15. AM Intersection Level of Service 

# Intersection 
Control 
Type 

2020 
2020+ 

Project 
2030 

2030+ 
Project 

2030+ Project 
w/Mitigation¹ 

1 Ruether Ave & Soledad Canyon Rd Signal D  
(42.1) 

D  
(42.1) 

F  
(95.2) 

F2  
(95.5) 

– 

2 Birch Ave/Rainbow Glen Dr & Soledad 
Canyon Rd 

Signal C C D  
(45.2) 

D3 
(45.2) 

– 

3 Ruether Ave & Golden Triangle Rd Signal C C C C – 

4 Isabella Pkwy & Golden Triangle Rd NB 
Stop 

E 
(48.1) 

F 
(66.5) 

F 
(188.4) 

F 
(253.2) 

C 

5 Rainbow Glen Dr & Golden Triangle Rd EB 
Stop 

F 
(68.5) 

F 
(113.9) 

F 
(297.3) 

F 
(>300) 

F 
(>300) 

1 With Recommended Conditions of Approval.  

2Addition of project traffic does not increase delay by more than 2 seconds. (##.#) Value indicates intersection vehicle delay in seconds. 

3Addition of project traffic does not increase delay by more than 4 seconds. (##.#) Value indicates intersection vehicle delay in seconds. 

Table 16. PM Intersection Level of Service 

# Intersection Control Type 2020 
2020+ 

Project 
2030 

2030+ 
Project 

2030+ Project w/ 
Recommended 
Conditions of 

Approval¹ 

1 Ruether Ave & Soledad Canyon Rd Signal F  
(98.6) 

F  
(97.5) 

F  
(107.8) 

F2  
(109.3) 

- 

2 Birch Ave/Rainbow Glen Dr & Soledad 
Canyon Rd 

Signal C C C C - 

3 Ruether Ave & Golden Triangle Rd Signal C C C C - 

4 Isabella Pkwy & Golden Triangle Rd NB Stop D 
(25.6) 

D 
(30.9) 

E 
(49.0) 

F 
(70.1) 

C 

5 Rainbow Glen Dr & Golden Triangle Rd EB Stop D  
(29.9) 

E  
(35.5) 

F  
(111.6) 

F  
(131.9) 

F  
(139.7) 

1 With Recommended Conditions of Approval.  

2 Addition of project traffic does not increase delay by more than 2 seconds. (##.#) Value indicates intersection vehicle delay in seconds. 

Three intersections operate below an acceptable LOS in 2020: Ruether Avenue and Soledad Canyon 

Road, Isabella Parkway and Golden Triangle Road, and Rainbow Glen Drive and Golden Triangle Road. 

Ruether Avenue and Soledad Canyon does not have a significant impact moving from the 2020 scenario 

to the 2020 plus Project scenario, because the LOS does not change for AM or PM and the difference in 

delay does not meet the threshold. The project would not have a significant impact on both Birch 

Avenue/Rainbow Glen Drive and Soledad Canyon Road, and Ruether Avenue and Golden Triangle Road, 

which would continue to operate at an acceptable LOS prior to, and with the addition of project traffic 

through 2030. However, the 2020 plus Project scenario indicates that the project is expected to result in a 

significant impact at Isabella Parkway and Golden Triangle Road due to an increase in delay of more than 

4 seconds, and at Rainbow Glen Drive and Golden Triangle Road, because LOS D becomes LOS E. 

Therefore, the project would have a significant transportation impact using the criteria in the General 

Plan’s Transportation and Circulation Element, but would have no transportation impact due to LOS for 

the purposes of CEQA. The recommended Conditions of Approval in the General Plan to address LOS 

(described at the end of this section) would reduce the impact to LOS. The LOS recommendation for 

Rainbow Glen Drive and Golden Triangle Road is intended to reduce the conflicts for the eastbound left 

turn movements. It is understood that the LOS goal for the intersection is not met, and that a signal at this 

intersection may be recommended in the future. 
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Transit Impacts 

As required by the 2010 Congestion Management Program for Los Angeles County (CMP), the potential 
impacts of the project on transit service are included during environmental review under CEQA. The 
project-generated transit trip generation was estimated based on values set forth in the CMP. The total 
number of new person trips equals 1.4 times the estimated vehicle trips, and then the number of new 
transit trips equals 3.5 percent of the total number of person trips. Pursuant to the CMP, the project is 
forecast to generate demand for approximately four transit trips during the weekday AM peak hour and 
approximately five transit trips during the weekday PM peak hour. Over a 24- hour period, the project 
would generate demand for 59 total daily transit trips. 

Two bus transit line stops and routes are provided adjacent to or close to the project area (Santa Clara 
Transit 2020). The two transit lines, City of Santa Clarita Transit Routes 5: Stevenson Ranch/Vasquez 
Canyon and Route 6: Stevenson Ranch/Shadow Pines, provide local services for an average of 
(i.e., average of the directional number of buses/trains during the peak hours) roughly seven buses during 
the weekday AM peak hour and seven buses during the weekday PM peak hour. Additionally, they 
provide bus transit connectivity to McBean Regional Transit Center and Via Princessa Metrolink Station. 
Based on the estimated weekday AM and PM peak hour new transit trips, there would be less than one 
additional transit rider per bus. It is anticipated that the existing transit service in the project vicinity 
would adequately accommodate the increase of project-generated transit trips. Thus, given the number of 
project-generated transit trips per bus, no impacts on existing or future transit services in the project 
vicinity are expected to occur as a result of the project, and no mitigation measures are required 

Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities 

The project's location is in proximity to pedestrian and bicycle facilities including the Chuck Pontius 
Commuter Trail located to the north of the project area, and a bicycle lane connecting to the Santa Clara 
River Trail. Pedestrian access to the project area would be provided via two private drive and fire lane 
access routes entering from Golden Triangle Road north of the project area and Isabella Parkway east of 
the project area. Therefore, the project would not conflict with the circulation system including bicycle 
and pedestrian facilities. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 

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

Less than Significant Impact. The City of Santa Clarita adopted its Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) 
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has been assessed qualitatively based on guidance from the Technical Advisory of the California Office 
of Planning and Research (OPR) and review of VMT policies. The Technical Advisory provides the 
following potential screening criteria for certain land development projects that may be presumed to result 
in a less than significant VMT impact: 

o Local-serving retail less than 50,000 square feet, including schools, daycare, student housing, 
etc., 

o Small projects generating less than 110 trips per day; 

o Residential and office projects located in areas with low VMT; 

o Projects near transit stations or major transit stop along a high-quality transit corridor; and 

o Residential projects with a high percentage of affordable housing. 

As detailed in OPR' s Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA, new 
residential development that exceeds a level of 15 percent below existing VMT per capita may indicate 
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a significant transportation impact, based on either city or regional VMT per capita data (OPR 2018). 
According to the City's Transportation Analysis Updates in Santa Clarita, the City has an estimated 
2020 VMT per capita of 22.7, with a 15 percent reduction value of 19.3 (City of Santa Clarita 2020d). 
Additionally, the Transportation Analysis Updates identify areas of the City with VMT levels more than 
15 percent below the City's 2020 VMT per capita and clarify that residential projects located within a low 
VMT generating area may be presumed to have a less than significant impact, as long as the new 
development is similar to the development already in the area and absent substantial evidence to the 
contrary. 

The project is located in an area designated as "low VMT." Additionally, the project does not include 
substantial evidence that would disqualify the project from operating at a similar level of VMT per capita 
because it is similar to the development already in the project vicinity. Because the project is a residential 
development in a low VMT area, defined as having a VMT per capita more than 15 percent below the 
City average VMT per capita, then the project does not need to complete a VMT analysis, and impacts are 
less than significant. The project would not conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 
15064.3, subdivision (b), which provides criteria for analyzing transportation impacts, including VMT. 
Therefore, impacts related to VMT are less than significant, and mitigation is not required. 

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

Less than Significant Impact. A significant impact may occur if a project includes new roadway design 
or introduces a new land use or features into an area with specific transportation requirements and 
characteristics that have not been previously experienced in that area, or if project area access or other 
features are designed in such a way that creates hazard conditions. 

Vehicular access to the project area would be provided via two new private drives entering from Golden 
Triangle Road north of the project area and Isabella Parkway east of the project area. The new private 
drives would be constructed to City of Santa Clarita design standards5  and would be similar to existing 
access routes for land uses in the project vicinity. Therefore, the project would not introduce any 
hazardous geometric design features that would create significant hazards to the surrounding roadways. 
Furthermore, the project area would be accessed by vehicles and trucks that normally travel on City 
streets and the project would not introduce any incompatible uses that would create significant hazards to 
the surrounding roadways. Therefore, project roadway improvements would not substantially increase 
hazards due to a design feature. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are 
required. 

d) Result in inadequate emergency access? 

No Impact. A significant impact may occur if the project design would not provide emergency access 
that meets the requirements of the LASD or the LACoFD, or threatened the ability of emergency vehicles 
to access and serve the project area or adjacent uses. Vehicular access to the project area would be 
provided via two private driveways, located on the north and east sides of the project area. The Golden 
Triangle Road and Isabella Parkway driveways would be constructed to City of Santa Clarita design 
standards, which would allow for access of emergency vehicles. The driveways would provide direct 
access to the surface parking areas and residential units within the project area. Furthermore, the 
Applicant would consult with the LASD or the LACoFD prior to project construction to ensure project 
access plans are in compliance with regulations. Therefore, there would be no impact related to 
emergency access, and no mitigation measures are required. 

5 Santa Clarita design standards are based on California Building Codes, City of Santa Clarita Amendments, City of Santa Clarita 
Municipal Code, and Local Design Criteria. 
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Recommended Conditions of Approval 

BMP TR-1: Intersection and roadway improvements needed by the year 2030 to maintain or improve the 
operational LOS of the street system in the vicinity of the project: 

1. Intersection #4, Isabella Parkway & Golden Triangle Road: Modify one eastbound Through 
Lane to a Right Turn Lane and construct a raised median through the intersections to allow 
for northbound left turn movements to enter into a lane separate from the westbound 
movements. 

2. Intersection #5, Rainbow Glen Drive & Golden Triangle Road: Modify the northbound lane 
configuration to include a Through Left Lane and a Through Lane striped for the right turn at 
Soledad Canyon Road. Modify the existing Northbound Left turn lane to include a short 
segment of raised median with pedestrian refuge. 

XIX. Tribal Cultural Resources 

Environmental Issues 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant No Impact 

Impact 

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

(i) 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 

(ii) 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 Resource Code Section 
5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the 
significance of the resource to a California Native 
American tribe. 

The findings and references presented in this section are based on confidential information provided 
during tribal consultation and the Archaeological Resources Assessment for the Golden Triangle Project, 
Santa Clarita, Los Angeles County, California (Archaeological Resources Assessment) prepared for the 
project by SWCA, January 2021, provided as Appendix E to this IS/MND. 

73 

Final Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 
The Village at Golden Triangle Project 

Recommended Conditions of Approval 

BMP TR-1: Intersection and roadway improvements needed by the year 2030 to maintain or improve the 
operational LOS of the street system in the vicinity of the project: 

1. Intersection #4, Isabella Parkway & Golden Triangle Road: Modify one eastbound Through 
Lane to a Right Turn Lane and construct a raised median through the intersections to allow 
for northbound left turn movements to enter into a lane separate from the westbound 
movements. 

2. Intersection #5, Rainbow Glen Drive & Golden Triangle Road: Modify the northbound lane 
configuration to include a Through Left Lane and a Through Lane striped for the right turn at 
Soledad Canyon Road. Modify the existing Northbound Left turn lane to include a short 
segment of raised median with pedestrian refuge. 

XIX. Tribal Cultural Resources 

Environmental Issues 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant No Impact 

Impact 

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

(i) 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 

(ii) 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 Resource Code Section 
5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the 
significance of the resource to a California Native 
American tribe. 

The findings and references presented in this section are based on confidential information provided 
during tribal consultation and the Archaeological Resources Assessment for the Golden Triangle Project, 
Santa Clarita, Los Angeles County, California (Archaeological Resources Assessment) prepared for the 
project by SWCA, January 2021, provided as Appendix E to this IS/MND. 

73 

Final Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration  
The Village at Golden Triangle Project 

 

73 

Recommended Conditions of Approval 

BMP TR-1: Intersection and roadway improvements needed by the year 2030 to maintain or improve the 

operational LOS of the street system in the vicinity of the project:  

1. Intersection #4, Isabella Parkway & Golden Triangle Road: Modify one eastbound Through 

Lane to a Right Turn Lane and construct a raised median through the intersections to allow 

for northbound left turn movements to enter into a lane separate from the westbound 

movements. 

2. Intersection #5, Rainbow Glen Drive & Golden Triangle Road: Modify the northbound lane 

configuration to include a Through Left Lane and a Through Lane striped for the right turn at 

Soledad Canyon Road. Modify the existing Northbound Left turn lane to include a short 

segment of raised median with pedestrian refuge.  

XIX. Tribal Cultural Resources 

Environmental Issues 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

    

(i) 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 

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

(ii) 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 Resource Code Section 
5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the 
significance of the resource to a California Native 
American tribe. 

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

The findings and references presented in this section are based on confidential information provided 

during tribal consultation and the Archaeological Resources Assessment for the Golden Triangle Project, 

Santa Clarita, Los Angeles County, California (Archaeological Resources Assessment) prepared for the 

project by SWCA, January 2021, provided as Appendix E to this IS/MND.  



Final Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 
The Village at Golden Triangle Project 

Environmental Evaluation 

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

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

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. There are no known tribal cultural 
resources identified in the project site. The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) returned a 
Sacred Lands File (SLF) search for the project in December 2020 with negative results. A California 
Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) search was also conducted through the South Central 
Coastal Information Center (SCCIC) for the project. No resources were found within the project site; a 
single chert arrowhead, which could be considered a tribal cultural resource, was found within one mile of 
the project site. A pedestrian survey of the site by an archaeologist did not discover tribal cultural 
resources or potential tribal cultural resources, and background research showed that the site had been 
extensively ploughed in the early half of the twentieth century, suggesting that tribal cultural resources are 
unlikely to be preserved below the surface within the project site. For more information on the results of 
the search results and background research, see Section V, Cultural Resources, and Appendix E. 

The City, in compliance with the requirements of Public Resources Code 21080.3.1, mailed a letter on 
November 4, 2020 to the Fernandefio Tataviam Band of Mission Indians (FTBMI), who are on the City's 
list of tribes that requested to receive notifications pursuant to Assembly Bill 52 (AB 52). On December 
2, 2020, the City received an email reply from Jairo F. Avila, M.A., Registered Professional 
Archaeologist, and Officer from the FTMBI's Tribal Historic and Cultural Preservation (THCP) 
Department. In the letter, Mr. Avila stated that the FTMBI would like to continue consultation for the 
project. The letter confirmed that the project is located within the Tataviam ancestral territory and that 
significant cultural resources are known to exist in the region of the project. A map of the historical tribal 
territory was also attached to the letter as part of an internal FTMBI Consultation Form. Mr. Avila 
requested copies of grading plans, the geotechnical report, and cultural resources assessment. After 
providing the requested information via email, a video conference was held on January 28, 2021. The 
meeting was attended by FTMBI, the City, and two SWCA staff members retained by the City to assist 
with preparation of the IS/MND and archaeological resources assessment. During the meeting FTMBI 
provided additional information related to the cultural history of the Tataviam and traditional practices 
conducted within the region by tribal ancestors and members, which continue to the present day. Mr. 
Avila noted the presence of nearby environmental features that have cultural significance and are 
themselves considered to be a cultural landscape and tribal cultural resource or are correlated with the 
presence of archaeological or tribal cultural resources. The consultation addressed questions raised by the 
FTMBI concerning the role of the City and SWCA in relationship to the proposed project, details on the 
project design and expected depth of excavation, and the contents of SWCA's archaeological study. 
FTMBI requested that mitigation measures be included to provide provisions for the inadvertent 
discovery of tribal cultural resources or Native American human remains, and that preference be given to 
the curatorial facility managed by the Tejon Band of Mission Indians in the event any such resources are 
identified, and collection of artifacts or items be required as part of the treatment. A summary of the 
topics discussed in the meeting and two mitigation measures were provided to the City by FTMBI in a 
letter transmitted via email on January 29, 2021. 

74 

Final Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 
The Village at Golden Triangle Project 

Environmental Evaluation 

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

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

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. There are no known tribal cultural 
resources identified in the project site. The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) returned a 
Sacred Lands File (SLF) search for the project in December 2020 with negative results. A California 
Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) search was also conducted through the South Central 
Coastal Information Center (SCCIC) for the project. No resources were found within the project site; a 
single chert arrowhead, which could be considered a tribal cultural resource, was found within one mile of 
the project site. A pedestrian survey of the site by an archaeologist did not discover tribal cultural 
resources or potential tribal cultural resources, and background research showed that the site had been 
extensively ploughed in the early half of the twentieth century, suggesting that tribal cultural resources are 
unlikely to be preserved below the surface within the project site. For more information on the results of 
the search results and background research, see Section V, Cultural Resources, and Appendix E. 

The City, in compliance with the requirements of Public Resources Code 21080.3.1, mailed a letter on 
November 4, 2020 to the Fernandefio Tataviam Band of Mission Indians (FTBMI), who are on the City's 
list of tribes that requested to receive notifications pursuant to Assembly Bill 52 (AB 52). On December 
2, 2020, the City received an email reply from Jairo F. Avila, M.A., Registered Professional 
Archaeologist, and Officer from the FTMBI's Tribal Historic and Cultural Preservation (THCP) 
Department. In the letter, Mr. Avila stated that the FTMBI would like to continue consultation for the 
project. The letter confirmed that the project is located within the Tataviam ancestral territory and that 
significant cultural resources are known to exist in the region of the project. A map of the historical tribal 
territory was also attached to the letter as part of an internal FTMBI Consultation Form. Mr. Avila 
requested copies of grading plans, the geotechnical report, and cultural resources assessment. After 
providing the requested information via email, a video conference was held on January 28, 2021. The 
meeting was attended by FTMBI, the City, and two SWCA staff members retained by the City to assist 
with preparation of the IS/MND and archaeological resources assessment. During the meeting FTMBI 
provided additional information related to the cultural history of the Tataviam and traditional practices 
conducted within the region by tribal ancestors and members, which continue to the present day. Mr. 
Avila noted the presence of nearby environmental features that have cultural significance and are 
themselves considered to be a cultural landscape and tribal cultural resource or are correlated with the 
presence of archaeological or tribal cultural resources. The consultation addressed questions raised by the 
FTMBI concerning the role of the City and SWCA in relationship to the proposed project, details on the 
project design and expected depth of excavation, and the contents of SWCA's archaeological study. 
FTMBI requested that mitigation measures be included to provide provisions for the inadvertent 
discovery of tribal cultural resources or Native American human remains, and that preference be given to 
the curatorial facility managed by the Tejon Band of Mission Indians in the event any such resources are 
identified, and collection of artifacts or items be required as part of the treatment. A summary of the 
topics discussed in the meeting and two mitigation measures were provided to the City by FTMBI in a 
letter transmitted via email on January 29, 2021. 
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Environmental Evaluation 

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

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

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. There are no known tribal cultural 

resources identified in the project site. The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) returned a 

Sacred Lands File (SLF) search for the project in December 2020 with negative results. A California 

Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) search was also conducted through the South Central 
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single chert arrowhead, which could be considered a tribal cultural resource, was found within one mile of 
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Department. In the letter, Mr. Avila stated that the FTMBI would like to continue consultation for the 

project. The letter confirmed that the project is located within the Tataviam ancestral territory and that 

significant cultural resources are known to exist in the region of the project. A map of the historical tribal 

territory was also attached to the letter as part of an internal FTMBI Consultation Form. Mr. Avila 

requested copies of grading plans, the geotechnical report, and cultural resources assessment. After 

providing the requested information via email, a video conference was held on January 28, 2021. The 

meeting was attended by FTMBI, the City, and two SWCA staff members retained by the City to assist 

with preparation of the IS/MND and archaeological resources assessment. During the meeting FTMBI 

provided additional information related to the cultural history of the Tataviam and traditional practices 

conducted within the region by tribal ancestors and members, which continue to the present day. Mr. 

Avila noted the presence of nearby environmental features that have cultural significance and are 

themselves considered to be a cultural landscape and tribal cultural resource or are correlated with the 

presence of archaeological or tribal cultural resources. The consultation addressed questions raised by the 

FTMBI concerning the role of the City and SWCA in relationship to the proposed project, details on the 

project design and expected depth of excavation, and the contents of SWCA’s archaeological study. 

FTMBI requested that mitigation measures be included to provide provisions for the inadvertent 

discovery of tribal cultural resources or Native American human remains, and that preference be given to 

the curatorial facility managed by the Tejon Band of Mission Indians in the event any such resources are 

identified, and collection of artifacts or items be required as part of the treatment. A summary of the 

topics discussed in the meeting and two mitigation measures were provided to the City by FTMBI in a 

letter transmitted via email on January 29, 2021. 
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No previously identified tribal cultural resources have been identified. The available evidence suggests 
there is unlikely to be an as-yet-unidentified tribal cultural resource preserved below the surface within 
the project site that would be encountered during construction for the proposed project. However, the 
location of buried tribal cultural resources is unpredictable in nature and the project site is near areas of 
known significance to the FTMBI; therefore, while it is unlikely, the possibility of buried tribal cultural 
resources being within the project site cannot be ruled out. To ensure tribal cultural resources 
inadvertently discovered during construction are properly evaluated and treated in accordance with State 
regulations, the City shall include the mitigation measure recommended by the FTMBI and SWCA. 
Without this measure the proposed project may result in potentially significant impacts on tribal cultural 
resources. Incorporating the proposed mitigation measure would ensure potential impacts are reduced to 
less than significant levels. 

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 Resource Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall 
consider the significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe. 

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. No previously identified tribal cultural 
resources have been identified and the available evidence suggests there is unlikely to be an as-yet-
unidentified tribal cultural resource preserved below the surface within the project site that would be 
encountered during construction for the proposed project. However, the location of buried tribal cultural 
resources is unpredictable in nature and the project site is near areas of known significance to the FTMBI; 
therefore, while it is unlikely, the possibility of buried tribal cultural resources within the project site 
cannot be ruled out. To ensure that tribal cultural resources inadvertently discovered during construction 
are properly evaluated and treated in accordance with State regulations, the City shall include the 
mitigation measure recommended by the FTMBI and SWCA. Without this measure the proposed project 
may result in potentially significant impacts on tribal cultural resources. Incorporating the proposed 
mitigation measure would ensure potential impacts are reduced to less than significant levels. 

Mitigation Measure 

MM TCR-1: In the event that Tribal Cultural Resources are discovered during Project activities, all 
work in the immediate vicinity of the find (within a 60-foot buffer) shall cease and a qualified 
archaeologist meeting Secretary of Interior standards shall assess the find. The City, Project applicant, 
and their designee shall, in good faith, consult with the Femandefio Tataviam Band of Mission Indians on 
the disposition and treatment of any tribal cultural resource encountered during all ground disturbing 
activities. 

)0C Utilities and Service Systems 

Environmental Issues 
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Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
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Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant No Impact 

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? 
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No previously identified tribal cultural resources have been identified. The available evidence suggests 
there is unlikely to be an as-yet-unidentified tribal cultural resource preserved below the surface within 
the project site that would be encountered during construction for the proposed project. However, the 
location of buried tribal cultural resources is unpredictable in nature and the project site is near areas of 
known significance to the FTMBI; therefore, while it is unlikely, the possibility of buried tribal cultural 
resources being within the project site cannot be ruled out. To ensure tribal cultural resources 
inadvertently discovered during construction are properly evaluated and treated in accordance with State 
regulations, the City shall include the mitigation measure recommended by the FTMBI and SWCA. 
Without this measure the proposed project may result in potentially significant impacts on tribal cultural 
resources. Incorporating the proposed mitigation measure would ensure potential impacts are reduced to 
less than significant levels. 

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 Resource Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall 
consider the significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe. 

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. No previously identified tribal cultural 
resources have been identified and the available evidence suggests there is unlikely to be an as-yet-
unidentified tribal cultural resource preserved below the surface within the project site that would be 
encountered during construction for the proposed project. However, the location of buried tribal cultural 
resources is unpredictable in nature and the project site is near areas of known significance to the FTMBI; 
therefore, while it is unlikely, the possibility of buried tribal cultural resources within the project site 
cannot be ruled out. To ensure that tribal cultural resources inadvertently discovered during construction 
are properly evaluated and treated in accordance with State regulations, the City shall include the 
mitigation measure recommended by the FTMBI and SWCA. Without this measure the proposed project 
may result in potentially significant impacts on tribal cultural resources. Incorporating the proposed 
mitigation measure would ensure potential impacts are reduced to less than significant levels. 

Mitigation Measure 

MM TCR-1: In the event that Tribal Cultural Resources are discovered during Project activities, all 
work in the immediate vicinity of the find (within a 60-foot buffer) shall cease and a qualified 
archaeologist meeting Secretary of Interior standards shall assess the find. The City, Project applicant, 
and their designee shall, in good faith, consult with the Femandefio Tataviam Band of Mission Indians on 
the disposition and treatment of any tribal cultural resource encountered during all ground disturbing 
activities. 
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No previously identified tribal cultural resources have been identified. The available evidence suggests 

there is unlikely to be an as-yet-unidentified tribal cultural resource preserved below the surface within 

the project site that would be encountered during construction for the proposed project. However, the 

location of buried tribal cultural resources is unpredictable in nature and the project site is near areas of 

known significance to the FTMBI; therefore, while it is unlikely, the possibility of buried tribal cultural 

resources being within the project site cannot be ruled out. To ensure tribal cultural resources 

inadvertently discovered during construction are properly evaluated and treated in accordance with State 

regulations, the City shall include the mitigation measure recommended by the FTMBI and SWCA. 

Without this measure the proposed project may result in potentially significant impacts on tribal cultural 

resources. Incorporating the proposed mitigation measure would ensure potential impacts are reduced to 

less than significant levels.  

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 Resource Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall 
consider the significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe. 

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. No previously identified tribal cultural 

resources have been identified and the available evidence suggests there is unlikely to be an as-yet-

unidentified tribal cultural resource preserved below the surface within the project site that would be 

encountered during construction for the proposed project. However, the location of buried tribal cultural 

resources is unpredictable in nature and the project site is near areas of known significance to the FTMBI; 

therefore, while it is unlikely, the possibility of buried tribal cultural resources within the project site 

cannot be ruled out. To ensure that tribal cultural resources inadvertently discovered during construction 

are properly evaluated and treated in accordance with State regulations, the City shall include the 

mitigation measure recommended by the FTMBI and SWCA. Without this measure the proposed project 

may result in potentially significant impacts on tribal cultural resources. Incorporating the proposed 

mitigation measure would ensure potential impacts are reduced to less than significant levels. 

Mitigation Measure 

MM TCR-1:  In the event that Tribal Cultural Resources are discovered during Project activities, all 

work in the immediate vicinity of the find (within a 60-foot buffer) shall cease and a qualified 

archaeologist meeting Secretary of Interior standards shall assess the find. The City, Project applicant, 

and their designee shall, in good faith, consult with the Fernandeño Tataviam Band of Mission Indians on 

the disposition and treatment of any tribal cultural resource encountered during all ground disturbing 

activities. 
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Would the project: 
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relocation of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 
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Environmental Issues 
Potentially 
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Impact 

(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? 

Environmental Evaluation 

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? 

Water Facilities 

Less than Significant Impact. A will-serve letter received from Santa Clarita Valley Water Agency 
(SCV Water) ensures that sufficient water supplies are available to serve the project customers (Santa 
Clarita Valley Water Agency 2020a). The project would include the installation of new water lines within 
Lot 1 to serve the new buildings. The demand and installation of new water supply lines and fire hydrants 
are evaluated and managed by SCV Water and LACoFD, respectively, under their own independent 
environmental analysis. Construction of the new waterlines would involve trenching to underground the 
lines and would be limited to on-site water distribution and minor offsite work associated with 
connections to the public main along Golden Triangle Road and Isabella Parkway. Prior to ground 
disturbance, the project construction contractor would notify SCV Water of proposed ground disturbance 
activities to avoid water lines and disruption of water service. Therefore, the construction of new water 
facilities would not result in significant environmental effects. Accordingly, impacts related to the 
construction of new water facilities would be less than significant. 

Wastewater Facilities 

Less than Significant Impact. The project would include the installation of new sewer lines that would 
connect to an existing wastewater line within Golden Triangle Road. The project's wastewater would be 
treated by the Santa Clarita Valley Sanitation District, which operates two wastewater reclamation plants 
(WRPs): Saugus WRP and Valencia WRP. The Saugus WRP provides primary, secondary, and tertiary 
treatment with a design capacity of 6.5 million gallons of wastewater per day. In 2015, the Saugus WRP 
produced an average of 5.5 million gallons per day (mgd) of tertiary recycled water (SCV Water 2018). 
The Valencia WRP is a tertiary treatment plant with solids processing facilities. The plant provides 
primary, secondary, and tertiary treatment with a design capacity of 21.6 mgd of wastewater. In 2015, the 
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Environmental Issues 
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Impact 

(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? 

Environmental Evaluation 

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? 

Water Facilities 

Less than Significant Impact. A will-serve letter received from Santa Clarita Valley Water Agency 
(SCV Water) ensures that sufficient water supplies are available to serve the project customers (Santa 
Clarita Valley Water Agency 2020a). The project would include the installation of new water lines within 
Lot 1 to serve the new buildings. The demand and installation of new water supply lines and fire hydrants 
are evaluated and managed by SCV Water and LACoFD, respectively, under their own independent 
environmental analysis. Construction of the new waterlines would involve trenching to underground the 
lines and would be limited to on-site water distribution and minor offsite work associated with 
connections to the public main along Golden Triangle Road and Isabella Parkway. Prior to ground 
disturbance, the project construction contractor would notify SCV Water of proposed ground disturbance 
activities to avoid water lines and disruption of water service. Therefore, the construction of new water 
facilities would not result in significant environmental effects. Accordingly, impacts related to the 
construction of new water facilities would be less than significant. 

Wastewater Facilities 

Less than Significant Impact. The project would include the installation of new sewer lines that would 
connect to an existing wastewater line within Golden Triangle Road. The project's wastewater would be 
treated by the Santa Clarita Valley Sanitation District, which operates two wastewater reclamation plants 
(WRPs): Saugus WRP and Valencia WRP. The Saugus WRP provides primary, secondary, and tertiary 
treatment with a design capacity of 6.5 million gallons of wastewater per day. In 2015, the Saugus WRP 
produced an average of 5.5 million gallons per day (mgd) of tertiary recycled water (SCV Water 2018). 
The Valencia WRP is a tertiary treatment plant with solids processing facilities. The plant provides 
primary, secondary, and tertiary treatment with a design capacity of 21.6 mgd of wastewater. In 2015, the 
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Environmental Issues 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

(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? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

Environmental Evaluation 

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? 

Water Facilities  

Less than Significant Impact. A will-serve letter received from Santa Clarita Valley Water Agency 

(SCV Water) ensures that sufficient water supplies are available to serve the project customers (Santa 

Clarita Valley Water Agency 2020a). The project would include the installation of new water lines within 

Lot 1 to serve the new buildings. The demand and installation of new water supply lines and fire hydrants 

are evaluated and managed by SCV Water and LACoFD, respectively, under their own independent 

environmental analysis. Construction of the new waterlines would involve trenching to underground the 

lines and would be limited to on-site water distribution and minor offsite work associated with 

connections to the public main along Golden Triangle Road and Isabella Parkway. Prior to ground 

disturbance, the project construction contractor would notify SCV Water of proposed ground disturbance 

activities to avoid water lines and disruption of water service. Therefore, the construction of new water 

facilities would not result in significant environmental effects. Accordingly, impacts related to the 

construction of new water facilities would be less than significant. 

Wastewater Facilities 

Less than Significant Impact. The project would include the installation of new sewer lines that would 

connect to an existing wastewater line within Golden Triangle Road. The project’s wastewater would be 

treated by the Santa Clarita Valley Sanitation District, which operates two wastewater reclamation plants 

(WRPs): Saugus WRP and Valencia WRP. The Saugus WRP provides primary, secondary, and tertiary 

treatment with a design capacity of 6.5 million gallons of wastewater per day. In 2015, the Saugus WRP 

produced an average of 5.5 million gallons per day (mgd) of tertiary recycled water (SCV Water 2018). 

The Valencia WRP is a tertiary treatment plant with solids processing facilities. The plant provides 

primary, secondary, and tertiary treatment with a design capacity of 21.6 mgd of wastewater. In 2015, the 
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Valencia WRP produced an average of 13.1 mgd of tertiary recycled water. The Valencia WRP processes 
all wastewater solids generated in the Santa Clarita Valley Sanitation District. In addition to these WRPs, 
new water reclamation facilities will be constructed by other developments in the Santa Clarita Valley, 
including Newhall Ranch and Vista Canyon. Based on Los Angeles County's Loadings for Each Class of 
Land Use, it is expected that the project would generate 35,668 gallons of wastewater per day (Sanitation 
District of Los Angeles County 2019). Given that the project is consistent with the population projections 
provided in the 2015 UWMP, it is not anticipated that the project would require the construction of new 
wastewater treatment facilities, as the WRPs have sufficient capacity to accommodate additional growth. 
This is affirmed by the will-serve letter received from the Los Angeles County Sanitation District (Los 
Angeles County Sanitation District 2020). Therefore, the project would not result in the need to construct 
new or expanded wastewater treatment (reclamation) plants and impacts would be less than significant. 

The project would require construction of new on-site sewers to serve the new buildings. Impacts 
associated with wastewater infrastructure would primarily be confined to trenching for miscellaneous 
utility lines and connections to public infrastructure. Installation of wastewater infrastructure would be 
limited to on-site wastewater distribution, and minor offsite work associated with connections to the 
public main under Golden Triangle Road. All offsite work would be performed in consultation and under 
the approval of the County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County, which operates the Santa Clarita 
Valley Sanitation District. Therefore, the construction of new wastewater facilities would not result in 
significant environmental effects. Accordingly, impacts related to the construction of new wastewater 
facilities would be less than significant. 

Stormwater Drainage Facilities 

Less than Significant Impact. Refer to Section X, Hydrology and Water Quality, above, for an in-depth 
discussion of stormwater drainage facilities. As discussed therein, BMPs would be required to control 
stormwater runoff designed to capture stormwater runoff to the 85th  percentile storm event. As such, 
stormwater runoff from the project area would not be expected to exceed the capacity of the existing or 
planned stormwater drainage systems and would not be expected to require the construction of new 
facilities. Therefore, impacts related to the construction of new stormwater facilities would be less than 
significant. 

Energy Infrastructure 

Less than Significant Impact. The Southern California Edison Company (SCE) would supply the 
project electricity from the existing electrical system. The project would include an on-site transformer 
facility and the extension of distribution feeders. Electrical utility lines would be undergrounded within 
the project area. All electrical facility installation and connection to the existing system would be done in 
coordination and under the approval of the SCE. Therefore, the construction of new electric power 
facilities would not result in significant environmental effects. Accordingly, impacts would be less than 
significant. 

Telecommunication Facilities 

Less than Significant Impact. Construction-related activities, including grading and excavation, could 
encroach on telecommunication facilities. However, before construction begins, the project Applicant 
would be required to coordinate with applicable regulatory agencies and telecommunication providers to 
locate and avoid or implement the orderly relocation of telecommunication facilities that would be 
affected. The relocation of new telecommunication facilities, if any, would not result in significant 
environmental effects. Accordingly, impacts would be less than significant. 
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Valencia WRP produced an average of 13.1 mgd of tertiary recycled water. The Valencia WRP processes 
all wastewater solids generated in the Santa Clarita Valley Sanitation District. In addition to these WRPs, 
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discussion of stormwater drainage facilities. As discussed therein, BMPs would be required to control 
stormwater runoff designed to capture stormwater runoff to the 85th  percentile storm event. As such, 
stormwater runoff from the project area would not be expected to exceed the capacity of the existing or 
planned stormwater drainage systems and would not be expected to require the construction of new 
facilities. Therefore, impacts related to the construction of new stormwater facilities would be less than 
significant. 

Energy Infrastructure 

Less than Significant Impact. The Southern California Edison Company (SCE) would supply the 
project electricity from the existing electrical system. The project would include an on-site transformer 
facility and the extension of distribution feeders. Electrical utility lines would be undergrounded within 
the project area. All electrical facility installation and connection to the existing system would be done in 
coordination and under the approval of the SCE. Therefore, the construction of new electric power 
facilities would not result in significant environmental effects. Accordingly, impacts would be less than 
significant. 

Telecommunication Facilities 

Less than Significant Impact. Construction-related activities, including grading and excavation, could 
encroach on telecommunication facilities. However, before construction begins, the project Applicant 
would be required to coordinate with applicable regulatory agencies and telecommunication providers to 
locate and avoid or implement the orderly relocation of telecommunication facilities that would be 
affected. The relocation of new telecommunication facilities, if any, would not result in significant 
environmental effects. Accordingly, impacts would be less than significant. 
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Valencia WRP produced an average of 13.1 mgd of tertiary recycled water. The Valencia WRP processes 

all wastewater solids generated in the Santa Clarita Valley Sanitation District. In addition to these WRPs, 

new water reclamation facilities will be constructed by other developments in the Santa Clarita Valley, 

including Newhall Ranch and Vista Canyon. Based on Los Angeles County’s Loadings for Each Class of 

Land Use, it is expected that the project would generate 35,668 gallons of wastewater per day (Sanitation 

District of Los Angeles County 2019). Given that the project is consistent with the population projections 

provided in the 2015 UWMP, it is not anticipated that the project would require the construction of new 

wastewater treatment facilities, as the WRPs have sufficient capacity to accommodate additional growth. 

This is affirmed by the will-serve letter received from the Los Angeles County Sanitation District (Los 

Angeles County Sanitation District 2020). Therefore, the project would not result in the need to construct 

new or expanded wastewater treatment (reclamation) plants and impacts would be less than significant.  

The project would require construction of new on-site sewers to serve the new buildings. Impacts 

associated with wastewater infrastructure would primarily be confined to trenching for miscellaneous 

utility lines and connections to public infrastructure. Installation of wastewater infrastructure would be 

limited to on-site wastewater distribution, and minor offsite work associated with connections to the 

public main under Golden Triangle Road. All offsite work would be performed in consultation and under 

the approval of the County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County, which operates the Santa Clarita 

Valley Sanitation District. Therefore, the construction of new wastewater facilities would not result in 

significant environmental effects. Accordingly, impacts related to the construction of new wastewater 

facilities would be less than significant.  

Stormwater Drainage Facilities 

Less than Significant Impact. Refer to Section X, Hydrology and Water Quality, above, for an in-depth 

discussion of stormwater drainage facilities. As discussed therein, BMPs would be required to control 

stormwater runoff designed to capture stormwater runoff to the 85th percentile storm event. As such, 

stormwater runoff from the project area would not be expected to exceed the capacity of the existing or 

planned stormwater drainage systems and would not be expected to require the construction of new 

facilities. Therefore, impacts related to the construction of new stormwater facilities would be less than 

significant. 

Energy Infrastructure 

Less than Significant Impact. The Southern California Edison Company (SCE) would supply the 

project electricity from the existing electrical system. The project would include an on-site transformer 

facility and the extension of distribution feeders. Electrical utility lines would be undergrounded within 

the project area. All electrical facility installation and connection to the existing system would be done in 

coordination and under the approval of the SCE. Therefore, the construction of new electric power 

facilities would not result in significant environmental effects. Accordingly, impacts would be less than 

significant. 

Telecommunication Facilities 

Less than Significant Impact. Construction-related activities, including grading and excavation, could 

encroach on telecommunication facilities. However, before construction begins, the project Applicant 

would be required to coordinate with applicable regulatory agencies and telecommunication providers to 

locate and avoid or implement the orderly relocation of telecommunication facilities that would be 

affected. The relocation of new telecommunication facilities, if any, would not result in significant 

environmental effects. Accordingly, impacts would be less than significant. 
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b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably 
foreseeable future development during normal, dry and multiple dry years? 

Less than Significant Impact. Water supply for the Santa Clarita Valley is provided by SCV Water, 
which was created on January 1, 2018, through the merger of the three water agencies in the Santa Clarita 
Valley. SCV Water serves 273,000 customers through 70,000 retail water connections, in an area 
approximately 195 square miles in size (SCV Water 2020b). SCV Water receives water from four 
sources: groundwater, recycled water, imported water, and banked water. According to Table 3-1 of the 
SCV Water 2015 UWMP, in 2015, SCV Water received approximately 23.5 percent of its water supply 
from groundwater, 0.3 percent from recycled water, 58.5 percent from imported water, and 17.1 percent 
from banked water. SCV Water groundwater supply in this region is pumped from the Santa Clara River 
Valley East Groundwater Basin (SCV Water 2018). 

The SCV Water 2015 UWMP has planned growth within the Santa Clarita Valley service area over the 
next 30 years. SCV Water has made an allowance for future water demand estimates. Future demand 
services are based on historical growth rates in the service area. According to Table 2-2, Summary of 
Project Water Demands of the SCV Water 2015 UWMP, projected water demands for the SCV Water 
service area is expected to increase from 68,900 acre-feet in 2020 to 93,900 acre-feet in 2050, which 
would result in a net increase in water demand of 25,000 acre-feet (SCV Water 2018). The project is in 
line with the population estimates of the 2015 UWMP. Further, a will-serve letter received from SCV 
Water ensures that SCV Water will provide safe and reliable water to the proposed project customers 
(Santa Clarita Valley Water Agency 2020a). As a result, SCV Water will incorporate the water demands 
of the project area into future water demand projections in order to ensure a reliable supply of water for 
the project and future anticipated projects. 

As long-term water supply is a significant concern in California, SCV Water can increase supply to meet 
future demands by (1) increasing the use of groundwater banking programs to ensure reliable water 
supply from wet to dry years; (2) increasing imported water purchases if available and if there is 
sufficient storage capacity; and (3) purchasing additional recycled water, if available. Collectively, these 
additional measures would ensure a reliable source of water for SCV Water and the project, currently and 
into the future. As such, impacts would be less than significant. 

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? 

Less than Significant Impact. As stated under Impact threshold question (a) in Section XIX, Utilities 
and Service Systems, above, the sewage flow from operation of the project would ultimately be conveyed 
to Santa Clarita Valley Sanitation Districts (operated by Los Angeles County Sanitation District). A will-
serve letter received from the Los Angeles County Sanitation District states that there is sufficient 
capacity for the project (Los Angeles County Sanitation District 2020). Therefore, impacts would be less 
than significant. 

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? 

Construction 

Less than Significant Impact. Construction of the proposed project would result in the generation 
of solid waste such as scrap lumber, concrete, residual wastes, packing materials, and plastics. 
Per CALGreen, 65 percent of construction and demolition waste must be diverted from landfills. As such, 
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of the project area into future water demand projections in order to ensure a reliable supply of water for 
the project and future anticipated projects. 

As long-term water supply is a significant concern in California, SCV Water can increase supply to meet 
future demands by (1) increasing the use of groundwater banking programs to ensure reliable water 
supply from wet to dry years; (2) increasing imported water purchases if available and if there is 
sufficient storage capacity; and (3) purchasing additional recycled water, if available. Collectively, these 
additional measures would ensure a reliable source of water for SCV Water and the project, currently and 
into the future. As such, impacts would be less than significant. 

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 
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and Service Systems, above, the sewage flow from operation of the project would ultimately be conveyed 
to Santa Clarita Valley Sanitation Districts (operated by Los Angeles County Sanitation District). A will-
serve letter received from the Los Angeles County Sanitation District states that there is sufficient 
capacity for the project (Los Angeles County Sanitation District 2020). Therefore, impacts would be less 
than significant. 

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? 

Construction 

Less than Significant Impact. Construction of the proposed project would result in the generation 
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b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably 
foreseeable future development during normal, dry and multiple dry years? 

Less than Significant Impact. Water supply for the Santa Clarita Valley is provided by SCV Water, 

which was created on January 1, 2018, through the merger of the three water agencies in the Santa Clarita 

Valley. SCV Water serves 273,000 customers through 70,000 retail water connections, in an area 

approximately 195 square miles in size (SCV Water 2020b). SCV Water receives water from four 

sources: groundwater, recycled water, imported water, and banked water. According to Table 3-1 of the 

SCV Water 2015 UWMP, in 2015, SCV Water received approximately 23.5 percent of its water supply 

from groundwater, 0.3 percent from recycled water, 58.5 percent from imported water, and 17.1 percent 

from banked water. SCV Water groundwater supply in this region is pumped from the Santa Clara River 

Valley East Groundwater Basin (SCV Water 2018).  

The SCV Water 2015 UWMP has planned growth within the Santa Clarita Valley service area over the 

next 30 years. SCV Water has made an allowance for future water demand estimates. Future demand 

services are based on historical growth rates in the service area. According to Table 2-2, Summary of 

Project Water Demands of the SCV Water 2015 UWMP, projected water demands for the SCV Water 

service area is expected to increase from 68,900 acre-feet in 2020 to 93,900 acre-feet in 2050, which 

would result in a net increase in water demand of 25,000 acre-feet (SCV Water 2018). The project is in 

line with the population estimates of the 2015 UWMP. Further, a will-serve letter received from SCV 

Water ensures that SCV Water will provide safe and reliable water to the proposed project customers 

(Santa Clarita Valley Water Agency 2020a). As a result, SCV Water will incorporate the water demands 

of the project area into future water demand projections in order to ensure a reliable supply of water for 

the project and future anticipated projects.  

As long-term water supply is a significant concern in California, SCV Water can increase supply to meet 

future demands by (1) increasing the use of groundwater banking programs to ensure reliable water 

supply from wet to dry years; (2) increasing imported water purchases if available and if there is 

sufficient storage capacity; and (3) purchasing additional recycled water, if available. Collectively, these 

additional measures would ensure a reliable source of water for SCV Water and the project, currently and 

into the future. As such, impacts would be less than significant. 

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? 

Less than Significant Impact. As stated under Impact threshold question (a) in Section XIX, Utilities 

and Service Systems, above, the sewage flow from operation of the project would ultimately be conveyed 

to Santa Clarita Valley Sanitation Districts (operated by Los Angeles County Sanitation District). A will-

serve letter received from the Los Angeles County Sanitation District states that there is sufficient 

capacity for the project (Los Angeles County Sanitation District 2020). Therefore, impacts would be less 

than significant. 

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? 

Construction 

Less than Significant Impact. Construction of the proposed project would result in the generation 

of solid waste such as scrap lumber, concrete, residual wastes, packing materials, and plastics. 

Per CALGreen, 65 percent of construction and demolition waste must be diverted from landfills. As such, 
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at least 65 percent of all construction and demolition debris from the site would be diverted. Additionally, 
CalGreen requires 100 percent of trees, stumps, rocks, and associated vegetation and soils resulting 
primarily from land clearing to be reused or recycled. Any hazardous wastes that are generated during 
demolition and construction activities would be managed and disposed of in compliance with all 
applicable federal, state, and local laws. The remaining 35 percent of construction and demolition 
materials that are not required to be recycled would either be disposed of or voluntarily recycled at a solid 
waste facility with available capacity. The project would also be required to comply with the City's 
Construction and Demolition Materials Ordinance. Per the requirements of this ordinance, a Construction 
and Demolition Materials Management Plan would be prepared for the project and submitted for approval 
to the City's Environmental Services Division. This plan must be approved before grading or building 
permits are issued for the project. The City's Construction and Demolition Materials Ordinance also 
requires a minimum of 65 percent of the entire project's inert waste (dirt, rock, bricks, etc.) and 65 
percent of the remaining construction waste to be recycled or reused. 

Construction waste is typically disposed of at inert landfills, which are facilities that accept materials 
such as soil, concrete, asphalt, and other construction and demolition debris. As of 2019, the Azusa Land 
Reclamation landfill, located approximately 40 miles to the southeast of the project area, is the only 
permitted inert landfill within Los Angeles County. The landfill has a remaining capacity of 55,705,480 
tons and is expected to remain open for approximately 26 years, as of 2019 (LACDPW 2020). 

There are other facilities that process other construction and demolition waste in the County. Collectively, 
these facilities have a remaining capacity of approximately 148.4 million tons. The closest facility to the 
project area is the East Valley Diversion (formerly Looney Bins), located at 11616 Sheldon Street in Sun 
Valley. This facility is approximately 13.5 miles to the southeast of the project area and has a permitted 
capacity of 750 tons of waste per day. This facility has a mixed construction and demolition waste 
recycling rate of 75 percent (LACDPW 2020). As such, any construction and demolition debris requiring 
disposal at an inert landfill would be sufficiently accommodated by existing landfills. 

For reasons stated above, project construction would not 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.g., CALGreen standards). Impacts would be less than significant. 

Operation 

Less than Significant Impact. Residential and commercial solid waste collection and disposal in Santa 
Clarita is currently served by Waste Management (Waste Management 2020). According to the Land Use 
Element chapter of the Santa Clarita General Plan, the Santa Clarita Valley is served primarily by three 
landfills: the Chiquita Canyon Landfill, the Antelope Valley Landfill, and the Sunshine Canyon Landfill 
(City of Santa Clarita 2011b). The Chiquita Canyon Landfill, located approximately 9 miles to the 
northwest of the project area, has a maximum permitted throughput of 12,000 tons per day, has a cease 
operation date of January 1, 2047, and has a remaining capacity of approximately 56,989,174 cubic yards, 
when last measured in 2019. The Antelope Valley Landfill is located approximately 22 miles to the 
northeast of the project area, has a maximum permitted throughput of 5,548 tons per day, has a cease 
operation date of April 1, 2044, and has a remaining capacity of 10,974,343 tons, when last measured in 
2019. The Sunshine Canyon Landfill is located approximately 6.6 miles to the southwest of the project 
area, has a maximum permitted throughput of 12,100 tons per day, has a cease operation date of October 
31, 2037, and has a remaining capacity of 55,157,941 tons when last measured in 2019 (LACDPW 2020). 
Collectively, these landfills have approximately 123,121,458 cubic yards of remaining space. As such, the 
proposed project's solid waste generation would be minimal relative to available landfill capacity and 
relative to existing and future solid waste generation in the region. As such, the landfills that serve the 
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at least 65 percent of all construction and demolition debris from the site would be diverted. Additionally, 
CalGreen requires 100 percent of trees, stumps, rocks, and associated vegetation and soils resulting 
primarily from land clearing to be reused or recycled. Any hazardous wastes that are generated during 
demolition and construction activities would be managed and disposed of in compliance with all 
applicable federal, state, and local laws. The remaining 35 percent of construction and demolition 
materials that are not required to be recycled would either be disposed of or voluntarily recycled at a solid 
waste facility with available capacity. The project would also be required to comply with the City's 
Construction and Demolition Materials Ordinance. Per the requirements of this ordinance, a Construction 
and Demolition Materials Management Plan would be prepared for the project and submitted for approval 
to the City's Environmental Services Division. This plan must be approved before grading or building 
permits are issued for the project. The City's Construction and Demolition Materials Ordinance also 
requires a minimum of 65 percent of the entire project's inert waste (dirt, rock, bricks, etc.) and 65 
percent of the remaining construction waste to be recycled or reused. 

Construction waste is typically disposed of at inert landfills, which are facilities that accept materials 
such as soil, concrete, asphalt, and other construction and demolition debris. As of 2019, the Azusa Land 
Reclamation landfill, located approximately 40 miles to the southeast of the project area, is the only 
permitted inert landfill within Los Angeles County. The landfill has a remaining capacity of 55,705,480 
tons and is expected to remain open for approximately 26 years, as of 2019 (LACDPW 2020). 

There are other facilities that process other construction and demolition waste in the County. Collectively, 
these facilities have a remaining capacity of approximately 148.4 million tons. The closest facility to the 
project area is the East Valley Diversion (formerly Looney Bins), located at 11616 Sheldon Street in Sun 
Valley. This facility is approximately 13.5 miles to the southeast of the project area and has a permitted 
capacity of 750 tons of waste per day. This facility has a mixed construction and demolition waste 
recycling rate of 75 percent (LACDPW 2020). As such, any construction and demolition debris requiring 
disposal at an inert landfill would be sufficiently accommodated by existing landfills. 

For reasons stated above, project construction would not 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.g., CALGreen standards). Impacts would be less than significant. 

Operation 

Less than Significant Impact. Residential and commercial solid waste collection and disposal in Santa 
Clarita is currently served by Waste Management (Waste Management 2020). According to the Land Use 
Element chapter of the Santa Clarita General Plan, the Santa Clarita Valley is served primarily by three 
landfills: the Chiquita Canyon Landfill, the Antelope Valley Landfill, and the Sunshine Canyon Landfill 
(City of Santa Clarita 2011b). The Chiquita Canyon Landfill, located approximately 9 miles to the 
northwest of the project area, has a maximum permitted throughput of 12,000 tons per day, has a cease 
operation date of January 1, 2047, and has a remaining capacity of approximately 56,989,174 cubic yards, 
when last measured in 2019. The Antelope Valley Landfill is located approximately 22 miles to the 
northeast of the project area, has a maximum permitted throughput of 5,548 tons per day, has a cease 
operation date of April 1, 2044, and has a remaining capacity of 10,974,343 tons, when last measured in 
2019. The Sunshine Canyon Landfill is located approximately 6.6 miles to the southwest of the project 
area, has a maximum permitted throughput of 12,100 tons per day, has a cease operation date of October 
31, 2037, and has a remaining capacity of 55,157,941 tons when last measured in 2019 (LACDPW 2020). 
Collectively, these landfills have approximately 123,121,458 cubic yards of remaining space. As such, the 
proposed project's solid waste generation would be minimal relative to available landfill capacity and 
relative to existing and future solid waste generation in the region. As such, the landfills that serve the 
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at least 65 percent of all construction and demolition debris from the site would be diverted. Additionally, 

CalGreen requires 100 percent of trees, stumps, rocks, and associated vegetation and soils resulting 

primarily from land clearing to be reused or recycled. Any hazardous wastes that are generated during 

demolition and construction activities would be managed and disposed of in compliance with all 

applicable federal, state, and local laws. The remaining 35 percent of construction and demolition 

materials that are not required to be recycled would either be disposed of or voluntarily recycled at a solid 

waste facility with available capacity. The project would also be required to comply with the City’s 

Construction and Demolition Materials Ordinance. Per the requirements of this ordinance, a Construction 

and Demolition Materials Management Plan would be prepared for the project and submitted for approval 

to the City’s Environmental Services Division. This plan must be approved before grading or building 

permits are issued for the project. The City’s Construction and Demolition Materials Ordinance also 

requires a minimum of 65 percent of the entire project’s inert waste (dirt, rock, bricks, etc.) and 65 

percent of the remaining construction waste to be recycled or reused.  

Construction waste is typically disposed of at inert landfills, which are facilities that accept materials 

such as soil, concrete, asphalt, and other construction and demolition debris. As of 2019, the Azusa Land 

Reclamation landfill, located approximately 40 miles to the southeast of the project area, is the only 

permitted inert landfill within Los Angeles County. The landfill has a remaining capacity of 55,705,480 

tons and is expected to remain open for approximately 26 years, as of 2019 (LACDPW 2020). 

There are other facilities that process other construction and demolition waste in the County. Collectively, 

these facilities have a remaining capacity of approximately 148.4 million tons. The closest facility to the 

project area is the East Valley Diversion (formerly Looney Bins), located at 11616 Sheldon Street in Sun 

Valley. This facility is approximately 13.5 miles to the southeast of the project area and has a permitted 

capacity of 750 tons of waste per day. This facility has a mixed construction and demolition waste 

recycling rate of 75 percent (LACDPW 2020). As such, any construction and demolition debris requiring 

disposal at an inert landfill would be sufficiently accommodated by existing landfills.  

For reasons stated above, project construction would not 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.g., CALGreen standards). Impacts would be less than significant. 

Operation 

Less than Significant Impact. Residential and commercial solid waste collection and disposal in Santa 

Clarita is currently served by Waste Management (Waste Management 2020). According to the Land Use 

Element chapter of the Santa Clarita General Plan, the Santa Clarita Valley is served primarily by three 

landfills: the Chiquita Canyon Landfill, the Antelope Valley Landfill, and the Sunshine Canyon Landfill 

(City of Santa Clarita 2011b). The Chiquita Canyon Landfill, located approximately 9 miles to the 

northwest of the project area, has a maximum permitted throughput of 12,000 tons per day, has a cease 

operation date of January 1, 2047, and has a remaining capacity of approximately 56,989,174 cubic yards, 

when last measured in 2019. The Antelope Valley Landfill is located approximately 22 miles to the 

northeast of the project area, has a maximum permitted throughput of 5,548 tons per day, has a cease 

operation date of April 1, 2044, and has a remaining capacity of 10,974,343 tons, when last measured in 

2019. The Sunshine Canyon Landfill is located approximately 6.6 miles to the southwest of the project 

area, has a maximum permitted throughput of 12,100 tons per day, has a cease operation date of October 

31, 2037, and has a remaining capacity of 55,157,941 tons when last measured in 2019 (LACDPW 2020). 

Collectively, these landfills have approximately 123,121,458 cubic yards of remaining space. As such, the 

proposed project’s solid waste generation would be minimal relative to available landfill capacity and 

relative to existing and future solid waste generation in the region. As such, the landfills that serve the 
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City are anticipated to have adequate capacity to accommodate the waste disposal needs of the proposed 
project. 

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

Less than Significant Impact. Solid waste generated by the project site would be collected by Waste 
Management, then transferred to a transfer station where the waste would be sorted, processed, and 
sorted. From there, the waste would be taken to either the Chiquita Canyon Landfill, the Antelope Valley 
Landfill, or the Sunshine Canyon Landfill. These facilities are regulated under federal, state, and local 
laws. Additionally, the City is required to comply with relevant solid waste reduction and diversion 
requirements, including AB 939, AB 341, and AB 1327. Collectively, these regulations set statewide 
waste diversion goals as well as established solid waste and recycling governing standards for local 
agencies. 

In addition, waste diversion and reduction during project construction and operations would be completed 
in accordance with CalGreen standards and City diversion requirements. As a result, the proposed project 
would comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and regulations related to 
solid waste. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation is not necessary. 
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City are anticipated to have adequate capacity to accommodate the waste disposal needs of the proposed 

project. 

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

Less than Significant Impact. Solid waste generated by the project site would be collected by Waste 

Management, then transferred to a transfer station where the waste would be sorted, processed, and 

sorted. From there, the waste would be taken to either the Chiquita Canyon Landfill, the Antelope Valley 

Landfill, or the Sunshine Canyon Landfill. These facilities are regulated under federal, state, and local 

laws. Additionally, the City is required to comply with relevant solid waste reduction and diversion 

requirements, including AB 939, AB 341, and AB 1327. Collectively, these regulations set statewide 

waste diversion goals as well as established solid waste and recycling governing standards for local 

agencies.  

In addition, waste diversion and reduction during project construction and operations would be completed 

in accordance with CalGreen standards and City diversion requirements. As a result, the proposed project 

would comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and regulations related to 

solid waste. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation is not necessary. 
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XXI. Wildfire 

Environmental Issues 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant No Impact 

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 downslope or downstream flooding or 
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope 
instability, or drainage changes? 

Environmental Evaluation 

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? 

Less than Significant Impact. The California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) 
is legally responsible to provide fire protection on all State Responsibility Area (SRA) lands. SRA lands 
"are defined based on land ownership, population density and land use" and include over 31 million acres 
across the state of California to which CAL FIRE provides a basic level of wildland fire protection and 
prevention services (California State Geoportal 2020). The project area is approximately 1.58 miles 
southwest from the nearest SRA. The project area is located within a Local Responsibility Area (LRA), 
which means the local government is responsible for providing wildfire protection and suppression 
services. 

As stated in the Section a, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the City's General Plan and the County of 
Los Angeles Operational Area Disaster Route map for the City designate Interstate 5 (I-5), State Route 
(SR-) 14 and SR-126 as emergency evacuation routes. The project area is not within the proximity of 
these evacuation routes and would not disrupt evacuation procedures along these highways. Soledad 
Canyon and Golden Valley Road have been designated by the County as secondary evacuation routes, 
which are less than 0.1 mile north and approximately 0.4 mile west of the project area, respectively. 

There would be no interference with access to Soledad Canyon and Golden Valley Road from 
construction activities. No equipment or other physical barriers would be placed within or near the right-
of-way and no lane or roadway closure would occur during construction. As stated in Section XVII, 
Transportation, project-generated traffic would not substantially adversely affect the performance of 
nearby roadways, including Soledad Canyon and Golden Valley Road. Thus, emergency service response 
times and disaster evacuation routes would not substantially be affected. Prior to operation, the proposed 
project would receive all required permits and certificates for occupancy and operation, including those 
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issued by the City Department of Building and Safety. Therefore, the project would not substantially 
interfere or impair local emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan, and impacts would be 
less than significant. 

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? 

Less than Significant Impact. The 2019 California Fire Code has been adopted by the County of Los 
Angeles and is referred to as Title 32 of the Los Angeles County Code, also known as the County of Los 
Angeles Fire Code. The City has adopted said code in Chapter 22.01 of the City's Municipal Code and is 
known as the Santa Clarita Fire Code, "regulating and governing the safeguarding of life and property 
from fire and explosion hazards arising from the storage, handling and use of hazardous substances, 
materials and devices, and from conditions hazardous to life or property in the occupancy of buildings 
and premises in the City of Santa Clarita (Santa Clarita Municipal Code 2020)." The proposed project 
would be designed to comply with the Santa Clarita Fire Code as to not exacerbate fire risk or fire spread. 

Fire Hazard Severity Zones (FHSZ) are defined as a "mapped area that designates zones (based on factors 
such as fuel, slope, and fire weather) with varying degrees of fire hazard (i.e., moderate, high, and very 
high; California State Geoportal 2020)." FHSZ maps analyze wildfire hazards and identify where wildfire 
hazards could be more severe and cause the greatest concern. The project area is adjacent to a Very High 
Fire Hazard Severity Zone (VHFHSZ) that is directly south of Lot 4 (CAL FIRE 2020). Lot 4would 
consist of 8.83 acres of designated open space to be privately maintained. Lot 4 is undeveloped and 
consists of slightly vegetated hillsides that slope to the south. Because no development activities would 
occur within Lot 4, the project would not exacerbate wildfire risks within this area. Development 
activities would occur within Lot 1, which is located approximately 0.2 mile from the nearest VHSFHSZ 
and consists of relatively flat infill. The project area is surrounded by urban development on three sides. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not exacerbate wildfire risks and expose project occupants to 
pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire. Impacts would be less 
than significant, and no mitigation measures are required. 

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? 

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project would include the installation of access roads and 
drive aisles within the project area (specifically Lot 1), which would connect to Golden Triangle Road 
and Isabella Parkway. A network of private roadways that traverse the project area would facilitate access 
to residents as well as the LACoFD and other emergency personnel. As discussed in Section 1.5.5, 
Drainage and Utility Improvements, the project would include new sewer and water lines that would 
connect to existing water lines along Golden Triangle Road and Isabella Parkway. The project would also 
include the installation of electrical infrastructure such as transformers and powerlines. However, this 
electrical infrastructure would be sited within Lot 1, which would accommodate the residential 
development. As such, the majority of this area would be hardscaped and cleared of vegetation. Further, 
the powerlines would be undergrounded, which would further reduce fire risk. No associated project 
infrastructure would be installed within the undeveloped hillside area associated with Lot 4 or within a 
VHFHSZ. Therefore, the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure would not exacerbate 
fire risk or result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment. Impacts would be less than 
significant, and no mitigation measures are required. 
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d) Expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or 
downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, 
or drainage changes? 

Less than Significant Impact. The project development area (Lot 1) is in an area with minor topographic 
relief and is surrounded by urban development on three sides. The VHFHSZ directly south of the 
designated open space area (Lot 4) is associated with an undeveloped, vegetated hillside area. Due to the 
proximity of the VHFHSZ (which is characterized by relatively steep slopes) to the project area, the 
project's occupants and structures could potentially be affected by downstream flooding or landslides that 
originate in the VHFHSZ area. However, slope angles in this area are varied, many of which face east and 
west, away from the project area. Additionally, this VHFHSZ area is heavily influenced by urban 
development on its east and west flanks, which have low potential to contribute to downstream flooding 
or landslides following a wildfire. The area with the greatest potential to expose people or structures to 
downstream flooding or landslides following a wildfire is the undeveloped hillside area associated with 
Lot 4. This hillside has a north-facing slope and slopes towards the project development area (Lot 1). 
However, the slope angle associated with this hillside area is relatively minor and would burn at a lower 
intensity due to its location outside of a VHFHSZ. Additionally, as described in Section VII, Geology and 
Soils, this area is not designated as a landslide hazard zone (City of Santa Clarita 2020a). Moreover, the 
project would include a debris basin at the base of the hillslope (on the border of Lot 1 and Lot 4), which 
would capture sediment and debris originating from Lot 4. Therefore, while Lot 4 could pose a risk of 
post-fire-related hazards to project structures and occupants, this increased risk would not be considered 
substantial. Therefore, the project would not expose people or structures to significant risks because of 
runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes. Impacts would be less than significant, and no 
mitigation is required. 

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation is not necessary. 

XXII. Mandatory Findings of Significance 

Environmental Issues 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant No Impact 

Impact 

(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? 

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

(c) Does the project have environmental effects which will 
cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, 
either directly or indirectly? 
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Environmental Evaluation 

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? 

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. As discussed in Section IV, 
Biological Resources, of this IS/MND, the project area supports suitable habitat for one special-status 
plant species (slender mariposa lily) and two species-status animal species (western spadefoot and 
San Diego whiptail) that have a moderate potential to occur. If these species are present within the project 
area during construction, the project construction could result in a significant impact on these species. 
However, mitigation measures MM BIO-1 and MM B10-2 have been identified to reduce potentially 
significant impacts to less than significant levels. These mitigation measures would require 
preconstruction surveys, avoidance of species if identified on-site, consultation with the appropriate 
wildlife agencies (if avoidance is not feasible), and the development of a relocation plan. 

The project area does not support riparian habitat or other sensitive natural communities. However, a 
potentially jurisdictional wetland/aquatic resource was identified on-site within Lot 3. Mitigation measure 
MM B10-3 has been identified to require a wetland/aquatic resource delineation and avoidance of the 
aquatic resource. The project area is also located in the vicinity of suitable nesting bird habitat. 
Construction conducted during this period could result in adverse impacts to nesting birds. This potential 
impact would be reduced to less than significant levels with pre-construction surveys to identify and 
avoid active nests, per mitigation measure MM B10-4. 

As described in Section V of this IS/MND, the proposed project area does not support any known 
important examples of major periods in California history or prehistory. However, the project site is near 
areas of known significance to the Fernandefio Tataviam Band of Mission Indians (FTBMI) and there is 
potential previously unknown cultural or tribal resources. The City consulted with the FTBMI and has 
included MM CR-1 and MM TCR-1, as recommended by the FTMBI, in this IS/MND. These identified 
mitigation measures would reduce potential impacts to cultural resources and tribal cultural resources to a 
less than significant level. 

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 
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transportation and traffic analyses presented in Section III, Section VIII, and Section XVII, respectively, 
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Furthermore, all development projects are guided by the policies identified in the City's General Plan and 
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environmental regulations would ensure that environmental effects associated with the proposed project 
would not combine with effects from reasonably foreseeable future development in the City to cause 
cumulatively considerable significant impacts. Cumulative impacts would therefore be less than 
significant with mitigation incorporated. 

c) Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse 
effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly? 

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. As detailed throughout this IS/MND, the 
proposed project would not exceed any significance thresholds or result in significant impacts in the 
environmental categories typically associated with indirect or direct effects to human beings, such as 
aesthetics, air quality, hazards and hazardous materials, public services, or transportation. However, the 
proposed project could result in potentially significant impacts in the category of noise and geology and 
soils. However, the project would implement mitigation measures to reduce impacts to less than 
significant levels. As such, impacts would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

Mitigation Measures 

Biological Resources 

MM BIO-1: At least 30 days prior to construction start-up, preconstruction surveys shall be conducted 
for special-status plants and wildlife deemed to have a moderate or higher potential for occurrence on-site 
or potentially impacted by project implementation. Surveys may be focused on areas proposed for 
construction, including a 100-foot buffer area (except for developed areas). 

Project activities shall avoid identified special-status species. If avoidance is not practicable, capture and 
release plans shall be prepared. The City of Santa Clarita Planning Division and CDFW shall be notified 
and consulted regarding the presence of these species on-site and provided with the capture and release 
plans. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service shall be notified if federally listed species are encountered. 

MM BIO 2: A qualified biologist shall conduct surveys for western spadefoot. Because there are no 
specific survey guidelines, the recommended survey method should entail daytime and nighttime field 
surveys after substantial rainfall (rainfall sufficient to create ponding). If spadefoot are discovered within 
the development envelope, a relocation plan shall be prepared for review and approval by the City and 
CDFW. 

MM BIO-3: A wetland/aquatic resource delineation shall be conducted to identify and map jurisdictional 
waters and wetlands on the project site. The report shall provide recommendations for feasible mitigation 
measures. 

MM BIO 4: If construction (including ground-disturbing activities and vegetation trimming and/or 
removal) would occur during the nesting bird season (1 January to 15 September), a qualified biologist 
shall conduct preconstruction nesting bird surveys within 30 days of construction start-up and continuing 
weekly up to three days before start-up. The survey area shall include the project area (disturbance 
footprint) and a surrounding 300-foot buffer area. Active bird nests shall be protected by installation of 
temporary physical barriers that define a buffer area of 100 feet surrounding each nest. Buffer size may be 
reduced or increased based on the bird species present and on the advice of the qualified biologist (e.g., 
smaller buffer for songbirds, larger buffer for raptors). In no case shall buffers be less than 50 feet. No 
construction work, equipment, or personnel shall enter the buffer area. Protective buffers shall remain in 
place until the biologist determines that the nest(s) are no longer active and the chicks have permanently 
fledged (left the nest) and a second nesting attempt has not begun. 
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Cultural Resources 

MM CR-1: If archaeological resources are found, or are suspected to have been found, then all ground 
disturbing work within 100 feet of the find shall cease until an archaeologist who meets the Secretary of 
the Interior's Professional Standards for Archeology is able to evaluate the significance of the find and 
allow work to continue. Ground-disturbing activities include grubbing, demolition, pot-holing, pile 
drilling, excavation, and grading. Ground-disturbing activities may continue in other areas. Should any 
prehistoric or historic-period Native American artifacts be encountered, additional consultation with the 
Fernandetio Tataviam Band of Mission Indians (FTMBI) should be conducted immediately, and measures 
related to the evaluation and treatment of tribal cultural resources will be carried out in concert. If the 
discovery proves significant under CEQA (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5f; Public Resources Code 
21082), additional work such as testing or data recovery may be warranted. 

Geology and Soils 

MM GEO-1: During construction of the proposed project, the Applicant shall implement all 
recommendations provided in the project-specific geotechnical study, including, but not limited to, 
overexcavation and recompaction of soils within the development area and removing and recompacting 
potentially collapsible soils. 

MM GEO-2: During construction of the proposed project, the Applicant shall implement all 
recommendations provided in the project-specific paleontological resources assessment, including, but 
not limited to, the designation of a Project Paleontologist to develop a worker's environmental awareness 
program, a paleontological resources mitigation and management plan, and oversee paleontological 
monitoring of all ground-disturbing activities that occur in the Saugus Formation. 

Noise 

MM NOI-1: As shown above, construction noise levels would result in a maximum increase of 11.8 dBA 
above the significance threshold without implementation of noise attenuation techniques. The following 
measures would reduce construction noise impacts to less than significant: 

• Construction equipment shall be properly maintained per manufacturers' specifications and fitted 
with the best available noise suppression devices (i.e., mufflers, silencers, wraps, etc.). 

• Shroud or shield all impact tools, and muffle or shield all intake and exhaust port on power 
equipment to reduce construction noise by 10 dB or more. 

• Locate fixed and/or stationary equipment as far as possible from noise-sensitive receptors. This 
includes, but is not limited to, limiting the number of noise-generating heavy-duty off-road 
construction equipment (e.g., backhoes, dozers, excavators, loaders, rollers, etc.) simultaneously 
used on the project site within 75 feet of off-site noise sensitive receptors surrounding the site to 
no more than one or two pieces of heavy-duty off-road equipment to reduce construction noise 
levels by approximately 20 dBA. In addition, limit the number of noise-generating heavy-duty 
construction equipment to two (2) pieces operating simultaneously to reduce construction noise 
levels by approximately 5 dB. 

• Where feasible, temporary barriers shall be placed as close to the noise source or as close to the 
receptor as possible and break the line of sight between the source and receptor where modeled 
levels exceed applicable standards. 
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Tribal Cultural Resources 

MM TCR-1: In the event that Tribal Cultural Resources are discovered during Project activities, all 
work in the immediate vicinity of the find (within a 60-foot buffer) shall cease and a qualified 
archaeologist meeting Secretary of Interior standards shall assess the find. The City, Project applicant, 
and their designee shall, in good faith, consult with the Femandefio Tataviam Band of Mission Indians on 
the disposition and treatment of any tribal cultural resource encountered during all ground disturbing 
activities. 
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