
February 13,2017

TO: Retail Operations Committee
Ed Colley, Chair
Dean Efstathiou, Vice Chair
Robert DiPrimio
R. J. Kelly
William Pecsi

FROM Keith Abercrombie
Retail Manager

A meeting of the Retail Operations Committee is scheduled to meet on Tuesday,
February 28,2017 at 5:30 PM at the Santa Clarita Water Division located at26521
Summit Circle, Santa Clarita, CA 91350 in the Training Room.

MEETING AGENDA
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WILLIAM C. COOPER
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EDWARD A. COLLEY
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GARY R. MARTIN

GENERAL MANAGER
MATTHEW G. STONE

GENERAL COUNSEL
BEST BEST & KRIEGER, LLP

SEC RETARY
APRIL JACOBS

1 Public Comments

Water Production Report

Recommend Receiving and Filing of SCWD January 2017 Finance
and Expenditure Report

Recommend Receiving and Filing of SCWD FY 2016117 Midyear
Budget Report

Recommend Approval of a Resolution Adopting the Mitigated Negative
Declaration and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program Under
the California Environmental Quality Act for the Los Angeles
Residential Community Ranch Water Pipeline Project

SCWD Rate Study Discussion

Recommend Adoption of a Resolution Approving the SB 221Water
Supply Verification for Skyline Ranch Project (VTTM 60922)

Committee Planning Calendar

*

2.

3.

*

*

4

5

*

*

*

6.

7.

8.

9.

10

General Report on RetailOperation Activities

Adjournment

* lndicates attachmentô To be distributed
"A PUBLIC AGENCY PBOVIDING RELIABLE, AUALITY WATER AT A REASONABLE COST TO THE SANTA CLARITA VALLEY"

27234 B0U0UET CANY0N R0AD . SANTA CLARtTA, CALIF0RNTA 91350-2173. 661 297.1600 FAX 661 297.1611
website address: www.clwa.org
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Notice:

CLWA Board of Directors
Joe Byrne

cc:

Any person may make a request for a disability-related modification or
accommodation needed for that person to be able to participate in the public
meeting by telephoning (661) 297-1600, or writing to Castaic Lake Water Agency
at27234 Bouquet Canyon Road, Santa Clarita, CA 91350. Requests must specify
the nature of the disability and the type of accommodation requested. A
telephone number or other contact information should be included so that Agency
staff may discuss appropriate arrangements. Persons requesting a disability-
related accommodation should make the request with adequate time before the
meeting for the Agency to provide the requested accommodation.

Pursuant to Government Code Section 54957 .5, non-exempt public records that
relate to open session agenda items and are distributed to a majority of the Board
less than seventy-two (72) hours prior to the meeting will be available for public
inspection at the castaic Lake water Agency, located at 27234 Bouquet canyon
Road, Santa Clarita, California 91350, during regular business hours. When
practical, these public records will also be made available on the Agency's
lnternet Web site, accessible at http://www.clwa.org.
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and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

February 2017

Castaic Lake Water Agency

Prepared for

Prepared by:

910 Hampshire Road, Suite V
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LARC Ranch Water Pipeline
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 PURPOSE 

This Final Initial Study (IS) and Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND; together, IS/MND) has been 

prepared for the LARC Ranch Water Pipeline Project (“proposed Project”) in accordance with the 

requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)1 and the State CEQA Guidelines.2 The 

Santa Clarita Water Division (SCWD), a part of the Castaic Lake Water Agency (CLWA), is acting as the Lead 

Agency as defined by CEQA for the environmental review of the proposed Project. 

1.2 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

Historically, LARC has extracted groundwater from two wells adjacent to Bouquet Creek that overlie the 

Bouquet Canyon Area of the alluvial aquifer of the Upper Santa Clara River East Subbasin. However, due 

to prolonged drought, the aquifer can no longer support groundwater production at LARC’s two wells. 

LARC is currently trucking in water from a public SCWD hydrant located about 1.8 miles away and storing 

it in an existing on-site 0.36-million-gallon (MG) storage tank that is owned and operated by LARC to 

provide for LARC’s daily water demands. The proposed Project would extend an existing SCWD pipeline 

by constructing a new 12-inch ductile iron water transmission line, connecting it to the nearest SCWD 

water line at Shadow Valley Lane, and then extending the line approximately 9,500 linear feet to a new 

service meter at the frontage of the LARC Ranch property (“Project Site”).  

The width of the construction alignment would range from 30 inches for the water pipeline trench to 20 

feet for the temporary closure of the Bouquet Canyon Road southbound lane. The water pipeline 

alignment would traverse from southwest to the northeast within the public roadway right-of-way along 

Bouquet Canyon Road. The pipeline alignment was developed specifically to provide for connections by 

LARC and other existing residential and commercial water users along Bouquet Canyon Road while 

minimizing conflicts with other existing utilities.  

The Project as proposed would include an on-site booster pump station and pipeline located on LARC 

grounds to connect and fill the existing 0.36 MG storage tank from the new service meter. The on-site 

pump station would include two 10 horsepower (hp) pumps within a block wall building, which would 

have a footprint of less than 200 square feet. The pump station would be approximately 10 feet high and 

located adjacent to similar type of walled enclosures. A new 4-inch polyvinyl chloride (PVC) pipeline would 

extend approximately 700 feet from a SCWD service meter to the pump station. Discharge pipeline from 

the pump would extend approximately 30 feet to connect to an existing 8-inch LARC pipeline that extends 

                                                           
1  California Code of Regulations, sec. 21000 et seq.  
2  California Code of Regulations, sec. 15070–15075, State CEQA Guidelines. 
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to the 0.36 MG tank and through the existing private distribution system. The pump station is planned to 

be owned and operated by LARC. The proposed water pipeline would be generally located approximately 

48 inches below grade, with roadway pavement and native soils above the pipeline. The pipeline may be 

deeper (about 10 feet deep) at certain undercrossing locations where the water pipeline must be placed 

below existing shallow storm drains. Bedding and backfill material would be utilized to fill around and 

below the proposed water pipeline. In addition to the water pipeline, air/vacuum release valves and fire 

hydrants would be installed aboveground at certain locations within the existing road right-of-way along 

the proposed alignment. 

During construction of the proposed Project, construction equipment would need to be stored at the end 

of each day. Two construction staging areas were identified along the proposed pipeline alignment: a 

southern staging area and a northern staging area. The southern staging area would be located adjacent 

to the south of Bouquet Canyon Road, within Kenyon Scudder Detention School property; the northern 

staging area would be located at the northern most portion of the proposed pipeline alignment, within 

LARC Ranch property. 

1.3 PUBLIC REVIEW PROCESS 

On December 14, 2016, SCWD circulated a Notice of Intent (NOI; see Appendix B) of the IS for a 30-day 

review and comment period by the public and by responsible and reviewing agencies. The review period 

ended on January 13, 2017. In addition, a notice was published in the Santa Clarita Valley Signal on 

December 15, 2016. 

The Final IS/MND and Draft IS are available for review at: 

Castaic Lake Water Agency 
Santa Clarita Water Division office 
 26521 Summit Circle, Santa Clarita, CA 91350 

The Final IS/MND and Draft IS are also available online at:  

https://santaclaritawater.com/ and https://www.clwa.org/  

The State CEQA Guidelines3 require that the decision-making body of the Lead Agency consider the proposed 

IS together with any comments received during the public review process prior to approving a project.  

Two comment letters were received regarding the Draft IS. One letter was from the State of California 

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse, on January 13, 2017. The comment 

                                                           
3  California Code of Regulations, sec. 15074(b), State CEQA Guidelines. 
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notes that only one State agency, the California Department of Transportation (“CalTrans”) submitted 

comments on the Draft IS, and that SCWD has complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements 

for draft environmental documents, pursuant to CEQA. 

CalTrans District 7—Office of Transportation Planning submitted a comment letter on January 12, 2017. 

The comment states that CalTrans does not expect Project approval to result in direct adverse impacts to 

the existing State transportation facilities, notes that any transportation which requires the use of 

oversized-transport vehicles on State highways will require a Caltrans transportation permit, and further 

notes that the Project should be mindful of storm water runoff as a sensitive issue for the area. 

The Final MND, when combined with the Draft IS, constitutes the complete environmental review 

document for the proposed Project to be considered by the CLWA Board of Directors, as the decision-

making body, before it makes its decision on the proposed Project. State CEQA Guidelines4 require that 

the Lead Agency consider the IS together with any comments received during the public review prior to 

approving a project. The decision-making body shall adopt the Final IS/MND only if it finds, on the basis 

of the whole record before it (including the IS and any comments received), that there is no substantial 

evidence that the Project will have a significant effect on the environment and that the Final IS/MND 

reflects the Lead Agency’s independent judgment and analysis. 

Additionally, the State CEQA Guidelines5 require that the Lead Agency adopt a mitigation monitoring 

program for reporting on or monitoring the physical changes of the project site and mitigating significant 

environmental effects.  

1.4 ORGANIZATION OF THE FINAL IS/MND 

As required by the State CEQA Guidelines, the Final IS/MND consists of the following elements: 

• Comments received from reviewing agencies and the public on the Draft IS during the public review 
process and responses to those comments (see Section 2.0).  

• A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP), which provides a summary of impacts, 
mitigation measures, and implementation procedures (see Section 3.0). 

• The Draft IS and NOI (see Appendix A and Appendix B, respectively).  

A disc containing these documents is also attached to the inside back cover of this Final IS/MND.  

                                                           
4  California Code of Regulations, sec. 15074(b), State CEQA Guidelines. 
5  California Code of Regulations, sec. 15074(d), State CEQA Guidelines. 
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2.0 COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT IS 

The State CEQA Guidelines6 require that the decision-making body of the Lead Agency consider the proposed 

IS together with any comments received during the public review process prior to approving a project.  

The following comment letters were received regarding the Draft IS: 

• California State Clearinghouse Office of Planning and Research, dated January 13, 2017 

• California Department of Transportation District 7—Office of Transportation Planning,  dated January 
12, 2017 

 

Response to California State Clearinghouse Office of Planning and Research  

The comment notes that only one State agency, the CalTrans, submitted comments on the Draft IS and 

that CLWA has complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft environmental 

documents, pursuant to CEQA. 

Response to California Department of Transportation District 7—Office of Transportation 
Planning  

The comment notes that the nearest State facilities to the proposed project is State Route (SR)-14. The 

comment indicates that Caltrans does not expect Project approval to result in a direct adverse impact to 

the existing State transportation facilities. The comment also notes that any transportation of heavy 

construction equipment and/or materials necessitating the use of oversized transport vehicles on State 

highways will require a Caltrans transportation permit, and that large size truck trips are be limited to off-

peak commute periods.  

This comment is noted. As identified in the Draft IS, construction-related trips would occur outside of the 

peak commuting periods. No significant impact would occur to transportation levels of service.  

Finally, Caltrans commented on stormwater runoff. As indicated in the Draft IS, the proposed Project 

would be required to comply with the General Construction Storm Water Permit (Water Quality Order 

99-08-DWQ) issued by the State Water Resources Control Board. No significant impacts to water runoff 

would occur with implementation of the Project.  

  

                                                           
6  California Code of Regulations, sec. 15074(b), State CEQA Guidelines. 
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3.0 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) has been prepared, pursuant to the 

requirements of the State CEQA Guidelines,1 identifying the monitoring of mitigation measures that would 

reduce potential significant impacts as stated in the Draft IS for the Project. 

The State CEQA Guidelines2 require public agencies adopting an IS/MND also adopt a program for 

monitoring or reporting to ensure that the mitigation measures it has imposed to mitigate or avoid 

significant environmental effects are implemented. 

The MMRP will be required to be adopted by the CLWA should the Board of Directors approve the 

proposed Project. 

The MMRP is available at the Castaic Lake Water Agency, Santa Clarita Water Division office, located at 

26521 Summit Circle, Santa Clarita, CA 91350. 

The MMRP may be modified by SCWD in response to changing conditions or circumstances. A summary 

table (Table 1, Summary of Project Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Implementation Responsibility) 

will guide SCWD in its evaluation and documentation of the implementation of mitigation measures. The 

MMRP is organized as follows: 

• Mitigation Measure: Provides the text of the mitigation measures identified in the IS/MND. 

• Timing/Schedule: Identifies the timeframe in which the mitigation will take place. 

• Implementation Responsibility: Identifies the entity responsible for complying with mitigation 
measure requirements. 

• Action: Describes the type of action taken to verify implementation.  

• Date Completed: Provides for the acknowledgement of completion of each mitigation measure as it 
is implemented. Entries should be dated and initialed by SCWD personnel based on the 
documentation noted in the mitigation measure and provided by the individual or entity responsible 
for implementing the measure. 

Unless otherwise specified herein, SCWD is responsible for taking all actions necessary to implement the 

mitigation measures according to the provided specifications and for  demonstrating that each action 

has been successfully completed. The CLWA and subsequently the SCWD, at its discretion, may 

delegate implementation responsibility or portions thereof to a licensed contractor. 

                                                                 
1  California Code of Regulations, sec. 15074(b)(6), State CEQA Guidelines. 
2  California Code of Regulations, sec. 15097, State CEQA Guidelines. 
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Table 1 
Summary of Project Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Implementation Responsibility 

   Implementation and Verification 

Mitigation Measure 
Timing/ 
Schedule 

Implementation 
Responsibility Action 

Date 
Completed 

Biological Resources     

BIO-1  A qualified biological monitor shall conduct 
a pre-construction survey for special-
status biological resources within one 
week prior to construction activities along 
the pipeline route and within the northern 
and southern construction staging areas. If 
any special-status plants are observed, “No 
Entry” zones will be established. If any 
special-status wildlife or nesting birds are 
observed, the biological monitor shall work 
directly with the construction crew to 
develop a plan that best avoids adverse 
effects.  
 

 Rock outcrops and burrows will be 
inspected during pre-construction surveys, 
and avoided during construction activities 
as these may be habitat for special-status 
species. 

One week prior 
to construction 
activities 

SCWD  1a. A biological monitor shall perform a 
preconstruction survey no earlier than 7 
days prior to initiation of ground or 
vegetation disturbance. If any special 
status plants are observed, “No Entry” 
zones will be established. If any special-
status wildlife or nesting birds are 
observed, the biological monitor shall 
work directly with the construction crew 
to develop a plan that best avoids adverse 
effects. 

1b. Rock outcrops and burrows will be 
inspected during the pre-construction 
surveys. These areas should also be 
avoided during construction activities. 

 

BIO-2  If the proposed action is planned to occur 
within the general bird nesting season, a 
pre-construction nesting bird survey 
should be conducted by a qualified 
biologist. The nesting season is generally 
considered February 1 through August 31; 
however, these dates vary by year 
depending on prey availability, weather, 

Prior to ground- 
disturbing 
and/or pipeline 
construction 
activities 

SCWD  2. A biological monitor shall perform 
preconstruction survey before ground- 
disturbing and/or pipeline construction 
activities begin to determine the presence 
of an active bird nest between February 1 
and August 31. 
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   Implementation and Verification 

Mitigation Measure 
Timing/ 
Schedule 

Implementation 
Responsibility Action 

Date 
Completed 

and other factors. If an active nest is 
discovered, the Biological Monitor will 
develop species- and site-specific 
measures to avoid effects to the nest 
before construction can proceed. 

BIO-3 Excavated holes should be covered or filled 
at the end of the workday. If an excavation 
exists at the end of the day, crews shall 
cover all holes and trenches with 
plywood/metal covers and plastic sheeting 
prior to leaving the area to prevent wildlife 
from becoming trapped within the 
excavation. Prior to the start of work each 
day, covered holes and excavated areas 
shall be inspected to ensure that no 
wildlife has fallen in overnight. If wildlife 
has become trapped and the construction 
crew is unable to safely remove it, the 
Biological Monitor shall be contacted for 
assistance. 

During 
construction 

SCWD  3. The SCWD Project manager or their 
designee shall cover all holes and trenches 
at the end of each day and check covered 
holes and excavated areas prior to the 
start of each day. Should wildlife become 
trapped, then the Project manager shall 
contact the Project Biological Monitor for 
assistance. 

 

BIO-4 All trash shall be contained in covered 
containers each day. Containers should be 
removed from the Project area and 
properly disposed of and/or recycled at an 
appropriate disposal facility. Special 
attention should be given to leaving no 
micro-trash (screws, nuts, bolts, pop-tops, 
washers, etc.) on site. 

During 
construction 

SCWD  4. The SCWD Project manager or their 
designee shall cover all trash containers 
and inspect the site at the end of each day 
to ensure no micro-trash is located on site. 
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   Implementation and Verification 

Mitigation Measure 
Timing/ 
Schedule 

Implementation 
Responsibility Action 

Date 
Completed 

BIO-5 Refueling of equipment and storage of fuel 
and other hazardous materials will not 
occur within 328 feet (100 meters) of 
perennial and seasonal streams, seeps, 
springs, or meadows. 

During 
construction 

SCWD  5. The SCWD Project manager or their 
designee shall ensure that no refueling 
activities or storage areas are located 
within 328 feet (100 meters) of perennial 
and seasonal streams, seeps, springs, or 
meadows. 

 

Cultural Resources      

CUL-1 In the event that archaeological resources 
are encountered during site excavation 
activities, work shall be stopped 
immediately or redirected away from the 
finds until a qualified archaeologist or 
Native American representative is retained 
to evaluate the significance of the 
archaeological resources. If the finds are of 
value, then: 
• Suspension of ground disturbances 

within a 30-foot radius of the 
discovery shall not be lifted until the 
qualified archaeological monitor has 
evaluated the finds to assess whether 
they are classified as historical 
resources or unique archaeological 
sites, pursuant to CEQA.  

• The construction contractor shall 
prepare all potential finds in 
excavated material to the point of 
identification. 

• Significant archaeological resources 
found shall be preserved as 

During 
excavation and 
construction 
activities 

SCWD  6. The SCWD Project manager or their 
designee shall monitor excavations during 
construction. If resources are found, halt 
construction within a 30-foot radius and 
notify a qualified archaeologist and/or 
Native American representative and 
modify construction activities until the 
resource has been properly removed, 
catalogued, and preserved. 
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   Implementation and Verification 

Mitigation Measure 
Timing/ 
Schedule 

Implementation 
Responsibility Action 

Date 
Completed 

determined necessary by the qualified 
archaeologist.  

• Excavated finds shall be curated at 
either the Los Angeles County Natural 
History Museum or its designee on a 
first-refusal basis, after which the 
finds shall be offered to a local 
museum or repository willing to 
accept the resources.  

• Within 30 days of completion of the 
end of trenching activities, the 
qualified archeologist shall draft a 
report summarizing the finds, 
including the inspection period, an 
analysis of any resources found, and 
identification of the repository.  

• Any resulting reports shall be filed 
with Santa Clara Water Division or 
their designee and with the South 
Central Coastal Information Center at 
the California State University, 
Fullerton.  
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   Implementation and Verification 

Mitigation Measure 
Timing/ 
Schedule 

Implementation 
Responsibility Action 

Date 
Completed 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials     
HAZ-1 Prior to the issuance of construction 

permits, SCWD shall develop an emergency 
response plan in consultation with the Los 
Angeles County Fire Department and Los 
Angeles County Sherriff’s Department. The 
emergency response plan shall include, but 
not be limited to, the following: evacuation 
routes for vehicles and pedestrians, 
location of nearest hospitals, and fire 
department stations. 

Prior to 
issuance of 
construction 
permits 

SCWD 7. Develop an emergency response plan in 
consultation with the Los Angeles County 
Fire Department and Los Angeles County 
Sherriff’s Department. 

 
HAZ-2 Prior to construction activities for the 

proposed Project that would require the 
diversion of traffic, SCWD shall prepare a 
traffic control plan and implement 
construction zone traffic control measures 
in compliance with the Work Area Traffic 
Control Handbook (WATCH) manual or the 
Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices 
(MUTCD) standards. 

Prior to 
construction 
activities that 
require the 
diversion of 
traffic 

SCWD 8. Prepare a traffic control plan and 
implement construction zone traffic 
control measures in compliance with the 
Work Area Traffic Control Handbook 
(WATCH) manual or the Manual on 
Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) 
standards. 

 
HAZ-3 During construction activities, the 

construction contractor shall provide fire-
fighting equipment, such as fire 
extinguishers, to the satisfaction of the Los 
Angeles County Fire Department and shall 
provide instruction on possible fire risk and 
the use of fire extinguishers as part of 
required construction-related safety 
training. 

During 
construction 

Construction 
Contractor and 
SCWD 

9. The construction contractor shall provide 
fire-fighting equipment, such as fire 
extinguishers, to the satisfaction of the 
Los Angeles County Fire Department and 
shall provide instruction on possible fire 
risk and the use of fire extinguishers as 
part of required construction-related 
safety training. 

 

80



Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Meridian Consultants 3.0-7 LARC Ranch Pipeline Project 
108-001-15 February 2017 

   Implementation and Verification 

Mitigation Measure 
Timing/ 
Schedule 

Implementation 
Responsibility Action 

Date 
Completed 

Noise     

NOS-1 The contractor shall locate all stationary 
noise-generating equipment as far as 
possible from nearby noise-sensitive 
receptors. Where possible, noise-
generating equipment shall be shielded 
from nearby noise-sensitive receptors 
(single family residences only) by noise 
attenuating buffers. Stationary noise 
sources located less than 200 feet from 
noise-sensitive receptors shall be 
equipped with noise reducing engine 
housings. Portable acoustic barriers shall 
be placed around noise-generating 
equipment that is located less than 100 
feet from noise-sensitive receptors (single 
family residences only). 

Prior to and 
during 
construction 

Construction 
contractor and 
SCWD 

10a. Locate all stationary noise-generating 
equipment as far as possible from 
nearby noise-sensitive receptors.  

10b. Shield noise-generating equipment, 
where possible, from nearby noise-
sensitive receptors (single family 
residences only) by noise attenuating 
buffers.  

10c. Equip stationary noise sources located 
less than 200 feet from noise-sensitive 
receptors with noise reducing engine 
housings.  

10d. Place portable acoustic barriers around 
noise-generating equipment that is 
located less than 100 feet from single 
family residences. 

 

NOS-2 The contractor shall assure that 
construction equipment powered by 
gasoline or diesel engines have sound 
control devices at least as effective as 
those provided by the original equipment 
manufacturer (OEM). No equipment shall 
be permitted to have an unmuffled 
exhaust. 

Prior to and 
during 
construction 

Construction 
contractor and 
SCWD 

11. Ensure that construction equipment 
powered by gasoline or diesel engines 
have sound control devices at least as 
effective as those provided by the original 
equipment manufacturer (OEM). 

 

NOS-3 The contractor shall assure that noise-
generating mobile equipment and 
machinery are shut-off when not in use. 

Prior to and 
during 
construction 

Construction 
contractor and 
SCWD 

12. The SCWD Project manager or their 
designee shall turn off equipment when 
not in use. 

 

81



Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Meridian Consultants 3.0-8 LARC Ranch Pipeline Project 
108-001-15 February 2017 

   Implementation and Verification 

Mitigation Measure 
Timing/ 
Schedule 

Implementation 
Responsibility Action 

Date 
Completed 

NOS-4 Residences within 200 feet of a 
construction area shall be notified of the 
construction schedule in writing, at least 
24 hours prior to construction. The Santa 
Clarita Water Division and the contractor 
shall designate a noise disturbance point of 
contact who would be responsible for 
responding to complaints regarding 
construction noise. The point of contact 
shall determine the cause of the complaint 
and ensure that reasonable measures are 
implemented to correct the problem. A 
contact number for the noise disturbance 
shall be conspicuously placed on 
construction site fences and written into 
the construction notification schedule sent 
to nearby residences. 

Prior to and 
during 
construction 

Construction 
contractor and 
SCWD 

13a. Notify residences within 200 feet of a 
construction area at least 24 hours prior 
to construction.  

13b. The SCWD Project manager or their 
designee shall provide a point of contact 
in the event of a noise complaint. 

13c. The SCWD Project manager or their 
designee shall provide a contact number 
for a noise disturbance. 

 

 

   
Note: SCWD = Santa Clarita Water Division, Castaic Lake Water Agency  
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 OVERVIEW 

The Santa Clarita Water, a Division of Castaic Lake Water Agency (SCWD) prepared this Initial Study 

(IS)/Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) to evaluate the potential environmental impacts associated 

with the Los Angeles Residential Community (LARC) Ranch Water Pipeline Project (proposed Project).  

The SCWD prepared the 2013 Water Master Plan Update to direct future infrastructure plans within the 

SCWD’s service area. The Board of Directors of the Castaic Lake Water Agency (CLWA), as the governing 

body of the SCWD, approved the 2013 Water Master Plan Update in June, 2013. The 2013 Water Master 

Plan Update was developed based on build-out population estimates and water demand needs for the 

City of Santa Clarita (City) and unincorporated portions of Los Angeles County within the SCWD service 

area. The Project as proposed would include new infrastructure to meet LARC demands, and to provide 

for water demands from other existing residential and commercial water users along the pipeline route.1  

1.2 AUTHORITY 

As part of the SCWD’s approval process, the Project is required to undergo an environmental review 

pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  

The preparation of an IS/MND is governed by CEQA2 and, more specifically, the State CEQA Guidelines,3 

which guide the process for the preparation of a negative declaration (ND) or MND. Where appropriate 

and supportive to an understanding of the issues, reference will be made to the statute, the State CEQA 

Guidelines, or the appropriate case law. 

This IS/MND, as required by CEQA, contains a project description, a description of the environmental 

setting, potential environmental impacts, mitigation measures for any significant effects, consistency with 

plans and policies, and names of preparers. The CLWA is the Lead Agency for the proposed Project and, 

as such, is required to conduct an environmental review to analyze the potential environmental effects 

associated with the proposed Project described in this IS/MND. The Board of Directors of the CLWA, as 

the governing body of the SCWD, will review and approve CEQA documents prepared by SCWD.  

The California State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) as a state agency, receives federal funds 

from the US Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) for the administration of the Safe Drinking Water 

State Revolving Fund (SRF) and the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009. The SWRCB has 

                                                                 
1 Santa Clarita Water, A Division of Castaic Lake Water Agency (SCWD), Water Master Plan, Chapter 2, Table 2.1.  
2  California Code of Regulations, sec. 15000, et seq., State CEQA Guidelines. 
3  California Code of Regulations, sec. 15000, et seq. 
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been designated as EPA’s non-federal state agency for consultation with the US Fish and Wildlife Service 

(Service) under the Endangered Species Act (Section 7) and with the State Historic Preservation Office 

(SHPO) under the National Historic Preservation Act (Section 106). 

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) was signed into law on January 1, 1970. NEPA applies to all 

federal agencies and activities that they manage, regulate or fund that affect the quality of the 

environment. NEPA compliance ensures that federal agencies make decisions based on an understanding 

of the environmental consequences of the proposed action. An important element of the law is the 

requirement to inform and involve the public of those decisions. 

The SCWD is working with the LARC Foundation to secure grant funds from the SRF, as administered by 

the SWRCB to construct the proposed Project. As part of the application for SRF funding, several additional 

areas of environmental concern will be addressed in the IS/MND to ensure compliance with NEPA and 

federal cross-cutting environmental regulations. 

1.3 ORGANIZATION OF THE INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION 

The content and format of this Initial Study are designed to meet the requirements of CEQA. The IS/MND 

consists of the proposed findings that the project, as mitigated, would have no significant impacts. The 

IS/MND contains the following sections and supporting studies: 

• Section 1, Introduction, identifies the purpose and scope of the IS/MND and the terminology used in 
the report. 

• Section 2, Project Description, identifies the location, background, and planning objectives of the 
Project and describes the Project in detail. 

• Section 3, Environmental Setting, describes the existing conditions, surrounding land use, general 
plan, and existing zoning in the Project area. 

• Section 4, Environmental Checklist, presents the checklist responses and evaluation for each resource 
topic.  

• Section 5, Environmental Analysis, includes an analysis for each resource topic and identifies potential 
impacts of implementing the Project. It also identifies mitigation measures, if applicable.  

• Section 6, References, identifies all printed references and individuals citied in this IS/MND. 

• Section 7, List of Preparers, identifies the individuals who prepared this report and their areas of 
technical specialty. 

• Appendices present data supporting the analysis or contents of this IS/MND. These include: 

- Appendix A, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Modeling Results  
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- Appendix B, Biological Resource Survey Report  

- Appendix C, Cultural Resource Report 

- Appendix D, Noise Measurement Data 

1.4 PUBLIC AND AGENCY REVIEW OF THE DRAFT IS/MND 

CEQA requires that the lead agency provide the public and agencies the opportunity to review and 

comment on a Draft IS/MND. As outlined by CEQA, the SCWD is providing a 30-day period for review and 

comment on the Draft IS/MND. Upon completion of the public and agency review period, the SCWD, as 

lead agency, will evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons who reviewed the 

Draft IS/MND and prepare written responses. The SCWD will include these comments and responses in a 

Final MND along with any changes that will be reviewed and considered for adoption by the CLWA Board 

of Directors. 

Interested individuals, organizations, responsible agencies, and other agencies can provide written 

comments to: 

Santa Clarita Water, a Division of Castaic Lake Water Agency 
26521 Summit Circle 
Santa Clarita, CA 91350 
Contact: Brent Payne, PE 

Comments may also be sent by facsimile to (661) 286-4333 or by email to bpayne@scwater.org. Please 

put “LARC Ranch Water Pipeline Project” in the subject line. Agency responses should include the name 

of a contact person within the commenting agency. 

The Draft IS/MND is available for review at the following locations: 

Santa Clarita Water, a Division of Castaic Lake Water Agency  
26521 Summit Circle 
Santa Clarita, California 91350 

City of Santa Clarita Public Library, Valencia Branch 
23743 Valencia Blvd. 
Santa Clarita, California 91355 
 
City of Santa Clarita Public Library, Canyon Country 
18601 Soledad Canyon Road 
Santa Clarita, California 91351 
 
Los Angeles County Stevenson Ranch Library 
25950 The Old Road 
Stevenson Ranch, CA 91381 
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In addition, the Draft IS/MND is available on the CLWA and SCWD websites at:  

https://www.clwa.org/ 

https://santaclaritawater.com/ 
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2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

2.1 PROJECT HISTORY 

Historically, LARC has extracted groundwater from two wells adjacent to Bouquet Creek that overlie the 

Bouquet Canyon Area of the alluvial aquifer of the Upper Santa Clara River East Subbasin. However, due 

to prolonged drought the aquifer can no longer support groundwater production at LARC’s two wells. The 

aquifer is a shallow unconfined alluvial aquifer that is supported by precipitation in the Bouquet Canyon 

watershed and management of the Bouquet Reservoir, owned and operated by the City of Los Angeles 

Department of Water and Power, located approximately 8.5 miles north by northeast of the LARC Ranch 

property. As the drought continues and reduction in releases from Bouquet Reservoir continue, the 

reduction or loss of groundwater availability further downstream in this reach of the alluvial aquifer at 

private wells along Bouquet Creek, and further south would be expected. Other private wells along 

Bouquet Canyon Road depend on the precipitation in the Bouquet Canyon watershed and management 

of the Bouquet Reservoir to replenish the aquifer of the Upper Santa Clara River East Subbasin. LARC is 

currently trucking in water from a public (SCWD) hydrant located about 1.8 miles away and storing it in 

an existing on-site 0.36 million-gallon (MG) storage tank that is owned and operated by LARC to provide 

for LARC’s daily water demands. 

2.2 PROJECT LOCATION 

The proposed Project is located in unincorporated Los Angeles County north of the City of Santa Clarita, 

as shown in Figure 2.1, Regional Location. In addition, the proposed Project is located within the northern 

portion of the Castaic Lake Water Agency (CLWA) and SCWD service area boundaries, as shown in Figure 

2.2, CLWA and SCWD Service Boundary. The CLWA service area encompasses approximately 195 square 

miles of land in incorporated and unincorporated areas in or adjacent to the Santa Clarita Valley area of 

Los Angeles County, as well as into eastern Ventura County. No components of the proposed Project 

would be located in Ventura County. The SCWD service area encompasses approximately 55 square miles 

of land within the City of Santa Clarita, and certain unincorporated areas within Los Angeles County, 

including the proposed Project Site, as shown in Figure 2.2.  

2.3 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The proposed Project would include the construction of a new 12-inch ductile iron water transmission line 

by connecting to the nearest SCWD water line at Shadow Valley Lane and extending approximately 9,500 

linear feet to a new service meter at the frontage of the LARC Ranch property (Project Site), as shown in 

Figure 2.3, Project Site Alignment. The width of the alignment would range from 30 inches for the water 

pipeline trench to 20 feet for the temporary closure of the Bouquet Canyon Road southbound lane. The 
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water pipeline alignment would traverse from southwest to the northeast within the public roadway right-

of-way along Bouquet Canyon Road. The pipeline alignment was developed specifically to provide for 

connections by LARC and other existing residential and commercial water users along Bouquet Canyon 

Road, while minimizing conflicts with other existing utilities.  

The project as proposed would include an on-site booster pump station and pipeline located on LARC 

grounds to connect and fill the existing 0.36 MG storage tank from the new service meter. The on-site 

pump station would include two 10 horsepower (hp) pumps within a (less than 200-square-foot) block 

wall building. The pump station would be approximately 10 feet high and located adjacent to similar type 

of walled enclosures. A new 4-inch polyvinyl chloride (PVC) pipeline would extend approximately 700 feet 

from a SCWD service meter to the pump station, as shown on Figure 2.3. Discharge pipeline from the 

pump would extend approximately 30 feet to connect to an existing 8-inch LARC pipeline that extends to 

the 0.36 MG tank and through the existing private distribution system. The pump station is planned to be 

owned and operated by LARC. Figure 2.4, Proposed Trench Detail, illustrates the horizontal layout of the 

proposed water pipeline beneath Bouquet Canyon Road. The proposed water pipeline would be generally 

located approximately 48 inches below grade, with roadway pavement and native soils above the pipeline. 

The pipeline may be deeper (about 10 feet deep) at certain undercrossing locations where the water 

pipeline must be placed below existing shallow storm drains. Bedding and backfill material would be 

utilized to fill around and below the proposed water pipeline. In addition to the water pipeline, air/vacuum 

release valves and fire hydrants would be installed aboveground at certain locations within the existing 

road right of way along the proposed alignment. 

Pipeline Sizing Requirements 

The pipeline would be sized to provide water service to LARC and other existing residential and 

commercial water users along the proposed pipeline route since existing demands in North Bouquet 

Canyon currently rely on private wells that are vulnerable to a decline or loss of available groundwater, as 

discussed above. The average daily demand for LARC and other existing water users along the proposed 

pipeline route is approximately 200 gallons per minute (gpm), with a maximum daily demand of 

approximately 450 gpm. The proposed pipeline would have a diameter of 12-inches to meet the maximum 

daily demands of 450 gpm. The on-site booster pump station is sized to pump demands for LARC to fill 

the existing on-site 0.36 MG storage tank during the day. 
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Construction 

The pipeline would be installed with an excavator that would excavate a 30-inch-wide trench and 

temporarily store the removed soils along the trench. Work crews would place the pipe in the trench, 

which would be backfilled by a loader or backhoe, and then compacted to match existing grade. The 

temporary disturbance zone associated with pipe installation would be up to approximately 20 feet wide. 

The road would be restored to preconstruction conditions after installing the pipe and backfilling the 

trench, consistent with the requirements of the encroachment permits from the Los Angeles County 

Department of Public Works. Similarly, the contractor would ensure that any native or landscaped 

vegetation disturbed within the construction staging areas would be restored in kind upon completion.  

The proposed pipeline through the LARC Ranch property would connect at the service meter at Bouquet 

Canyon Road, extend east beneath the existing access road, cross Bouquet Canyon creek via the existing 

pipeline bridge (existing pipe on bridge will be reutilized, new pipeline to be connected to both ends of 

existing pipe), and connect to the proposed pump station. Trenching activities would occur for the pipeline 

construction and minor grading for the pump station enclosure would occur west of the existing LARC 

Ranch structures.  

During construction of the proposed Project, construction equipment would need to be stored at the end 

of each day. Two construction staging areas were identified along the proposed pipeline alignment: a 

southern staging area and a northern staging area. The southern staging area would be located adjacent 

to the south of Bouquet Canyon Road within Kenyon Scudder Detention School property, as shown in 

Figure 2.3. This area would be approximately 0.8 acres in size and would be utilized for the first half of 

construction of the proposed Project. The northern staging area would be approximately 3.5 acres in size 

and located at the northern most portion of the proposed pipeline alignment within LARC Ranch property. 

Several areas within the northern staging area would be considered for use. One area would be adjacent 

to the east of Bouquet Road within an open field approximately 3 acres in size, west of Bouquet Canyon 

Creek. Other potential staging areas within the northern staging area include the existing parking lots 

further to the east used for the LARC Ranch facility, and adjacent open areas to LARC Ranch buildings, 

totaling 0.5 acres in size. Both construction staging areas would be located away from the banks of the 

Bouquet Canyon Creek above the ordinary high water mark (OHWM), as defined by the physical line 

impressed on the bed and banks of the waterway,4 and would include best management practice 

measures (e.g., stockpile management, sanitary management, spill prevention and control) and 

                                                                 
4  United States Army Corp of Engineers. n.d. "Definition of Waters of the United States." 33 CFR Part 328. United States Army 

Corp of Engineers. 2. http://www.nap.usace.army.mil/Portals/39/docs/regulatory/regs/33cfr328.pdf. 
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temporary sediment controls such as silt fencing) to contain fuels, oils and construction related debris and 

prevent them from entering Bouquet Canyon Creek.  

Project Schedule 

Construction would last approximately 5 months, with approximately 100 linear feet of pipeline 
constructed each day. Construction of the proposed Project is expected to begin in mid-2017. 

Work would be coordinated with the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works to ensure adequate 
traffic control measures along Bouquet Canyon Road. Pipeline construction would occur between 7:00 
AM and 6:00 PM, Monday through Friday. Pipeline installation operations would include a backhoe, two 
trenchers, two off-highway trucks, and traffic control measures including delineators, signs and flaggers. 
Operation-related trips would generate up to 5 vehicle trips per week for the proposed pipeline 
infrastructure. Construction of on-site pump station would include a backhoe, crane, utility truck, welder 
and a water truck. 

2.4 OTHER PUBLIC AGENCY REQUIRED APPROVALS 

The proposed pipeline alignment would occur in the public roadway right-of-way. An encroachment and 

excavation permit from the County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works would be required prior 

to construction of the pipeline. Other permits that would be required for the proposed Project, but could 

be the contractor’s responsibility, are General Construction Storm Water Permit from the Los Angeles 

Regional Water Quality Control Board and Trenching and Excavation Permit from the California Division 

of Occupational Safety and Health.  

The following approvals and actions are required:  

• Adoption of the Mitigated Negative Declaration 

• Approval of the MND by the State Water Resources Water Quality Board for SRF funding 

• County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works – encroachment and excavation permit for 
pipeline construction 
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3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

3.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

The Project Site is located in the Santa Clarita Valley in the northern portion of unincorporated Los Angeles 

County adjacent to the City of Santa Clarita and is approximately 35 miles northwest of downtown Los 

Angeles. The Santa Clarita Valley is surrounded by the Angeles National Forest to the north and west, the 

San Gabriel Mountains to the east, and the Santa Susana Mountains to the south. The Project Site is 

situated approximately 5.5 miles northeast of the center of the City of Santa Clarita in North Bouquet 

Canyon. Bouquet Canyon Creek is located adjacent to the east of Bouquet Canyon Road and flows 

southward toward its confluence with the Santa Clara River. Flows are dependent on precipitation in the 

Bouquet Canyon watershed and water releases from the Bouquet Reservoir.  

The Project Site is located within the Bouquet Canyon Road right-of-way and would extend for 

approximately 9,500 linear feet, beginning at Shadow Valley Lane on the southern end and extending to 

the frontage of the LARC Ranch property, located at 29800 North Bouquet Canyon Road, at the northern 

end of the alignment. The Project Site would also include 700 linear feet of pipeline and a pump station 

(less than 200 square feet) on the LARC grounds. Two construction staging areas would be included as 

part of the Project Site, one at the southern end and one at the northern end of the alignment.  

Bouquet Canyon Road is classified as a Secondary Highway from Plum Canyon Road to the Angeles 

National Forest boundary. Currently, Bouquet Canyon Road is a two-lane paved roadway with one 

northbound and one southbound lane separated by a stripped median, north of Shadow Valley Lane. At 

future build-out of the Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan, Bouquet Canyon Road would be improved to a 4 

lane Secondary Highway with realignment in the Copper Hill Drive area.5  

3.1.1 Pipeline 

The area adjacent to Bouquet Canyon Road is disturbed due to the development of Bouquet Canyon Road, 

residential development, and utility infrastructure. Topography along the pipeline alignment ranges from 

1,420 to 1,540 feet above mean sea level. Topography along the on-site pipeline alignment to the pump 

station would range from 1,540 feet to 1,550 feet above mean sea level. Hillsides adjacent to the west of 

Bouquet Canyon Road vary in height from 0 to 100 feet above the existing elevation of the roadway. Soils 

adjacent to the alignment vary from silty sand to silty gravely sand, and range from loose to very dense.6 

Bouquet Canyon Creek bisects the LARC Ranch property and then generally follows Bouquet Canyon Road 
                                                                 
5 County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning, Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update, Circulation Element, Table 

C-3, 2012. 
6 BioResource Consultants Inc. (BRC), LARC Ranch Water Pipeline Project Biological Survey and Habitat Assessment, November 

2015. 
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to the east. Some vegetation types are located along the eastern side of Bouquet Canyon Road including 

annual grasses and Mulefat thickets along Bouquet Canyon Creek. Trees located along Bouquet Canyon 

Creek include California sycamore, coast live oak, arrow willow, and blue elderberry. Vegetation along the 

west side of Bouquet Canyon Road primarily consists of ruderal and landscaped ornamental vegetation 

associated with the existing residential communities.  

Single family residential uses are located to the west of Bouquet Canyon Road at Shadow Valley Lane; the 

Lily of the Valley Mobile Home Community is located north of Shadow Valley Lane and west of Bouquet 

Canyon Road; single-family residences north of Shadow Valley Lane east of Bouquet Canyon Road; several 

single-family residences are located near the intersection of Bouquet Canyon Road and Vasquez Canyon 

Road; with LARC Ranch at the northern terminus of the pipeline adjacent to the east of Bouquet Canyon 

Road. The closest single-family residence is located in the neighborhood adjacent to Bouquet Canyon 

Road and Shadow Valley Lane, where a 6-foot-high masonry wall is located between the Project Site and 

those specific residences to the west. 

The existing land use designations for the Project Site pipeline include from south to north: Residential 5 

(H5), Community Service (P), General Commercial (CG), and Rural Land 1 (RL1). The existing zoning 

designations for the Project Site pipeline include from north to south: Single Family Residence (R-1-5000), 

Light Agriculture (A1-1), Heavy Agriculture (A-2-1), and Unlimited Commercial (C-3).  

The California Government Code exempts the development of water and wastewater infrastructure 

projects initiated by water agencies from County and City building and zoning ordinances.7 

3.1.2 Staging Area South 

The Southern Staging Area would be located on the southern corner of the intersection of Bouquet 

Canyon Road and the access road to the Kenyon Scudder Detention School. The staging area would be 

approximately 0.8 acres in size and would be located north of the Bouquet Canyon Creek, away from the 

banks of the creek above the OHWM. This area is generally flat with ornamental shrubbery and trees 

consisting of blue gum, Aleppo pine, and Peruvian pepper tree. 

The land use designation for this area is P and the zoning is A-2-1.  

3.1.3 Staging Areas North 

The Northern Staging Area would be located within the LARC Ranch property. This staging area would be 

approximately 3.5 acres in size with approximately 2.5 acres that would be utilized for construction 

equipment. Several potential staging areas located within LARC Ranch include: the area adjacent to the 
                                                                 
7  California Government Code. Section 53091(d) and €.  
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east of Bouquet Canyon Road and west of Bouquet Canyon Creek, the northern most parking lot, and the 

area just north of the community pool that contains minimal vegetation and several ornamental trees. An 

all dirt storm water retention basin is located within the LARC Ranch property; however, this area is fenced 

and would not be utilized for staging of construction equipment. 

The land use designation for this area is RL1 and the zoning is A-1-1.  

3.2 APPLICABLE PLANNING DOCUMENTS 

3.2.1 2012 Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan 

The 2012 Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update (SCVAP) is a component of the Los Angeles County General 

Plan and provides focused goals, policies, and maps to guide the regulation of development within the 

unincorporated portions of the Santa Clarita Valley. The SCVAP, is a long-term blueprint for development 

over the next approximately 20-year planning period. The SCVAP is the culmination of a unique 

cooperative effort with the City of Santa Clarita to work together in creating a unified vision for the Santa 

Clarita Valley. The Santa Clarita City Council and Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors initiated this 

joint planning effort, called One Valley One Vision, in recognition of a mutual need to coordinate land uses 

and the pace of development with the provision of adequate infrastructure, conservation of natural 

resources, and common objectives for the Santa Clarita Valley. Major goals of the One Valley One Vision 

joint planning effort were to achieve greater cooperation between the County and the City, coordinated 

planning for roadways, infrastructure, and resource management, and enhanced quality of life for all who 

live and work in the Santa Clarita Valley. The SCVAP was adopted by the Board of Supervisors on 

November 27, 2012. The SCVAP amendment and related zone changes took effect on December 27, 

2012.8 

3.2.2 Final 2012 Air Quality Management Plan 

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) has the responsibility for the management 

of air quality in the South Coast Air Basin. Their most recent adopted comprehensive plan is the 2012 Air 

Quality Management Plan (AQMP), which was adopted in February 2013 and incorporates significant new 

scientific data, primarily in the form of updated emissions inventories, ambient measurements, new 

meteorological episodes, and new air quality modeling tools.  

The AQMP addresses several state and federal planning requirements, incorporating new scientific 

information, primarily in the form of updated emissions inventories, ambient measurements, and new 

meteorological air quality models. It builds upon the approaches taken in the 2007 AQMP for the South 

Coast Air Basin for attainment of federal PM and ozone standards, and highlights the significant amount 
                                                                 
8  Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan (2012) 
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of reductions needed and the urgent need to engage in interagency coordinated planning to identify 

additional strategies, especially in the area of mobile sources, to meet all federal criteria pollutant 

standards within the timeframes allowed under the federal Clean Air Act.9 

The 2012 AQMP represents a regional blueprint for achieving healthful air on behalf of the 16 million 

residents of the South Coast Air Basin. Their primary task is to bring the South Coast Air Basin into 

attainment with federal health-based standards for unhealthful fine particulate matter (PM2.5) by 2014; 

however, the SCAQMD has a reasonable expectation of meeting the 2023 ozone deadline. The 2012 

AQMP proposed attainment of the federal 2006 24-hour PM2.5 standard by 2014 in the South Coast Air 

Basin through adoption of all feasible measures. While the 2012 AQMP focused on attainment of the 2006 

24-hour PM2.5 standard, it has since been determined, primarily due to unexpected drought conditions, 

that it was impracticable to meet the standard by the original attainment year.10 Since that time, the 

USEPA has approved a reclassification to “serious” nonattainment for the 24-hour PM2.5 standard, which 

requires a new attainment demonstration with a new attainment deadline. The Draft 2016 AQMP was 

recently released for public review,11 with a revised Draft 2016 AQMP document released in October.12 

Additionally, the AQMP provides local guidance for the SIP, which provides the framework for air quality 

basins to achieve attainment of the State and federal ambient air quality standards.  

3.2.3 Santa Clarita Water Division, 2013 Water Master Plan Update 

The 2013 Water Master Plan Update (WMP) represents a periodical update to the SCWD 2008 WMP. The 

WMP is intended to provide comprehensive analysis of the SCWD distribution system. Recommendations 

for capital improvements were made from the perspective of the historical data and the contemporary 

planning frame work available and adopted at the time of the preparation of the document.13 

SCWD operates a retail service area of approximately 55 square miles and delivers water to over 45 

percent of the population in the Santa Clarita Valley. The service area includes portions of the City and 

unincorporated Los Angeles County in the communities of Saugus, Canyon Country and West Newhall. 

Water is supplied to over 31,000 service connections by groundwater from the Alluvial Formation of the 

Upper Santa Clara River Sub-basin, groundwater from the Saugus Formation, and imported water from 

CLWA. 

                                                                 
9  South Coast Air Quality Management District, Final 2012 Air Quality Management Plan, February 2013. 
10 South Coast Air Quality Management District, Revised Draft 2016 Air Quality Management Plan, October 2016. 
11 South Coast Air Quality Management District, Draft 2016 Air Quality Management Plan, June 2016. 
12 South Coast Air Quality Management District, Revised Draft 2016 Air Quality Management Plan, October 2016. 
13  Santa Clarita Water Division (SCWD) Water Master Plan Update (WMP), (2013). 
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Infrastructure operated by SCWD includes approximately 340 miles of existing pipeline, 48 water tanks 

with a combined storage capacity of 76 million gallons, 29 booster pump stations, 13 imported water 

connections, and 14 groundwater production wells. 

3.2.4 2015 Urban Water Management Plan 

An Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) guides the actions of water management agencies within the 

CLWA service area. The 2015 UWMP for the CLWA service area includes four retail water purveyors. These 

retail water purveyors are the SCWD, Newhall County Water District, Valencia Water Company and Los 

Angeles County Waterworks District 36. Together, CLWA and the purveyors are the Santa Clarita Valley’s 

‘water suppliers’. The 2015 UWMP includes estimates of potential supply and demand for 2020 to 2050 

in five-year increments. The projected water demand in 2050 for the CLWA service area is approximately 

93,900 acre-feet per year with plumbing code savings and active conservation to 122,700 acre-feet per 

year without plumbing code savings or active conservation. 
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4.O ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

4.L ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLYAFFECTED
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least
one impact that is a "Potentially Significant lmpact" as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

On the basis of this initialevaluation

LI Aesthetics U Agriculture and Forestry LI Air Quality
L_l Biological Resources U Cultural Resources ! Geology/Soils

Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Hazards & Hazardous
Materials Hydrology/Water Quality

L_l Land Use/Planning U Mineral Resources U Noise

! Population/Housing U Public Services LI Recreation

! Tra n s po rtat io n/Traff i c LI Tribal Cultural Resources n Util¡ties/Service Systems
Mandatory Findings of
Significance

n I find that the proposed Project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and
is eligible for a Categorical Exemption.
I find that the proposed Project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

X
I find that although the proposed Project could have a significant effect on the environment,
there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions 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 IMPACI 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 measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached
sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects
that remain to be addressed.

T
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.

tsltsltu
Signature

LARC Ronch Woter P¡pel¡ne Prcject
December 2076

Meild¡an Consultants
708-007-75

4.0-1

Date
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5.0 ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 

This section provides an evaluation of the various topics considered for environmental review. 

A brief explanation for the determination of significance is provided for all impact determinations except 

“No Impact” determinations that are adequately supported by the information sources the Lead Agency 

(Santa Clarita Water Division) cites in the parentheses following each question. A “No Impact” 

determination is adequately supported if the referenced information sources show that the impact simply 

does not apply to the proposed project (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A “No Impact” 

determination includes an explanation of its bases relative to project-specific factors as well as general 

standards (e.g., the project would not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific 

screening analysis). 

Explanations take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, cumulative as 

well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational impacts. 

Once the Lead Agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the checklist 

indicates whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with mitigation, or less than 

significant. “Potentially Significant Impact” is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect 

may be significant.  

“Mitigated Negative Declaration: Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the 

incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact” to a 

“Less Than Significant Impact.” The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly explain 

how they reduce the effect to a less-than-significant level. 

Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering of a program EIR, or other CEQA process, an 

effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. In this case, a brief 

discussion should identify the following: 

a) Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review. 

b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the scope 
of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and state 
whether such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis. 

c) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are “Less than Significant with Mitigation Measures 
Incorporated,” describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from the earlier 
document and the extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the project. 
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5.1 AESTHETICS 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Project 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
AESTHETICS – 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. Substantially degrade the existing visual 
character or quality of the site and its 
surroundings? 

    

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

    

Discussion 

a. Less than Significant Impact.  

Scenic resources typically include natural open spaces, topographic formations, and landscapes that 

contribute to a high level of visual quality. They also can include parks, trails, nature preserves, sculpture 

gardens, and similar features. Views of oak, willow, and sycamore groves are identified in the 2012 Santa 

Clarita Valley Area Plan (SCVAP) as a scenic view to its residents and visitors in Bouquet Canyon.14 The 

Project Site is located within unincorporated Los Angeles County, specifically in Bouquet Canyon. The 

Project would traverse a portion of Bouquet Canyon Road adjacent to Bouquet Creek from Shadow Valley 

Lane to the LARC Ranch property.  

The Project would involve the underground installation of a 12-inch water pipeline extension along 

Bouquet Canyon Road. The construction of the proposed pipeline would be short term in nature and the 

construction equipment would be stored and fenced at either staging area overnight. The temporary use 

of the construction staging areas would also be short term in nature and would not permanently block or 

obstruct views of the surrounding hillsides in Bouquet Canyon or views of the creek. As discussed in 

Section 2.3, Project Description, the contractor would ensure that Bouquet Canyon Road be repaired and 

restored upon completion of the construction activities, consistent with the requirements of the 

encroachment permits from the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works. Similarly, as discussed 

in Section 2.3, the contractor would ensure that any native or landscaped vegetation disturbed within the 

construction staging areas would be restored in kind upon completion. Views of scenic vistas would 

remain unchanged, since the project would be located entirely underground, except for the pump station 
                                                                 
14  Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan, Scenic Resources, (2012), 157. 
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that would be located within the existing LARC development. The on-site pump station would be in a 

walled enclosure (less than 200 square feet) that would be approximately 10 feet high and would be 

located adjacent to similar type of walled enclosures. Additionally, the elevations of the surrounding 

mountains, as indicated in the SCVAP, would remain to provide a scenic backdrop to the County and City 

residents without detriment from development of the proposed water pipeline extension.15 Therefore, 

impacts to scenic vistas would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.  

b. No Impact.  

The nearest state highway is the Antelope Valley Freeway (State Route 14), which runs east-west 

approximately 3.75 miles southeast of the Project site. The nearest eligible scenic highway to the Project 

Site is Interstate 5 (I-5) which is classified as an “Eligible Scenic Highway-Not Officially Designated” and is 

located approximately 7.5 miles to the west. Construction and ultimate development of the proposed 

Project would not be visible from the I-5 and, as such, would not impact trees, rock outcroppings, or 

historic buildings within a state scenic highway.16 Therefore, no impacts to scenic resources within a 

scenic highway would occur. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.  

c. Less than Significant Impact.  

Trenching and pipeline connection activities would last for approximately 5 months, and as such, would 

be temporary and short-term in nature. Pipeline construction would occur at a rate of approximately 100 

feet per day and limit the duration of impacts along the alignment. Storage of construction equipment at 

the staging areas would include temporary fencing, as appropriate, for security. The short-term storage 

of equipment would not obstruct or block views of scenic resources including views of surrounding 

hillsides and Bouquet Canyon Creek. As discussed in Section 2.3, the roadway would be repaired and 

restored upon completion of construction activities and the staging areas would be revegetated similar 

to existing conditions. Therefore, construction related aesthetic impacts would be less than significant.  

The proposed 12-inch ductile iron water pipeline would connect to the existing 16-inch water line south 

of Shadow Valley Lane and would extend from southwest to northeast beneath Bouquet Canyon Road 

until the frontage of the LARC Ranch property. The water line would be located below ground within the 

                                                                 
15  Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan, Appendix II: Maps, Hillsides and Designated Ridgelines, Exhibit CO-1, (2012). 
16  Department of Transportation (DOT), “California Scenic Highway Mapping System”, 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LandArch/16_livability/scenic_highways/index.htm. Accessed November 2015. 
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public roadway right-of-way and would not be visible. In addition, the proposed pipeline from Bouquet 

Canyon Road to the proposed pump station would be located below ground, or connect to pipeline 

currently suspended from the pipeline bridge and would be consistent with existing visual conditions. 

Furthermore, the proposed pump station would be approximately 10 feet in height and would be 

designed and constructed similar to the existing LARC Ranch facilities to the east. Therefore, impacts to 

the existing visual characteristic and quality of the site and surroundings would be less than significant.  

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.   

d. No Impact.  

Glare is generated during the day from reflective surfaces. Light pollution occurs when nighttime views of 

the stars and sky are diminished by an over-abundance of light coming from the ground. Construction 

activities would take place during daylight hours, typically between 7:00 AM and 6:00 PM, Monday 

through Friday. Potential glare generated during construction activities would be consistent with existing 

vehicle traffic traveling along Bouquet Canyon Road. Pipelines would be located below ground and would 

not generate any glare. Additionally, the pump station would be designed consistent with LADPW 

standards and would include nonreflective surfaces. Therefore, no glare impacts would occur.  

As previously discussed, no construction activities would occur during nighttime hours. Accordingly, no 

additional sources of nighttime lighting would be added to the existing lighting environment, except as 

may be required for temporary traffic control measures. There would be no permanent light or glare upon 

completion of the proposed Project because the water pipeline would be located beneath the paved 

street. Additionally, no sources of nighttime lighting would be included as part of the pump station 

enclosure. Therefore, no nighttime lighting impacts would occur.  

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required. 
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5.2 AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Project 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES – Would the project: 
a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 

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

    

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

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

    

d. Result in the loss of forestland or conversion of 
forestland to nonforest use?     

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

    

Discussion 

a. No Impact.  

Bouquet Canyon Road is not currently used for agricultural operations. According to the California 

Department of Conservation “Los Angeles County Important Farmland 2012” map, the proposed staging 

areas are designated as “Urban and Built-Up Land” or “Other Land.” The proposed water pipeline 

intersects areas designated as “Other Land” and “Grazing Land.”17 None of the Project Site is designated 

as Farmland of Statewide Importance, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Local Importance. Accordingly, 

no impacts would occur. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.   

                                                                 
17  California Department of Conservation (DOC), Division of Land Resource Protection, Los Angeles County Important Farmland 

2012, (January 2015) and “California Important Farmland Finder”, http://maps.conservation.ca.gov/ciff/ciff.html. Accessed 
November 2015.  
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b. No Impact.  

As identified in Figure 2.3, the southern staging area is not zoned for agricultural uses. The northern 

staging area on the LARC Ranch property is zoned as A-1-2. However, no agricultural operations occur 

within the LARC Ranch property which includes the northern staging area. Furthermore, the use of the 

property to store construction equipment would be temporary and would not result in a permanent 

conflict with the existing zoning designation. Therefore, no impacts would occur. 

The proposed Project is not subject to a Williamson Act contract.18 Accordingly, no impacts would occur. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.   

c. No Impact.  

None of the Project area is currently designated as, or located near land designated for, forest, timberland, 

or timberland zoned Timberland Production.19 The land uses surrounding the Project Site include rural 

lands, urban residential, commercial, and public/semi-public uses. Therefore, the proposed Project would 

not conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land, timberland, or timberland zoned 

Timberland Production. Therefore, no impacts would occur. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.   

d. No Impact.  

As previously discussed, the Project Site is not located within a forest area. All construction activities 

would occur within the public roadway right-of-way or on LARC grounds and the storage of construction 

equipment would not result in the loss of existing trees. None of the proposed construction activities 

would result in the loss of forestland or in the conversion of forestland to nonforest use.20  

Projects are subject to the Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA) requirements if they may irreversibly 

convert farmland (directly or indirectly) to non-agricultural use and are completed by a federal agency or 

with assistance from a federal agency.21 The proposed Project does not contain farmland within its 

boundaries, and as such, is not subject to the FPPA. Also, according to the National Forest Locator Map, 
                                                                 
18 California Department of Conservation (DOC), Division of Land Resource Protection, State of California Williamson Act 

Contract Land Statewide Map, (2012), 
ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dlrp/wa/2012%20Statewide%20Map/WA_2012_11x17.pdf. Accessed November 2015. 

19 Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan, Appendix II: Maps, Generalized Land Use and Limited H5 Districts, Exhibit L-2, (2012). 
20 Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan, Appendix II: Maps, Generalized Land Use and Limited H5 Districts, Exhibit L-2, (2012). 
21 US Department of Agriculture, Farmland Protection Policy Act, 

http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/?cid=nrcs143_008275. Accessed November 2015. 
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the closest National Forest is the Angeles National Forest to the north and west of the Project Site, but, 

no part of the proposed Project itself is located within any National Forests.22 Accordingly, no impacts 

would occur. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.   

e. No Impact.  

As previously noted, the Project site is not designated as either farmland or forestland and does not 

involve farming or forestry operations. Furthermore, there are no agriculture or forestry operations in the 

vicinity of the Project Site. Therefore, no such land would be converted and no impacts would occur.  

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required. 

                                                                 
22  US National Forest, Locator Map, (2015), http://www.fs.fed.us/locatormap/. Accessed November 2015. 
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5.3 AIR QUALITY 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Project 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
AIR QUALITY – Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management 
or air pollution control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations. Would the project: 
a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of 

the applicable air quality plan?     

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

    

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

    

d. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations?     

e. Create objectionable odors affecting a 
substantial number of people?     

Discussion 

a. Less than Significant Impact.  

The SCAQMD is the regional agency that provides air quality guidance with jurisdiction over the entire 

County. The most recently adopted comprehensive plan applicable to the Project is the 2012 AQMP.23 

The 2012 AQMP was implemented to meet the federal and State emission standards identified in both 

Clean Air Acts.  

The proposed Project would supplement current water supplies to the LARC Foundation and existing 

water users located near Bouquet Canyon Road. This water supply would not directly or indirectly induce 

population growth within the County because the pipeline extension would serve an existing community 

at the LARC Foundation that relies on groundwater and potentially other existing residential and 

commercial water users along this route. As discussed in the analysis in Section 5.3(b), the emissions 

generated by the proposed Project would not exceed applicable project emissions thresholds, and as such, 

would not conflict with the SCAQMD air quality management plan or the federal or State Clean Air Acts. 

Therefore, the Project would not conflict with the goals of the SCAQMD 2012 or Draft 2016 AQMP, and 

impacts would be less than significant.  

                                                                 
23  South Coast Air Quality Management District, Final 2012 Air Quality Management Plan, February 2013. 
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Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required. 

b. Less Than Significant Impact.  

The Project Site is located in the San Gabriel Mountains (Source Receptor Area 15) within the South Coast 

Air Basin, which is designated as nonattainment for ozone and fine particulate matter (PM2.5) under the 

National Ambient Air Quality Standards (AAQS), as well as particulate matter (PM10) under the California 

Air Quality Standards.24 The SCAQMD established maximum mass daily thresholds of criteria air 

pollutants and ozone precursors to prevent air quality violations during construction and operation of 

development projects under CEQA.25 Maximum daily emissions of air pollutants that would be generated 

during construction and operation of the Project were compared to the applicable thresholds to 

determine the likelihood of potential air quality impacts. 

Construction Emissions 

The California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) was used to prepare estimates of Project emissions. 

The analysis assumes that the 9,500 linear feet of proposed pipeline extension would be completed in 

approximately five months, with approximately 100 linear feet of pipeline constructed each day. The 

construction equipment inventory for the proposed Project is anticipated to include the use of two off-

highway trucks, a backhoe, and two trenchers for trenching activities. All construction equipment was 

assumed to meet CARB Tier 2 fleet requirements, and fugitive dust control techniques compliant with 

SCAQMD Rule 403 were applied to construction activities (i.e., watering of storage piles and disturbed 

surfaces, maintaining vehicle speeds under 15 miles per hour). 

The maximum daily emissions during Project construction are presented in Table 5.3-1, Maximum Daily 

Construction Emissions (pounds/day). Maximum daily emissions of air pollutants that would result from 

construction activities were estimated to be 4.3 pounds per day of reactive organic gases (ROG), 37.9 

pounds per day of nitrous oxides (NOx), 24.7 pounds per day of carbon monoxide (CO), 0.05 pounds per 

day of sulfur dioxide (SO2), 2.5 pounds per day of PM10, and 2.1 pounds per day of PM2.5. Each of these 

estimates is compared to the applicable SCAQMD mass daily emission thresholds for construction 

activities in Table 5.3-1. Maximum daily estimated emissions would be below the SCAQMD threshold for 

all modeled air pollutants. Accordingly, emissions of air pollutants during Project construction would not 

violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing air quality violation. Therefore, 

impacts would be less than significant.  

                                                                 
24  California Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Air Quality Standards and Area Designation, (2013), 

http://www.arb.ca.gov/desig/adm/adm.htm. 
25  South Coast Air Quality Management District, SCAQMD Air Quality Significance Thresholds, March 2015, 

http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/scaqmd-air-quality-significance-thresholds.pdf?sfvrsn=2.  
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Table 5.3-1 
Maximum Daily Construction Emissions (pounds/day) 

Year ROG NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 
2017 4.3 37.9 24.7 0.05 2.5 2.1 

SCAQMD 
Threshold 75 100 550 150 150 55 

Exceeds 
Threshold? No No No No No No 

   
Air Emissions Model Results are presented in Appendix A. 
Note:  
Abbreviations: CO = carbon monoxide; NOx,= nitrogen oxides; PM10 = particulate matter less than 10 microns; PM2.5 = particulate matter 
less than 2.5 microns; ROG = reactive organic gases; SOx = sulfur oxides. 

 

Operational Emissions 

Operational emissions would be generated by routine maintenance vehicle trips to service the water 

meter and pipeline and from electricity demands from pump operation. The analysis of daily operational 

emissions has been prepared using the data, methodologies, and current motor vehicle emission factors 

in the CalEEMod model. For a conservative analysis, a total of 1 vehicle trip was assumed to be generated 

each week during operation of the Project. Table 5.3-2, Maximum Operational Emissions (pounds/day), 

provides the maximum daily operational emissions. As indicated in Table 5.3-2, the proposed Project 

would not exceed the SCAQMD operational emission thresholds. Therefore, impacts would be less than 

significant. 

Table 5.3-2 
Maximum Operational Emissions (pounds/day) 

Source ROG  NOx  CO  SOx PM10  PM2.5  
Maximum  0.01 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 

SBCAPCD Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55 

Exceeds Threshold? No No No No No No 
   
Air Emissions Model Results are presented in Appendix A. 
Note: 
Abbreviations: CO = carbon monoxide; NOx = nitrogen oxides; PM10 = particulate matter less than 10 microns; PM2.5 = particulate matter 
less than 2.5 microns; ROG = reactive organic gases; SOx = sulfur oxides. 

 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.  
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c. Less than Significant Impact.  

Los Angeles County is in nonattainment for ozone, PM10, and PM2.5 at the State level. Projects that do 

not exceed the project-level emission thresholds would not contribute to cumulatively significant air 

quality impacts. As shown in Table 5.3-1 and Table 5.3-2, all emissions associated with the proposed 

Project would not exceed the SCAQMD threshold values and would, therefore, not result in a cumulatively 

considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant. Accordingly, the proposed Project would not 

contribute to a cumulatively considerable net increase in ozone, PM10, or PM2.5. Therefore, impacts 

would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required. 

d. Less than Significant Impact.  

Sensitive receptors are defined as schools, residential homes, hospitals, resident care facilities, daycare 

centers, or other facilities that may house individuals with health conditions that would be adversely 

impacted by changes in air quality. The proposed water pipeline would be constructed north along 

Bouquet Canyon Road from Shadow Valley Lane to the frontage of the LARC Foundation site. There are 

numerous residences situated along Bouquet Canyon Road within 50 to 75 feet of the proposed pipeline 

route. However, approximately 100-foot segments of the pipeline would be completed in each day, and 

thus the proximity of construction equipment would not remain nearby a single residence for more than 

a week at most. Furthermore, maximum daily emissions are substantially below applicable SCAQMD 

thresholds. Therefore, the proposed Project would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 

concentrations. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required. 

e. Less Than Significant Impact.  

According to the California Air Resources Board’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook,26 odors are the 

most common sources of air pollution complaints and as with other types of air pollution, a number of 

factors need to be considered when determining potential effects on land use. Land uses that are more 

likely to produce odors include agriculture, chemical plants, composting operations, dairies, fiberglass 

molding, landfills, refineries, rendering plants, rail yards, and wastewater treatment plants. 

                                                                 
26  California Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), California Air Resources Board, Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A 

Community Health Perspective, 2005, 32. 
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Pipeline trenching activities and pump station construction activities associated with the proposed Project 

would generate odors from heavy-duty equipment exhaust including diesel and gasoline. Odors 

associated with diesel and gasoline fumes are transitory in nature and would not create objectionable 

odors affecting a substantial number of people. The impacts from these odors would be short term and 

would cease upon the completion of the pipeline. Furthermore, the construction of the water pipeline 

would occur for less than one week when near a sensitive receptor. Operational impacts would consist of 

emissions from a single vehicle trip on weekdays and are well below the significance threshold. Therefore, 

impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required. 
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5.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Project 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES – 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 U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service? 

    

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

    

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? 

    

Discussion 

a. Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation.  

Special-status species include those listed as endangered or threatened under the federal Endangered 

Species Act (ESA) or California Endangered Species Act (CESA), species otherwise given certain 

designations by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), and plant species listed as rare by 

the California Native Plant Society (CNPS). 
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A biological assessment for the proposed Project was completed to determine the presence or absence 

of any sensitive biological resource (see Appendix B).27 Standard database searches were conducted prior 

to the survey of the Project area, including that of the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB). A 

reconnaissance survey was conducted in October 2015 as part of the biological assessment and covered 

the two potential staging areas and along the proposed water pipeline alignment with a 100-foot buffer. 

No special-status plants or animal species were observed during the survey of the proposed pipeline route 

and staging sites; however, potential habitat for sensitive species was identified in the Project area within 

a 3-mile radius.  

Potentially suitable grassland habitat exists along the proposed alignment between Hayfork Road and 

Vasquez Canyon Road for several special-status plant species including slender mariposa-lilies 

(Calochortus clavatus var. gracilis) and Peirson's morning-glory (Calystegia peirsonii). A search of the 

CNDDB identified a population of slender mariposa-lily approximately 0.6 miles east of the Project area 

and several additional sites located within 3 miles of the Project site. Based on the presence of suitable 

habitat and records within the Project vicinity, slender mariposa-lily has a moderate potential to be 

present within the Project area. A search of the CNDDB identified a population of Peirson’s morning-glory 

approximately 1.6 miles east of the Project area. Peirson’s morning-glory has a moderate potential to be 

present within the Project area. 

Potentially suitable habitat exists along the pipeline alignment and within and near the pump station and 

construction staging areas for several wildlife species including: the unarmored threespine stickleback 

(Gasterosteus aculeatus williamsoni), a federally- and state-listed endangered species and CDFW fully 

protected species, Cooper's hawk (Accipiter cooperii), a CDFW watch list species, southern California 

rufous-crowned sparrow (Aimophila ruficeps canescens) a CDFW watch list species, white-tailed kite 

(Elanus leucurus), a CDFW fully protected species, California horned lark (Eremophila alpestris actia), an 

CDFW watch list species, loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus), an CDFW species of special concern, 

spotted bat (Euderma maculatum), a CDFW species of special concern, and western mastiff bat (Eumops 

perotis californicus), a CDFW species of special concern. 

Suitable habitat exists for unarmored threespine stickleback within Bouquet Canyon Creek. Bouquet 

Canyon Creek was dry at the time of the survey; however, two recent CNDDB records for unarmored 

threespine stickleback are present adjacent to the Project alignment within Bouquet Canyon Creek. Due 

to the presence of suitable habitat and nearby CNDDB records, the unarmored threespine stickleback has 

a potential to occur within the Project area when water is present within Bouquet Canyon Creek. It should 

be noted that construction activities would take place within the Bouquet Canyon roadway right-of-way 
                                                                 
27 BioResource Consultants Inc. (BRC), LARC Ranch Water Pipeline Project Biological Survey and Habitat Assessment, November 

2015. 
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and not within or adjacent to Bouquet Canyon Creek. The pipeline from Bouquet Canyon Road through 

LARC Ranch would be located below ground and within an existing bridge structure that crosses over the 

Bouquet Creek. The construction of the pump station would be located outside of the OHWM and the 

100-year floodplain. Accordingly, there would be no direct impacts to unarmored threespine stickleback 

within Bouquet Canyon Creek.  

Suitable nesting habitat for Cooper’s hawks and white-tailed kites were observed within the riparian 

habitat near the Project area located along side Bouquet Canyon Creek, east of the proposed pipeline 

alignment. Cooper's hawks and white-tailed kites have been documented approximately 2 miles west of 

the Project area. Due to the presence of suitable nesting habitat and nearby eBird records, Cooper's hawks 

and white-tailed kites have a potential to occur within the Project area.  

Marginal nesting and foraging habitat for southern California rufous-crowned sparrow is present within 

the annual grassland and chaparral habitat present within the Project area that was surveyed. A search of 

the CNDDB and eBird databases identified a population approximately 0.4 miles northwest of the Project 

area. Based on the presence of nearby nesting records and marginal habitat, there is a low potential for 

Southern California rufous-crowned sparrows to occur within the Project area.  

Suitable annual grassland habitat for California horned larks is present within the Project area. A search 

of the eBird database identifies several occurrences of California horned larks near the Lombardi Farm 

and near the intersection of Bouquet Canyon Road and Vasquez Canyon Road. Due to the presence of 

suitable nesting habitat and nearby eBird records, the California horned lark has a potential to occur 

within the Project area.  

Suitable nesting and foraging habitat is located within the Project area for loggerhead shrikes. A CNDDB 

occurrence is located on the north side of Bouquet Canyon Road south of Lombardi Farms, and several 

eBird occurrences are present along the intersection of Bouquet Canyon Road and Vasquez Canyon Road. 

Due to the presence of suitable nesting habitat and nearby CNDDB and eBird records, the loggerhead 

shrike has a potential to occur within the Project area.  

Habitat for the spotted bat and western mastiff bat are present within the Project area. These species are 

found in a variety of habitats including arid deserts and grasslands and forage near water and along 

washes. The Project area provides suitable foraging for these species but lacks suitable roosting locations. 

The spotted bat and western mastiff bat have low potential to occur on site while foraging and no 

potential to roost within the Project area. Since Project-related activities would be limited to daylight 

hours, neither species is expected to be impacted.  
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Suitable bird nesting habitat is present along the proposed pipeline route and within the northern and 

southern staging areas. Nesting birds are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MTBA) and the 

California Department of Fish and Game Code and could be impacted by Project activities when 

construction occurs near nesting areas during the nesting season (February through August). Due to the 

proximity of Project construction activities in relation to the identified species above, the Project would 

have the potential for a significant impact on these identified species.  

Mitigation Measures: The following mitigation measures would reduce impacts to less than significant. 

BIO-1  A qualified biological monitor shall conduct a pre-construction survey for special-status 

biological resources within one week prior to construction activities along the pipeline 

route and within the northern and southern construction staging areas. If any special-

status plants are observed, “No Entry” zones will be established. If any special-status 

wildlife or nesting birds are observed, the biological monitor shall work directly with the 

construction crew to develop a plan that best avoids adverse effects.  

 Rock outcrops and burrows will be inspected during pre-construction surveys, and 

avoided during construction activities as these may be habitat for special-status species. 

BIO-2  If the proposed action is planned to occur within the general bird nesting season, a pre-

construction nesting bird survey should be conducted by a qualified biologist. The nesting 

season is generally considered February 1 through August 31; however, these dates vary 

by year depending on prey availability, weather, and other factors. If an active nest is 

discovered, the Biological Monitor will develop species- and site-specific measures to 

avoid effects to the nest before construction can proceed. 

BIO-3 Excavated holes should be covered or filled at the end of the workday. If an excavation 

exists at the end of the day, crews shall cover all holes and trenches with plywood/metal 

covers and plastic sheeting prior to leaving the area to prevent wildlife from becoming 

trapped within the excavation. Prior to the start of work each day, covered holes and 

excavated areas shall be inspected to ensure that no wildlife has fallen in overnight. If 

wildlife has become trapped and the construction crew is unable to safely remove it, the 

Biological Monitor shall be contacted for assistance. 

BIO-4 All trash shall be contained in covered containers each day. Containers should be removed 

from the Project area and properly disposed of and/or recycled at an appropriate disposal 

facility. Special attention should be given to leaving no micro-trash (screws, nuts, bolts, 

pop-tops, washers, etc.) on site. 
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BIO-5 Refueling of equipment and storage of fuel and other hazardous materials will not occur 

within 328 feet (100 meters) of perennial and seasonal streams, seeps, springs, or 

meadows. 

If construction activities occur outside of the breeding season (February through August), then potential 

impacts on sensitive bird species would be less than significant. If construction activities occur during the 

breeding season, implementation of mitigation measures BIO-1 through BIO-5 would reduce potentially 

significant impacts to less than significant. 

b. Less than Significant Impact.  

Riparian habitats line the banks of rivers, streams, creeks, and ponds and consist of a variety of vegetation 

types.28 These habitats preserve water quality by filtering sediment and some pollutants from runoff 

before it enters the water body, protect stream banks from erosion, provide food and habitat for fish and 

wildlife, and preserve open space and aesthetic values. 

The 12-inch water pipeline would be constructed within the existing western portion of the right-of-way 

along Bouquet Canyon Road. Located to the south of the Project location, close to the road, is Bouquet 

Creek which is currently dry due to the existing drought. The on-site pipeline associated with the on-site 

pump station would be connected to pipeline currently installed in an existing bridge structure that 

crosses over the Bouquet Creek. The pump station would be placed on LARC Ranch property, outside of 

the active river channel, adjacent to existing solar panels which are located on previously disturbed and 

vacant land. Therefore, there would be no impact to riparian habitats or other sensitive natural 

community along the length of the Project Site and impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required. 

c. No Impacts.  

Section 404 of the Federal Clean Water Act authorizes the State of California to certify that Federal permits 

and licenses do not violate the State’s water quality standards. Executive Order 11990 aids in the 

protection of wetlands existing or under evaluation by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.  

                                                                 
28  Santa Valley Clarita Area Plan, Biological Resources, 2012.  
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Evaluating Section 404 and Executive Order 11990, the National Wetlands Mapper does not show any 

seasonally wet areas, federally protected streams or wetlands or other water bodies on or adjacent to the 

proposed Project location.29 Therefore, no impacts to wetlands would occur.  

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required. 

d. Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation.  

Construction of the proposed Project would last approximately 5 months. All activities would occur within 

existing paved roadway right-of-way, except for construction of the on-site pump station and pipeline on 

LARC grounds. Construction activities would not result in the removal of any trees. As stated above, the 

proposed pipeline would be constructed within the Bouquet Canyon roadway right-of-way and not within 

or adjacent to Bouquet Canyon Creek. The on-site pipeline associated with the on-site pump station would 

be connected to pipeline currently installed in an existing bridge structure that crosses over the Bouquet 

Creek and is located above the OHWM. At the completion of construction, the pipeline would be located 

belowground and would not interfere with the movement of wildlife. Additionally, the pump station 

would be located on existing LARC Ranch property, adjacent to the south and west of existing LARC Ranch 

facilities. The construction of the pump station enclosure would not remove any existing trees or 

substantially degrade vegetation within the immediate area. As discussed in Impact 5.4a, the Project could 

have the potential to disturbed native nesting bird species; however, mitigation measures BIO-1 and BIO-2 

would reduce potential impact to nesting bird species to less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures: Implementation of mitigation measures BIO-1 and BIO-2 would reduce potentially 

significant impacts.  

e. No Impact.  

Pipeline and pump station construction and staging activities would not result in the removal of any trees. 

According to the SCVAP, the Project site is not located within a significant ecological area.30 The proposed 

Project would not interfere or conflict with any local policies or ordinances in protecting biological 

resources. Therefore, no impact would occur.  

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.  

                                                                 
29  US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), National Wetlands Mapper, 2015, http://www.fws.gov/wetlands/Data/Mapper.html. 

Accessed November 2015.  
30  Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan, Conservation and Open Space Element, 2012, 146 and Figure CO-5. 
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f. No Impact.  

The SCVAP encourages water conservation policies, promoting infiltration through pervious surfaces, use 

of native landscaping, limiting use of invasive landscape species, and acquisition of open space in the 

watershed for conservation purposes, to help protect the quality of the Santa Clarita Watershed for 

habitat conservation purposes.31 Additional water usage and landscaping would not be a direct impact of 

this Project. Therefore, the proposed Project would not interfere with any of the SCVAP conservation 

plans and no impacts would occur.  

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required. 

                                                                 
31  Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan, Conservation and Open Space Element, 2012, 142. 
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5.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Project 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
CULTURAL RESOURCES – Would the project: 
a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the 

significance of a historical resource as defined 
in section 15064.5? 

    

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

    

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

    

d. Disturb any human remains, including those 
interred outside of formal cemeteries?     

Discussion 

a. Less than Significant Impact.  

Meridian Consultants performed a cultural resources assessment of the Project staging areas and 

proposed pipeline alignment (see Appendix C), which constitute the proposed Project’s area of potential 

effect (APE). This investigation is part of the environmental review process required under CEQA and 

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) and its implementing regulations, 36 CFR 

800, for the proposed Project. The purpose of this study was to assess whether any cultural resources 

would be affected by the implementation of the proposed Project in accordance with CEQA and Section 

106 of the NHPA. 

A “historical resource” under CEQA, as defined by California Public Resources Code (PRC) Part 5020.1(j) is 

any object, building, site, area, place, record, or manuscript that is historically or archaeologically 

significant, or significant in the architectural, engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, 

social, political, military, or cultural annals of California. Guidelines for CEQA further define a “historical 

resource” as any resource listed in or determined eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical 

Resources, included in a local register of historical resources, or determined to be historically significant 

by the Lead Agency. Additionally, a resource would be automatically listed in the California Register if it is 

listed in the National Register of Historic Places or formally determined eligible by an agency for listing in 

the National Register. Under Section 106 of the NHPA, a “historic property” is defined as a resource that 

is listed in or determined by the lead federal agency to be eligible for listing in the National Register. The 

National Register recognizes properties that are historically significant at the local, state, and national 

level and uses criteria for evaluation that are similar to those of the California Register: 
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• Associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of our history 
(Criterion A) 

• Associated with the lives of persons significant in our past (Criterion B) 

• Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or represents 
the work of a master, or possesses high artistic values (Criterion C) 

• Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in history or prehistory (Criterion D) 

A records search at the South Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC) at California State University, 

Fullerton was conducted to identify historic and archeological resources within the APE and within 1 mile 

of the proposed Project.32 This search included a review of the California Historical Resources Inventory 

System, National Register of Historic Places, California Register of Historical Resources, California 

Inventory for Historic Resources, and California Historical Landmarks. The search also located relevant 

reports of previous cultural resource investigations within the search area of the Project Site.  

The records search resulted in the identification of 13 previously recorded cultural resource studies within 

1 mile of the APE. Of these, one previously recorded historic resource is located within 1 mile of the 

proposed Project APE, the Bouquet Creek Bridge. Located on Vasquez Canyon Road, approximately 150 

feet east of its intersection with Bouquet Canyon Road, this bridge is a simple A-frame truss bridge 

constructed in 1942. The bridge was evaluated as part of the California Department of Transportation’s 

Historic Bridges Inventory Update in 2004 and determined at that time to be ineligible for listing in the 

National Register of Historic Places or for designation as a historical resource under CEQA.33  

A survey of the Project APE was performed in October 2015.34 The field assessment included a pedestrian 

survey of the staging areas and a vehicular/windshield survey of the pipeline alignment along Bouquet 

Canyon Road. As such, the entire APE was examined for any evidence of prehistoric or historic (i.e. greater 

than 50 years) human activities. These efforts resulted in negative findings, other than some evidence of 

modern refuse dumping. The modern refuse dumps were sporadic concentrations located along Bouquet 

Canyon Road and the southern staging area. No features or objects greater than 50 years of age were 

identified within the APE during the investigation. 

The search of existing records at the SCCIC resulted in the identification of no previously recorded cultural 

resources within the proposed Project APE. While one previously identified resource, Bouquet Creek 
                                                                 
32  On October 14, 2015, Meridian Consultants Cultural Resource Specialist Mitch Evans, conducted a records search at SCCIC.  
33  Christopher McMorris, Caltrans Historic Bridge Inventory Update: Timber Truss, Concrete Truss, and Suspension Bridges 

(Submitted to State of California Department of Transportation Environmental Program, 2004). 
34 On October 21, 2015, Meridian Consultants Cultural Resource Specialist Mitch Evans, performed a field survey of the Project 

area. 
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Bridge, is located adjacent to the Project APE, it was determined ineligible for listing in the National 

Register of Historic Places or for designation as a historical resource under CEQA. Additionally, the field 

survey of the Project APE by Meridian Consultants resulted in the identification of no additional historic 

resources. Therefore, no adverse impact to historic resources would occur and impacts would be less than 

significant. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.  

b. Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation.  

A Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment (see Appendix C) for the proposed Project APE was performed 

to determine the presence of archaeological resources that may be impacted as a result of project 

implementation. As part of the Cultural Resources Assessment, a records search was performed for the 

APE, a pedestrian survey was performed of the proposed staging areas, and a vehicular/windshield survey 

was conducted along Bouquet Canyon Road where it corresponds to the proposed pipeline alignment. No 

archaeological resources were identified within the APE during the pedestrian survey. 

While the Cultural Resources Assessment did not identify any archaeological resources within the 

proposed Project APE, given the presence of previously recorded archaeological sites within 1 mile of the 

APE, there is potential for the APE to contain subsurface archaeological remains. The majority of ground 

disturbing work is proposed to take place within either the existing roadway or LARC Ranch property, 

where the potential for encountering intact archaeological remains is low. However, given the presence 

of other archaeological resources in the area, impacts would be potentially significant.  

Mitigation Measures: The following mitigation measure would reduce archaeological impacts to less than 

significant.  

CUL-1:  In the event that archaeological resources are encountered during site excavation 

activities, work shall be stopped immediately or redirected away from the finds until a 

qualified archaeologist or Native American representative is retained to evaluate the 

significance of the archaeological resources. If the finds are of value, then: 

• Suspension of ground disturbances within a 30-foot radius of the discovery shall not 
be lifted until the qualified archaeological monitor has evaluated the finds to assess 
whether they are classified as historical resources or unique archaeological sites, 
pursuant to CEQA.  

• The construction contractor shall prepare all potential finds in excavated material to 
the point of identification. 
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• Significant archaeological resources found shall be preserved as determined 
necessary by the qualified archaeologist.  

• Excavated finds shall be curated at either the Los Angeles County Natural History 
Museum or its designee on a first-refusal basis, after which the finds shall be offered 
to a local museum or repository willing to accept the resources.  

• Within 30 days of completion of the end of trenching activities, the qualified 
archeologist shall draft a report summarizing the finds, including the inspection 
period, an analysis of any resources found, and identification of the repository.  

• Any resulting reports shall be filed with Santa Clara Water Division or their designee 
and with the South Central Coastal Information Center at the California State 
University, Fullerton.  

Given the history of previously recorded archeological resources in the area, construction could have 

potential impacts on archeological resources; however, implementation of mitigation measure CUL-1 

would reduce potentially significant impacts to less than significant. 

c. Less than Significant Impact.  

Bouquet Canyon Road and the adjacent residential and community facility uses have been disturbed and 

graded for development. The trenching activities related to the construction of the proposed Project 

would occur in already-disturbed roadway right-of-way and would generally not go below 6 feet below 

grade, except at certain locations where the water pipeline must be placed below existing shallow storm 

drains (about 10 feet deep). Furthermore, the soils within the Project site consist of sandy, loamy soils.35 

Construction of the proposed pump station would include surficial grading to level the site. As such, the 

potential to affect a unique paleontological resource or geologic feature is considered low. Therefore, 

potential impacts on paleontological resources would be less than significant.  

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required. 

d. Less than Significant Impact. 

The majority of ground disturbance resulting from the proposed Project would occur within the existing 

roadway right-of-way, except for limited construction on LARC grounds for the pump station and 

associated pipeline. Therefore, the potential to encounter human remains would be low because this area 

has been disturbed by past roadway construction. Moreover, in accordance with the California Health and 

Safety Code and the Public Resources Code,36 should human remains be discovered during trenching 
                                                                 
35 US Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service, Web Soil Survey, 

http://websoilsurvey.sc.egov.usda.gov/App/HomePage.htm, accessed November 2016. 
36 California Health and Safety Code, Sections 7050.5 and 5097.98. 
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activities, trenching activities would immediately stop and the County Coroner would be contacted. The 

Coroner would have 2 working days to examine human remains after being notified by the responsible 

person. If the remains were found to be Native American, the Coroner would have 24 hours to notify the 

NAHC. The NAHC would immediately notify the person it believes to be the most likely descendent of the 

deceased Native American. The most likely descendent would have 48 hours to make recommendations 

to the owner, or representative, for the treatment or disposition, with proper dignity, of the human 

remains and grave goods. Should the descendent not make recommendations within 48 hours, the owner 

would reinter the remains in an area of the property secure from further disturbance; or should the owner 

not accept the descendant’s recommendations, the owner or the descendent may request mediation by 

the NAHC. Therefore, potential impacts to human remains would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.  
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5.6 GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Project 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
GEOLOGY AND SOILS – Would the project: 
a. Expose people or structures to 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? Strong 
seismic ground shaking?     

iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction?     

iv. Landslides?  
    

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

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

    

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

    

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

    

Discussion 

a.i No Impact.  

The Santa Clarita Valley contains several known active and potentially active earthquake faults and fault 

zones. The San Andreas Fault Zone is located north of the Valley and extends through Frazier Park, 

Palmdale, Wrightwood, and San Bernardino.37 The nearest regional faults are the San Gabriel and Holser 

faults with numerous regional faults in the Valley that are capable of producing strong seismically induced 

ground shaking. The Project site is not located within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Rupture Zone, as 
                                                                 
37 County of Los Angeles, Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan, Safety Element, 195. 
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delineated by the California Geological Survey.38 Because the Project Site is not located within a known 

earthquake fault or fault zone, no impacts from rupture of a fault on the proposed pipeline would occur.  

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required. 

a.ii. Less Than Significant Impact.  

The area is subject to ground shaking and potential damage in the event of earthquakes. As noted 

previously, the most likely source of strong ground shaking within the region would be a major earthquake 

along the San Andreas Fault Zone or from the San Gabriel or Holser faults. Because the Project Site is 

located in a seismically active area, occasional seismic ground shaking is likely to occur within the lifetime 

of the proposed Project. Implementation of appropriate engineering design measures as required by the 

latest Standard Specifications for Public Works Construction “Greenbook”39 for the pipeline and California 

Building Code (CBC) for the pump station would minimize potential seismic related hazards. The proposed 

Project would be required to adhere to the provisions of the latest Greenbook and CBC. Compliance with 

the requirements of the latest Greenbook and CBC for structural safety during a seismic event would 

reduce hazards from strong seismic ground shaking. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required. 

a.iii. Less Than Significant Impact.  

Liquefaction refers to loose, saturated sand or gravel deposits that lose their load-supporting capability 

when subjected to intense shaking. Liquefaction usually occurs during or shortly after a large earthquake. 

The movement of saturated soils during seismic events from ground shaking can result in soil instability 

and possible structural damage.40 The Project Site is located within an identified liquefaction zone.41 

However, the proposed pipeline would be located beneath Bouquet Canyon Road and surrounded by 

certified base and fill and the design and construction of the proposed pipeline and pump station would 

be required to adhere to the latest Greenbook and CBC, respectively, which contains provisions for soil 

preparation to minimize hazards from liquefaction and other seismic-related ground failures. Therefore, 

potential liquefaction impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required. 

                                                                 
38  California Department of Conservation (DOC), California Geological Survey, Regional Geological and Mapping Program, 2015, 

http://www.quake.ca.gov/gmaps/WH/regulatorymaps.htm.  
39 Public Works Standards, Inc. 2015. Standard Specifications for Public Works Construction. BNi Publications, Inc. 
40  Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan, Safety Element (2012). 
41  Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan, Appendix II: Maps, Seismic Hazards, Exhibit S-3, (2012). 
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a.iv. Less than Significant Impacts.  

Landslides are the downslope movement of geologic materials that occur when the underlying geological 

support on a hillside can no longer maintain the load of material above it, causing a slope failure. The term 

landslide also commonly refers to a falling, sliding, or flowing mass of soil, rocks, water, and debris that 

may include mudslides and debris flows. The risks associated with landslides occur when buildings or 

structures are placed on slopes. The Project site is located within an area susceptible to landslides.42 

However, the proposed pipeline would be buried beneath Bouquet Canyon Road and would be designed 

and constructed to adhere to the latest Greenbook, which contains provisions for soil preparation to 

minimize hazards from seismically-induced landslides. Likewise, the on-site pump station and associated 

pipeline would be constructed with the LARC development, and would be designed and constructed to 

adhere to the latest CBC. Therefore, with adherence to the latest Greenbook and CBC, potential landslide 

impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required. 

b. Less than Significant Impact.  

Erosion is the movement of rock fragments and soil from one place to another. Precipitation, running 

water, waves, and wind are all agents of erosion. Significant erosion typically occurs on steep slopes where 

storm water and high winds can carry topsoil down hillsides.  

Construction of the proposed Project would result in the removal of soils from beneath Bouquet Canyon 

Road. Any topsoil removed from the pipeline trench would be stockpiled on site and replaced after the 

pipeline is installed. Standard best management practices as required under the National Pollutant 

Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit would require covering of exposed material to minimize 

erosion impacts. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.  

The proposed pipeline would be located within the roadway right-of-way, and the pump station would be 

located within the existing LARC development. As this would not occur within open space areas, there 

would be no loss of topsoil or soil erosion. Therefore, no impact would occur during operation of the 

proposed Project. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required. 

                                                                 
42 Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan, Appendix II: Maps, Seismic Hazards, Exhibit S-3, (2012). 
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c. Less Than Significant Impact.  

The proposed pipeline would be located within the roadway right-of-way. Where the pipeline would be 

installed beneath the paved road, the asphalt surface would be saw cut, and a backhoe would be used to 

excavate a trench for the pipe. The road would be restored to preconstruction conditions after installing 

the pipe and backfilling the trench. The on-site pump station would be constructed on native material 

that is over excavated and recompacted, and would not be subject to liquefaction. The proposed Project 

would not result in substantial hazards from unstable or expansive soils and would be required to adhere 

to the latest Greenbook, which contains provisions for soil preparation to minimize hazards from 

liquefaction and other unstable geologic features. Therefore, with adherence to the latest Greenbook 

standards, impacts would be less than significant.  

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required. 

d. Less Than Significant Impact.  

Expansive soils contain significant amounts of clay particles that have the ability to give up water (shrink) 

or take on water (swell). When these soils swell, the change in volume can exert pressures that are placed 

on them, and structural distress and damage to buildings could occur. The proposed pipeline would be 

constructed beneath the existing roadway and right-of-way, which are constructed on engineered fill. This 

fill material would not be subject to significant expansion. The on-site pump station would be constructed 

on native material that is over excavated and recompacted, and would not be subject to significant 

expansion. Moreover, the impervious cover would minimize water infiltration, thereby minimizing soil 

expansion. Finally, proposed Project would be required to adhere to the latest Greenbook and CBC, which 

contains provisions for soil preparation to minimize hazards from soil expansion. Therefore, impacts 

would be less than significant.  

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required. 

e. No Impact.  

Development of the proposed Project would not require the installation of a septic tank or alternative 

wastewater disposal system. Therefore, no impacts would occur.  

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required. 
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5.7 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Project 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significan
t Impact 

No 
Impact 

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS – 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? 

    

Discussion 

a. Less Than Significant Impact.  

In 2006, California passed the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (Assembly Bill [AB] 32; 
California Health and Safety Code Division 25.5, Sections 38500 et seq.), which requires the California Air 
Resources Board (CARB) to design and implement emission limits, regulations, and other measures, such 
that Statewide GHG emissions are reduced to 1990 levels by 2020. Senate Bill (SB) 375 (2009) also calls 
for reduction in greenhouse gas emissions through infill and other environmentally friendly 
development.43 In the CEQA Guideline Amendments, a threshold of significance for GHGs was not 
specified; rather, lead agencies are encouraged to consider many factors in performing a CEQA analysis 
and to make their own significance threshold determinations.  

The SCAQMD has not established a finalized quantitative threshold for GHG emissions under CEQA, nor 
has the County of Los Angeles. In 2008, the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) 
published a guidance document, CEQA and Climate Change,44 which outlined recommended alternatives 
for GHG analyses on a project level under CEQA. One option within the CAPCOA report determined that 
if GHG emissions from an individual project remained less than 900 metric tons of carbon dioxide 
equivalents (MTCO2e) annually, the project would be consistent with a market capture rate of 90 percent 
GHGs for future discretionary projects according to GHG emissions forecasts. The 900 MTCO2e value 
represents a conservative interim screening threshold, as it represents less than 0.001 percent of the 
annual GHG emissions in Los Angeles County. 

Additionally, between 2008 and 2010, the SCAQMD convened a GHG CEQA Significance Threshold 
Stakeholder Working Group to evaluate strategies for analyzing GHG emissions at the project level under 
CEQA. No final thresholds were officially designated. The Tier III – Numerical Screening Thresholds was 
recommended as the preferred quantitative option by the working group staff, which included a 3,000 

                                                                 
43  Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan, Circulation Element (2012). 
44  California Air Pollution Control Officers Association, CEQA & Climate Change (January 2008). 
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MTCO2e annual threshold for all non-industrial projects.45 Until a finalized quantitative threshold is 
devised, the 3,000 MTCO2e value constitutes the most recent recommendation from the SCAQMD. 

CalEEMod was utilized to prepare estimates of GHG emissions that would be generated by the 

construction of the proposed pipeline. Because construction would take place over approximately 5 

months, construction–related emissions of GHGs generated by the proposed Project would be limited to 

the year 2017. Results of emissions modeling determined that construction of the proposed Project would 

result in approximately 171.6 MTCO2e (see Appendix A). In order to combine construction and operation 

related GHG emissions, the construction emissions are amortized over a 30-year period. Total operational 

related GHG emissions include area and indirect sources associated with the proposed Project, including 

vehicle trips from maintenance activities (0.27 MTCO2e per year), electricity consumption from operation 

of the pumps (2.23 MTCO2e per year), and the amortized construction emissions (5.72 MTOC2e per year). 

Combined GHG emissions were calculated to be approximately 8.22 MTCO2e per year following the 

completion of construction. The GHG emissions that would result from project implementation are 

substantially below the recommended CAPCOA screening threshold of 900 MTCO2e per year and the 

SCAQMD interim annual threshold of 3,000 MTCO2e. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.   

b. Less than Significant Impact.  

As noted in discussion 7a above, the proposed project would generate emissions below the CAPCOA 

screening threshold. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with an applicable plan, policy, 

or regulation for the purposes of reducing the emissions of GHGs. Accordingly, impacts would be less than 

significant. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required. 

  

                                                                 
45  South Coast Air Quality Management District GHG CEQA Significance Threshold Stakeholder Working Group, Minutes for the 

GHG CEQA Significance Threshold Stakeholder Working Group #15 (September 28, 2010). 
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5.8 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Project 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS – 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 for people residing or working in 
the project area? 

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

Discussion 

a. Less than Significant Impact.  

Hazardous materials include any substance or combination of substances that may cause or significantly 

contribute to an increase in death or serious injury, or pose substantial hazards to humans and/or the 

environment.46 The proposed pipeline would carry water that has been disinfected. However, the 

concentration of chloramines in the distribution lines would not be at a level considered hazardous and 

                                                                 
46  Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan, Safety Element (2012). 
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would be at a level safe for drinking; consequently, no aspect of the proposed pipeline would involve the 

use of hazardous materials, and the proposed project would not create a hazard-related to exposure to 

hazardous materials. Therefore, compliance to the applicable regulatory requirements would ensure less 

than significant impacts.  

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.   

b. Less Than Significant Impact.  

In the event of a release of water from a burst pipeline resulting from a seismic event, concentrations of 

chloramine within the distribution system would not be high enough to be considered hazardous. 

Therefore, impacts related to hazardous materials being released into the environment from the rupture 

of the pipeline would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.   

c. Less than Significant Impact.  

The southern project staging area would be located on the same parcels as the Joseph Scott Detention 

School, and the Kenyon Scudder Detention School is located immediately adjacent the southern staging 

area and pipeline transect. The construction phase of the proposed pipeline could potentially expose the 

school to short-term hazardous emissions from diesel machinery and individual employee passenger 

vehicles. There would also be a potential for the handling of hazardous materials, such as oils, grease or 

fuels, utilized during the construction of the proposed pipeline. Compliance with all regulations for the 

handling of hazardous materials would reduce the potentiality of release. No hazardous emissions or 

handling of hazardous materials would be conducted during the operational phase of the proposed 

pipeline or pump station. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required. 

d. Less than Significant Impact.  

A geographical search for hazardous materials sites, as defined in Government Code Section 65962.5, 

utilizing the online environmental database GeoTracker produced three locations of potential hazardous 

material within 1 mile of the Project Site and one location within the Project area. Three locations 

identified were classified as leaking underground storage tank (LUST) cleanup sites, all of which have been 

designated as case closed: LARC Foundation (29880 Bouquet Canyon Road, Saugus CA 91350 – within the 

northern Project staging area), Dixie Diesel Station (29471 The Old Road, Saugus CA 91350), and San 

Francisquito Power Plant #1 (3700 Clear Creek Canyon Road, Santa Clarita, CA 91350). The fourth location 
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identified is Joe Scott Boys Camp (28700 Bouquet Canyon Road, Saugus CA 91350). This site is identified 

as a Historical – WDR (Water Discharge Report) site. The status history for this site lists “Historical – WDR” 

as of December 18, 1958, and a case date as September 21, 2006.47 This site is located on the same parcel 

as the southern staging area. The Project Site is not located in an area with current hazardous materials 

sites and therefore would not create a significant hazard to the public or environment. Therefore, impacts 

would be less than significant.  

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.   

e. No Impact.  

The closest airport to the Project Site is the Agua Dulce Airpark located approximately 9 miles to the east. 

Therefore, the proposed pipeline would not be located within an airport land use plan or within 2 miles 

of a public airport or public use airport. No safety hazard impacts would occur to people residing or 

working in the area of the proposed Project. 

All pipeline structures would be subsurface. Aboveground facilities including air/vacuum valves, fire 

hydrants, and the on-site pump station is planned to be 10 feet high or less; no aboveground structures 

would be constructed that would obstruct any airport operations. Therefore, no safety hazards resulting 

from airport proximity are expected and no impact would occur. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.   

f. No Impact.  

The nearest airport, public or private, is the Agua Dulce Airpark located approximately 9 miles to the east. 

The proposed Project Site would not be located near a private airstrip; therefore, the project would not 

create a safety hazard for those working within the Project Site. Therefore, no impact would occur. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.   

g. Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation.  

The Project would be constructed along Bouquet Canyon Road, a two-lane roadway that is designated as 

a secondary disaster route.48 While the Project would not cause permanent alterations to vehicular 

circulation routes and patterns and/or impede public access or travel on public rights-of-way, construction 

                                                                 
47  GEOTracker. State Water Resources Control Board. http://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/. Accessed November 4, 2015. 
48  County of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works, Disaster Routes with Road Districts Map, North Los Angeles County, 

2012. 
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would require closure of one lane of the roadway at a time, potentially impeding emergency access. 

However, these potential impacts would be mitigated to a less than significant level by the 

implementation of an emergency evacuation plan as described in mitigation measures HAZ-1 and HAZ-2. 

Mitigation measure HAZ-1 would involve the preparation of an emergency response plan in consultation 

with Los Angeles County Fire Department to reduce impacts. Mitigation measure HAZ-2 would require 

the preparation of a Traffic Control Plan, and a Construction Materials Staging and Construction Parking 

Plan. Impacts would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

The proposed pipeline would be located below ground with a meter and fire hydrants located above 

ground. The proposed pump station would be located on LARC property. When installed, these 

components would not interfere with traffic flow or otherwise hamper emergency response or evacuation 

plans. Periodic maintenance of components would be performed by vehicles traveling on surface roads 

to the meter, pump station, and fire hydrants. The size and number of maintenance vehicles present at 

these components would not interfere with traffic flow. Therefore, operation related impacts would be 

less than significant.  

Mitigation Measures: The following mitigation measures are proposed to reduce potentially significant 

impacts relating to hazards.  

HAZ-1 Prior to the issuance of construction permits, SCWD shall develop an emergency response 

plan in consultation with the Los Angeles County Fire Department and Los Angeles County 

Sherriff’s Department. The emergency response plan shall include, but not be limited to, 

the following: evacuation routes for vehicles and pedestrians, location of nearest 

hospitals, and fire department stations.  

HAZ-2 Prior to construction activities for the proposed Project that would require the diversion 

of traffic, the SCWD shall prepare a traffic control plan and implement construction zone 

traffic control measures in compliance with the Work Area Traffic Control Handbook 

(WATCH) manual or the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) standards.  

h. Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation.  

The Project Site is located in a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (VHFHSZ).49 The construction activities 

(e.g., the use of welding torches or other tools for on-site pump station construction) within these areas 

may increase fire danger. The use of flames/sparks in hillside brushy areas would likewise increase the 

risk of wildfire. As such, impacts would be potentially significant.  

                                                                 
49 Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan, Appendix II: Maps, Very High Fire Hazard, Exhibit S-6, (2012). 

139



5.0 Environmental Analysis 

Meridian Consultants 5.0-35 LARC Ranch Water Pipeline Project 
108-001-15  December 2016 

Operation of the proposed Project would not exacerbate the potential for wildfires. There are no ignitable 

materials or processes that would have the potential to create a fire. Therefore, impacts related to 

exposing people or structures to adverse effects from wildfires would be less than significant.  

Mitigation Measures: Implementation of the mitigation measure would reduce impacts to less than 

significant. 

HAZ-3 During construction activities, the construction contractor shall provide fire-fighting 

equipment, such as fire extinguishers, to the satisfaction of the Los Angeles County Fire 

Department and shall provide instruction on possible fire risk and the use of fire 

extinguishers as part of required construction-related safety training.  
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5.9 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Project 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY – Would the project: 
a. Violate any water quality standards or waste 

discharge requirements?     

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

f. Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?     
g. Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard 

area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard 
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or 
other flood hazard delineation map? 

    

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

    

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

    

j. Be subject to inundation by seiche, tsunami, or 
mudflow?     

Discussion 

a. Less Than Significant Impact.  

Water quality in surface and groundwater bodies is regulated by the State Water Quality Control Board 

(SWQCB) and Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCBs). The Los Angeles RWQCB (Region 4) is 
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responsible for implementation of State and federal water quality protection guidelines near the 

proposed Project site.50 Construction of the pipeline would include excavation activities that would have 

the potential to generate sediment-laden runoff during rain events. Stormwater runoff from construction 

sites is regulated by the General Construction Storm Water Permit (Water Quality Order 99-08-DWQ) 

issued by the SWQCB. This permit applies to traditional construction projects and linear underground 

projects. Construction activities would be required to comply with the General Construction Storm Water 

Permit and would ensure that activities would not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 

requirements. Best management practices would be implemented prior to a storm event, including waste 

management (e.g., stockpile management, sanitary management, spill prevention and control) and 

temporary sediment controls (e.g., silt fencing), to prevent prohibited discharges and to restrict sediment 

laden runoff from entering Bouquet Canyon Creek. Accordingly, construction impacts would be less than 

significant. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.   

b. Less than Significant Impact.  

The construction of the pipeline would occur under the existing roadway and would not result in an 

increase in the amount of impervious surface that would interfere with groundwater recharge. The 

proposed pump station would add approximately 200 square feet of impervious surface. The proposed 

Project is also not located within the boundaries of a sole source aquifer as designated by the U.S. EPA.51 

The proposed Project would not involve pumping of groundwater and would not otherwise have an 

impact on the depletion of groundwater supplies or substantially interfere with groundwater recharge 

due to the negligible decrease in pervious surfaces. The purpose of the proposed Project is to provide 

retail potable water to users in the North Bouquet Canyon area that rely on groundwater. Therefore, the 

proposed Project would have less than significant impacts on the groundwater basin.  

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.  

c. Less Than Significant Impact.  

The construction of the proposed pipeline would occur within the existing roadway along Bouquet Canyon 

Road. Operation of the pipeline would not alter the existing drainage pattern of the Project Site. While 

construction activities would have the potential to generate sediment-laden runoff during rain events, the 

proposed Project would be required to conform to the General Construction Storm Water Permit to 

                                                                 
50 State and Regional Water Boards. State Water Control Board. California Environmental Protection Agency. 

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/waterboards_map.shtml. Accessed September 18, 2015. 
51  US Environmental Protection Agency, Sole Source Aquifers, 2015, http://www2.epa.gov/dwssa. Accessed November 2015. 
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prevent erosion and siltation off site via implementation of best management practices, including but not 

limited to, the use of hay bales. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.   

d. Less than Significant Impact.  

Bouquet Creek is located near the proposed pipeline transect. However, the construction of the pipeline 

would occur entirely within the existing right-of-way of Bouquet Canyon Road and would not encroach on 

the creek. The on-site pipeline associated with the on-site pump station would connect to pipeline already 

installed in an existing bridge structure that crosses over the Bouquet Creek. The design of the proposed 

Project would allow post-construction water runoff to continue in existing directions. As such, the 

proposed Project would not alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the 

alternation of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff 

in a manner that would result in flooding on or off site. Therefore, less than significant impacts would 

occur. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.  

e. No Impact.  

The proposed Project would construct a pipeline within roadway right-of-way. Large areas of new 

impervious surfaces would not be created as a result of the proposed Project. Bouquet Canyon Road 

would be restored to existing conditions to ensure that the existing surface water runoff is not altered.  

Similarly, the pump station would be located within the existing LARC development and would be 

approximately 200 square feet in size. Design of the enclosure would meet LADPW standards for post-

construction surface water requirements. Therefore, no impact would occur. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.   

f. Less than Significant Impact.  

As previously discussed, construction activities would include BMPs such as straw waddles and silt fencing 

to minimize erosion and surface water runoff from the site. The amount of impervious surface on site at 

project completion would be similar to that for existing conditions. The amount of runoff from the site 

would not be substantially changed to that of existing conditions because project development would not 

increase the amount of runoff or contribute to the degradation of water quality. In addition, the proposed 
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Project would not include the placement of dredged or fill material, or include construction of structures 

in, under, or over waters of the U.S.52 Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.  

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.   

g.-h. Less than Significant Impact.  

According to the Los Angeles County Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Flood Plains Map, the Project Site is 

located within an area subject to flooding by the 100-year chance flood.53 The Department of Water 

Resources shows the type of 100- year chance floods, which would be: ‘A’ – Area subject to 1 percent 

annual chance flood, no Base Flood Elevations determined and ‘AO’ – Area subject to 1 percent annual 

chance flood with flood depths of 1 to 3 feet (usually sheet flow on sloping terrain) average depths 

determined.54 However, the proposed Project would not construct any new homes and would not have 

any aboveground structures that would impede or redirect flood flows. The on-site pump station would 

be located outside the “AO” zone. The storage of construction equipment would be potentially within the 

100-year floodplain. Due to the short term and temporary construction of the proposed Project, potential 

impacts to the Project Site from flooding events would be low. Impacts would be less than significant.  

According to the USGS, the Project is located within the Santa Clara River Watershed, watershed number 

18070102.55 According to the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System, the proposed Project is 

approximately 19 miles from the closest wild and scenic river, which is a portion of Piru Creek,56 and 

would not have a potential impact on the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act as created in 1968.57 Therefore, 

impacts would be less than significant.  

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.   

                                                                 
52  US Army Corps of Engineers, Navigable Waters in Los Angeles District, 

http://www.spl.usace.army.mil/Missions/Regulatory/JurisdictionalDetermination/NavigableWaterways.aspx, Accessed 
November 2015.  

53  Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan, Appendix II: Maps, Flood Plains, Exhibit S-4 (2012).  
54  California Department of Water Resources, Best Available Maps, http://gis.bam.water.ca.gov/bam/. Accessed November 

2015. 
55  US Geological Survey (USGS), Science in your Watershed, 2014, http://water.usgs.gov/wsc/ca. Accessed November 2015. 
56  National Wild and Scenic Rivers System. http://www.rivet/18070102.htmlrs.gov/maps/conus.php. Accessed November 

2015. 
57  Public Law 90-542; 16 U.S.C. 1271 et seq. 
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i. Less than Significant Impact.  

The proposed Project would construct a pipeline beneath the roadway right-of-way. The proposed Project 

would not involve the construction of any housing, or habitable structures. As such, it would not expose 

people or habitable structures to flooding.  

The only levee or dam in the vicinity of the Project is the Bouquet Reservoir, located approximately 8.5 

miles north by northeast of the LARC Ranch property. The storage of construction equipment would be 

potentially within the 100-year floodplain. However, due to the short term and temporary construction 

of the proposed Project, potential impacts to the Project Site from flooding events would be low. As 

discussed in Section 5.9 g-h above, the on-site pump station would be located outside the 100-year flood 

“AO” zone. Therefore, impacts from flooding as a result of a dam or levee failure would be less than 

significant.  

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.   

j. Less than Significant Impact.  

Tsunamis are large-scale sea waves produced from tectonic activities along the ocean floor. Seiches are 

freestanding or oscillatory waves associated with large enclosed or semi-enclosed bodies of water. Given 

that the Project Site is not located near the ocean or any large enclosed or semi-enclosed bodies of water, 

the proposed Project would not be located within designated tsunami or seiche zones. Debris and 

mudflows are typically a hazard experienced in the floodplains of streams that drain very steep hillsides 

within the watershed. Because the Project Site is located below ground or outside of the 100-year flood 

“AO” zone, as discussed above, the Project Site would not place people or structures at risk of inundation 

by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.  
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5.10 LAND USE AND PLANNING 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Project 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
LAND USE AND PLANNING – Would the project: 
a. Physically divide an established 

community?     

b. Conflict with applicable land use plan, 
policy, or regulation of an agency with 
jurisdiction over the project (including, 
but not limited to, the general plan, 
specific plan, local coastal program, or 
zoning ordinance) adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect? 

    

c. Conflict with any applicable habitat 
conservation plan or natural community 
conservation plan? 

    

Discussion 

a. No Impact.  

The Project Site is located within existing roadway right-of-way and on LARC grounds and includes 

temporary staging areas on public and private property and the on-site pump station on private property 

(i.e., LARC property). The proposed pipeline would be located belowground, and existing transportation 

access would continue upon completion. The construction staging areas would be short term and 

temporary in nature. The nearest community is the City of Santa Clarita at the south end of the project 

area. There are no facilities proposed by the project that could physically divide an established 

community. Therefore, no impact would occur. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.   

b. No Impact.  

Per Section 53091 of the California Government Code, state law does not apply specific local zoning, 

building, or permit requirements to this type of SCWD project.58 Development of the proposed Project 

would serve existing, locally approved developments and would not conflict with local zoning, land use 

designations, plans, policies, or regulations. The Project area is located over 50 miles from the Pacific 

                                                                 
58  California Government Code. Section 53091(d).  
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Ocean and over 300 miles from the San Francisco Bay, meaning the Coastal Zone Management Act would 

not apply.59 Therefore, no impacts would occur. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.   

c. No Impact.  

According to the California Department of Fish and Wildlife, no Natural Community Conservation Plans or 

Habitat Conservation Plans exist within the project area. Therefore, the project would not conflict with 

any of these types of plans and no impacts would occur. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.   

                                                                 
59  US Code, Title 16, Section 1453, Coast Zone Management Act of 1972 as amended through the Coastal Zone Protection Act 

of 1996. 
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5.11 MINERAL RESOURCES 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Project 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
MINERAL RESOURCES – Would the project: 
a. Result in the loss of availability of a 

known mineral resource that would be 
of future 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? 

    

Discussion 

a. No Impact.  

According to the Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan, the Project area is not located in an area where significant 

mineral deposits or oil or natural gas wells are present.60 The proposed pipeline, on-site pump station and 

surrounding areas have no substantial records of mineral resources. Therefore, no impacts would occur.  

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.   

b. No Impact.  

As previously discussed, the proposed Project is not located within important mineral resource or oil or 

gas production areas. Consequently, the Project would not result in the loss of availability of locally 

important mineral resource recover sites delineated on the Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan. Therefore, no 

impacts would occur.  

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.   

                                                                 
60  Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan, Appendix II: Maps, Mineral Resources, Exhibit CO-2, (2012). 
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5.12 NOISE 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Project 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
NOISE – Would the project: 
a. Result in exposure of persons to or generation 

of noise levels in excess of standards 
established in the local general plan or noise 
ordinance, or applicable standards of other 
agencies? 

    

b. Result in exposure of persons to or generation 
of excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels? 

    

c. Result in a substantial permanent increase in 
ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity 
above levels existing without the Project? 

    

d. Result in a substantial temporary or periodic 
increase in ambient noise levels in the Project 
vicinity above levels existing without the 
Project? 

    

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

    

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

    

Discussion  

a. Less than Significant with Mitigation.  

Noise can have an adverse effect to humans, animals, and structural components. Noise exposure 

regulatory criteria are concerned largely with controlling location of new residences in existing 

environments. The SCVAP61 includes guidelines to evaluate ambient noise and land use compatibility. For 

the average community, outdoor noise levels up to 60 A-weighted decibels (dBA) and indoor noise levels 

up to 40 dBA are considered acceptable. 

Ambient daytime noise measurements were taken along the Project Site to illustrate the local noise 

environment. Noise sources included vehicle travel and typical residential activities (i.e., lawn mowing 

activities). Table 5.12-1, Ambient Noise Levels, identifies the existing short-term (15 to 45-minute) 

                                                                 
61  Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan, Noise Element (2013). 
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ambient noise levels at five different locations along the Project Site. Figure 5.1 Noise Sensor Locations, 

identifies the locations of the five measurements. Measured noise levels ranged from 50.8 to 70.3 dBA. 

Table 5.12-1 
Ambient Noise Levels 

Location Description Average Noise Levels (dBA) 
1 67.2 

2 50.8 

3 62.8 

4 67.5 

5 70.3 
   
Note: For Noise Data, please refer to Appendix D. 

 

As shown in Table 5.12-2, County of Los Angeles Daily Construction Noise Limits (dB[A]), the maximum 

allowable level for construction related noise during normal construction timeframes ranges from 75 dBA 

at single-family residential uses to 85 dBA at semi-residential/commercial uses.62 Noise attenuation 

barriers and muffling of grading equipment may also be required.  

Table 5.12-2 
County of Los Angeles Daily Construction Noise Limits (dB[A]) 

 
Construction Time 

Single-Family 
Residential 

Multifamily 
Residential 

Semi-Residential/ 
Commercial 

Mobile Equipment    

7:00 AM to 8:00 PM except 
Sundays and legal holidays 75 80 85 

8:00 PM to 7:00 AM except 
Sundays and legal holidays 60 64 70 

Stationary Equipment    

7:00 AM to 8:00 PM except 
Sundays and legal holidays 60 65 70 

8:00 PM to 7:00 AM except 
Sundays and legal holidays 50 55 60 

   
Source: Los Angeles County Code, Title 12 Environmental Protection, Chapter 12.06 Noise Control, Section 12.08.440, 
Construction Noise. 
 

 

  

                                                                 
62 Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts, Chapter 17 Noise, “Regulations for Construction Noise”, (2005), 17-3.  
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Construction 

It should be noted that the California Government Code exempts the development of water and 

wastewater infrastructure projects initiated by water agencies from County and City building and zoning 

ordinances.63 However, for analysis purposes construction noise levels would be compared to Los Angeles 

County Noise Ordinance.  

Estimated noise levels associated with the trenching activities are presented in Table 5.12-3, Typical 

Maximum Noise Levels for Construction Equipment. The average noise level for an off-highway truck is 

82 dBA at 50 feet from source and the average noise level for a paver is 89 dBA at 50 feet from the source.  

Table 5.12-3 
Typical Maximum Noise Levels for Construction Equipment 

Equipment 
Approximate Leq dB(A)  

25 Feet 50 Feet 100 Feet 200 Feet 
Grader 87 81 75 69 
Truck 88 82 76 70 
Backhoe 87 81 75 69 
Concrete Mixer 91 85 79 73 
Paver 94 89 83 77 
   
Source: U.S. Department of Transportation, Construction Noise Handbook, Chapter 9.0, August 2006. 
Note: Leq = equivalent sound level. 

 

The nearest semi-residential/commercial use to the proposed pipeline alignment is located approximately 

50 feet northwest of the Project Site and the nearest single-family residential use is located approximately 

55 feet to the west. The nearest sensitive receptor within the LARC Ranch property is located 

approximately 75 feet northeast of the proposed pump station. Based on the attenuation loss of 6.0 dBA 

for every doubling of distance across hard surfaces, pipeline related construction noise levels at these 

receptors would range from 82 to 89 dBA, respectively. Pump station related construction noise levels at 

the nearest sensitive use would be 85 dBA. The use of new muffler technology reduces sound levels from 

equipment approximately 2 dBA. Accordingly, noise levels at sensitive receptors adjacent to pipeline 

related construction activities would experience approximately 80 to 87 dBA. The closest single-family 

residence to pipeline activities is located adjacent to Bouquet Canyon Road and Shadow Valley Lane at 

the southern end of the pipeline alignment. A 6-foot-high masonry wall is located between the Project 

Site and the residences to the west. The topography along the western portion of Bouquet Canyon Road 

varies in elevation, and at various points, provides a line of sight break between the road and residences. 

                                                                 
63  California Government Code. Section 53091(d) and (e).  
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Masonry walls and line of sight breaks reduce noise levels by approximately 5 dBA. Therefore, noise levels 

at the single-family residence adjacent to the pipeline alignment would be approximately 75 to 82 dBA. 

Noise levels within the LARC Ranch property at the nearest sensitive use would be 81 dBA.  

Due to the temporary nature of the construction activities, the proposed Project construction phase 

would not expose persons to noise levels exceeding the established standards for more than several days 

at a time and would be limited to normal working hours by the County Noise Ordinance. In order to 

minimize construction noise levels on adjacent sensitive receptors, the following mitigation measures will 

be implemented which include noise attenuating buffers near residential areas and orient stationary 

sources to direct noise way from sensitive uses.  

Mitigation Measures: The following mitigation measures shall be implemented.  

NOI-1 The contractor shall locate all stationary noise-generating equipment as far as possible 

from nearby noise-sensitive receptors. Where possible, noise-generating equipment shall 

be shielded from nearby noise-sensitive receptors (single-family residences only) by noise 

attenuating buffers. Stationary noise sources located less than 200 feet from noise-

sensitive receptors shall be equipped with noise reducing engine housings. Portable 

acoustic barriers shall be placed around noise-generating equipment that is located less 

than 100 feet from noise-sensitive receptors (single-family residences only). 

NOI-2 The contractor shall assure that construction equipment powered by gasoline or diesel 

engines have sound control devices at least as effective as those provided by the original 

equipment manufacturer (OEM). No equipment shall be permitted to have an unmuffled 

exhaust. 

NOI-3 The contractor shall assure that noise-generating mobile equipment and machinery are 

shut-off when not in use. 

NOI-4 Residences within 200 feet of a construction area shall be notified of the construction 

schedule in writing, at least 24 hours prior to construction. The Santa Clarita Water 

Division and the contractor shall designate a noise disturbance point of contact who 

would be responsible for responding to complaints regarding construction noise. The 

point of contact shall determine the cause of the complaint and ensure that reasonable 

measures are implemented to correct the problem. A contact number for the noise 

disturbance shall be conspicuously placed on construction site fences and written into the 

construction notification schedule sent to nearby residences. 

153



5.0 Environmental Analysis 

Meridian Consultants 5.0-49 LARC Ranch Water Pipeline Project 
108-001-15  December 2016 

With mitigation, the proposed construction noise levels would result in less than significant impacts during 

construction. 

Operation 

Sound associated with pipeline maintenance would result in short-term, random incidences that would 

not result in an increase of ambient noise levels within the surrounding area. In addition, pipeline work 

would be limited to daylight hours to avoid disturbing any sensitive receptors. The pump station would 

be located within a walled enclosure on private property (LARC grounds). Therefore, operation related 

impacts would be less than significant.  

Project-Related Traffic 

As discussed in Section 5.16, Transportation and Traffic, the proposed Project would construct a water 

pipeline beneath Bouquet Canyon Road and an on-site pump station and associated pipeline which would 

generate additional construction related trips. The increase in construction related trips would be minimal 

and would not substantially increase the ambient roadway noise levels. Furthermore, vehicle trips 

generated during operation of the proposed Project would result in approximately 5 weekly trips. The 

increase in operation related trips would result in a negligible increase in traffic volumes along Bouquet 

Canyon Road. Therefore, overall traffic noise would remain similar to existing conditions and impacts 

would be less than significant.  

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required. 

b. Less than Significant Impact.  

Construction activities could generate varying degrees of ground vibration, depending on the construction 

procedures, construction equipment used, and proximity to vibration-sensitive uses. Operation of 

construction equipment generates vibrations that spread through the ground and diminish in amplitude 

with distance from the source. Ground vibrations from construction activities rarely reach levels that could 

damage structures, but can achieve the perceptible ranges in buildings close to a construction site.  

The closest sensitive receptor to the proposed pipeline is approximately 50 feet to the northwest. It is 

assumed for the purpose of analysis that a loaded truck would generate the highest vibration levels at the 

sensitive receptor. The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) threshold for architectural damage to 

nonengineered timber and masonry buildings is approximately 94 VdB (vibration decibels). Loaded trucks 

are capable of producing approximately 92 VdB at 15 feet. Vibration levels attenuate (decrease) 6 decibels 

every doubling of distance; thus, vibration levels would be approximately 76 VdB at the sensitive use to 

the northwest, below the FTA vibration threshold. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 
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Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.   

c. Less than Significant Impact.  

As stated above, the construction phase of the project would be considered temporary and would not 

result in a substantial permanent increase in the ambient noise levels in the proposed Project’s vicinity. 

Operation of the proposed Project pipeline would occur below ground, and no constituents of the pipeline 

would create additional noise sources other than noise potentially created by periodical maintenance 

procedures. The on-site pump station would be located within a walled enclosure on LARC grounds and 

would not result in a substantial increase in the ambient noise outside LARC property, or to residences on 

LARC property. The nearest residence on LARC property would be approximately 75 feet to the east. 

Therefore, the proposed Project would not result in the permanent increase in ambient noise levels. 

Impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.   

d. Less Than Significant Impact.  

As stated above in discussion 12a, the proposed Project would generate temporary elevated noise levels 

due to the construction phase of the proposed Project. These levels were found to be consistent with the 

Los Angeles County Noise Ordinance. Therefore, temporary or periodic noise impacts would be less than 

significant. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.  

e. No Impact.  

The closest airport to the Project Site is the Agua Dulce Airport located approximately 8 miles to the east. 

Accordingly, the proposed Project would not be located within an airport land use plan or within 2 miles 

of a public airport or public use airport. The Project would not expose people residing or working in the 

area to excessive noise levels. Therefore, no impact would occur.  

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required. 

f. No Impact.  

The proposed Project is located 8 miles to the west of the Agua Dulce Airport. Accordingly, the Project 
would not expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels. Therefore, no 
impacts would occur. 
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required. 
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5.13 POPULATION AND HOUSING 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Project 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
POPULATION AND HOUSING – Would the project: 
a. Induce substantial population growth in an 

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

    

b. Displace substantial numbers of existing 
housing, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere? 

    

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

    

Discussion 

a. Less Than Significant Impact.  

The proposed Project would include the construction of a water pipeline that would serve an already 

established residential/institutional development that is dependent on groundwater. As previously 

discussed in the Project Description, the water wells at LARC Ranch no longer support groundwater 

production in the vicinity as a result of the current drought conditions and diminished releases from 

Bouquet Reservoir. The pipeline has been sized as a 12-inch diameter water pipeline to provide water 

service to LARC and other existing residential and commercial users in the northern Bouquet Canyon area 

along the pipeline route. The proposed Project would meet the objective of the SCWD Water Master Plan 

Update and the UWMP to supplement the groundwater wells with direct potable water. As such, it would 

not induce substantial population into the area. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.  

Environmental Justice 

Environmental justice issues relate to a minority or low-income population that has or would be exposed 

to more than its fair share of pollution or environmental degradation if a project is implemented.64 The 

proposed Project is located in northern Los Angeles County in the Santa Clarita Valley where the existing 

population had a median income over $87,000.65 Development in this area is primarily single-family 

residential and rural uses. Therefore, the Project Site is not located within a neighborhood that suffers 

from exposure to adverse human health or environmental conditions. The proposed Project is considered 

                                                                 
64  Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income 

Populations, 1994, http://www.archives.gov/federal-register/executive-orders/pdf/12898.pdf. 
65 City of Santa Clarita, Economic Development Department, “Community Profile”, www.santa-

clarita.com/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentID=7833. Accessed November 5, 2015. 
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a benefit to the existing population in that it would provide potable water to LARC Ranch, and other 

existing residential and commercial users along the pipeline route that are dependent on water wells. 

Therefore, no impacts were found with regard to federal regulation Executive Order 12898, 

Environmental Justice. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required. 

b. No Impact.  

Construction and operation of the proposed Project would occur within the Bouquet Canyon roadway 

right-of-way and would utilize two existing open areas for construction staging areas. Accordingly, the 

proposed Project would not displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the 

construction of replacement housing elsewhere. Therefore, no impacts would occur.  

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required. 

c. No Impact.  

Construction and operation of the proposed Project would occur within the Bouquet Canyon roadway 

right-of-way and would utilize two existing open areas for construction staging areas. Accordingly, the 

proposed Project would not displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of 

replacement housing elsewhere. Therefore, no impacts would occur.  

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required. 
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5.14 PUBLIC SERVICES 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Project 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
PUBLIC SERVICES  
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?     

Discussion 

a. – e. Less Than Significant Impact.  

The proposed Project would not result in adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of a new 

or physically alter an existing government building. The proposed Project could be subject to vandalism 

and theft during construction and require support of local law enforcement; however, no new facilities 

would be required. The construction staging areas would be fenced to discourage vandalism and theft. In 

addition, the proposed pipeline would be located below ground upon completion of construction and 

would not need permanent security measures. The on-site pump station would be located within a walled 

enclosure on private property (LARC grounds). Thus, police protection to the project area would remain 

similar to existing operations. Therefore, impacts on police protection would be less than significant.  

Should the Project Site require emergency or fire services, the Los Angeles County Fire Department would 

be able to provide adequate response. In addition, mitigation measure HAZ-3 would require the 

firefighting devices, such as fire extinguishers, in order to minimize the spread of wildfire. Therefore, the 

proposed Project would not increase demand on the existing Los Angeles County Fire Department services 

and impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required. 
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5.15 RECREATION 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Project 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
RECREATION – Would the project: 
a. 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. Include recreational facilities or require the 
construction or expansion of recreational 
facilities, which might have an adverse physical 
effect on the environment? 

    

Discussion 

a. Less Than Significant Impact.  

Recreational resources in the SCWD service area consist of state, county/regional, and local parks and 

designated regional and local recreational trails. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 

Recreation provides local parks and recreation facilities for northwestern Los Angeles County residents 

and provides regional parks for all residents of the county. The City of Santa Clarita also provides local 

parks within the City boundaries. Regional recreation areas under the control of the federal government 

include the Angeles National Forest, the Los Padres National Forest, and the Santa Monica Mountains 

National Recreation area. 

The implementation of the proposed Project would not directly result in growth in the project area, and 

thus would not directly increase the use of recreational facilities. Therefore, no impacts would occur. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required. 

b. No Impact.  

The implementation of the proposed Project would not directly result in growth in the project area, and 

therefore would not require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities. Upon completion, the 

proposed Project would provide potable water to the LARC Ranch development and other existing 

developments in the North Bouquet Canyon area. 

As described above, the proposed Project has been sized for existing residential and commercial users 

along the pipeline route. Therefore, no growth-related impacts to recreational resources would occur.  

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required. 
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5.16 TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Project 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC – Would the project:  
a. Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or 

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

    

b. Conflict with an applicable congestion 
management program, including, but not 
limited to level of service standards and travel 
demand measures, or other standards 
established by the county congestion 
management agency for designated roads or 
highways? 

    

c. Result in a change in air traffic patterns, 
including either an increase in traffic levels or a 
change in location that results in substantial 
safety risks? 

    

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

    

e. Result in inadequate emergency access?     
f. Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or 

programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or 
pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the 
performance or safety of such facilities? 

    

Discussion 

a. Less than Significant Impact.  

Construction-related traffic would be generated during construction of the proposed Project, including 

worker vehicles traveling to and from the work site. The proposed Project is anticipated to generate 1.25 

construction workers per piece of equipment. As previously discussed, the proposed Project would utilize 

two off-highway trucks, a backhoe, two trenchers for trenching activities. This would equate to 

approximately eight workers arriving prior to 7:00 AM and leaving either prior to or after afternoon peak-

hour traffic (6:00 PM), thereby minimizing trips during peak hours. Short-term traffic impacts would be 

less than significant. Once construction activities are complete, traffic would revert to the current 

conditions.  
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Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.   

b. Less than Significant Impact.  

The 2010 Congestion Management Program (CMP) in effect in Los Angeles County was adopted by the 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority on October 28, 2010.66 The nearest CMP-

designated roadway is the Sierra Highway, approximately 3.5 miles east of Bouquet Canyon Road. The 

proposed Project would generate an incremental increase in additional construction related trips during 

off-peak hours and would not affect intersections along Sierra Highway. Therefore, impacts would be less 

than significant.  

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.   

c. No Impact.  

The Project is located approximately 9 miles to the west of Agua Dulce Airpark. The proposed Project 

would not result in a change in air traffic patterns. Airplane takeoffs and landing are at a sufficient distance 

from the locations not to pose as a safety risk. Therefore, no impacts would occur. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.   

d. No Impact.  

No changes are proposed as part of the proposed Project to the surrounding road system. Clear and 

uninterrupted access to the pipeline for emergency response vehicles would continue to be provided. The 

Project would be compatible with the surrounding zoning designations and the existing uses. Therefore, 

no impacts would occur. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.   

e. Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation.  

The construction of the proposed Project could temporarily impact emergency access from construction 

activities within roadway Bouquet Canyon Road and could impact normal traffic flow and create roadway 

conditions that may delay emergency response times. However, mitigation measure HAZ-2, requires the 

preparation of traffic control plans and the implementation of construction zone traffic control measures. 

Therefore, with this mitigation, potentially significant impacts would be reduced to less than significant.  

                                                                 
66  Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority, 2010 Congestion Management Program, adopted October 28, 

2010. 
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The operation of the proposed Project would not result in inadequate emergency access because the 

facilities would not alter roadway alignments. Therefore, operation-related impacts would be less than 

significant. 

Mitigation Measures: Mitigation Measure HAZ-2 as discussed in Section 5.8, Hazards and Hazardous 

Materials, would reduce impacts to a less than significant level.   

f. No Impact.  

As previously stated, the proposed Project would not result in the increase of people, thereby eliminating 

the need for additional public transit services, nor would it result in straining the current system. Because 

the proposed Project would not result in any changes to the roadway system, current bus routes would 

remain the same. 

No changes to the roadway system along Bouquet Canyon Road are proposed with respect to the 

proposed Project. The proposed Project would not involve the alteration of or conflict with any policies, 

plans, or programs regarding public transit or other pedestrian facilities. Therefore, no impacts would 

occur. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.   
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5.17 TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Project 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
Tribal Cultural Resources – Would the project:  
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. 

    

Discussion 

a.i. Less than Significant Impact.  

The proposed Project Site has been disturbed and excavated in the past.  

As discussed in Section 5.5, Cultural Resources, a records search was performed at the SCCIC on October 

14, 2015, and only identified one previously identified historic structure. Since initially recorded, the 

structure was renovated and determined to be ineligible for listing as a historic resource under CEQA in 

2004 (see Appendix C).  

Therefore, less than significant impacts would occur.  

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required. 

163



5.0 Environmental Analysis 

Meridian Consultants 5.0-59 LARC Ranch Water Pipeline Project 
108-001-15  December 2016 

a.ii. Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation.  

A search of the Sacred Lands File was conducted by the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) on 

October 19, 2015 (see Appendix C); and on November 9, 2015, the NAHC indicated that there were no 

known cultural resources identified in the vicinity of the proposed Project Site.  

Assembly Bill 52 (AB 52) establishes a formal consultation process for California Native American tribes to 

identify potential significant impacts to tribal cultural resources, as defined in Public Resources Code 

Section 21074 as part of CEQA. Pursuant to AB 52, the NAHC provided a list of tribes for the project area, 

and identified the following five tribes that may have interest in the area: the Gabrieleno Band of Mission 

Indians: Kizh Nation, Gabrieleno Tongva San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians, Gabrieleno Tongva Nation, 

Gabrieleno Tongva Indians of California Tribal Council, and Gabrieleno-Tongva Tribe. The SCWD notified 

the identified tribes via letter on November 11, 2015 describing the proposed project; as of December 11, 

2015, (30 days from the date of notification), no responses were received from any of the tribes.  

The proposed Project Site has been disturbed and excavated in the past. Construction of the proposed 

project would occur within previously disturbed areas and no trees or sensitive vegetation within the 

Project site would be removed during construction. However, the potential exists for impact to occur to 

previously unrecorded human remains or resources that may be determined to be significant by a 

California Native American tribe; based on records review of the site, the potential for any impact is 

considered low. However, as identified in Section 5.5.b, given the potential to impact human remains or 

significant tribal resources, impacts would be potentially significant.  

Mitigation Measures: Implementation of mitigation measure CUL-1 would reduce potentially significant 

impacts to less than significant.  
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5.18 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Project 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS – Would the project: 
a. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of 

the applicable Regional Water Quality Control 
Board? 

    

b. Require or result in the construction of new 
water or wastewater treatment facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

Discussion 

a. No Impact.  

The proposed Project would not generate industrial wastewater or new point sources of wastewater such 

as mining, animal feed lots, wastewater treatment facilities, etc., that would require an individual permit 

beyond the capabilities of the existing wastewater treatment facilities serving the City of Santa Clarita or 

Los Angeles County. Additionally, the proposed Project would result in the delivery of potable water to 

customers in the North Bouquet Canyon area and would not result in wastewater generation. Therefore, 

wastewater treatment requirements would not be exceeded and no impacts would occur. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.   
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b. Less Than Significant Impact.  

The proposed Project would extend the SCWD potable water system within its service area to serve the 

LARC Ranch property and other existing residential and commercial users along the pipeline route in the 

North Bouquet Canyon area. Project development would not require the construction or expansion of 

existing water delivery facilities other than those proposed. Therefore, no other additional facilities are 

required and impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.   

c. No Impact.  

The Project would not produce substantial amounts of additional runoff to the existing storm water 

drainage facilities. There would not be a substantial increase in impervious surfaces from implementation 

of the proposed Project as the roadway would be restored to existing conditions. Project development 

would not require the construction or expansion of storm water drainage facilities. Therefore, no impacts 

would occur.  

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.   

d. Less than Significant Impact.  

The Project would construct a pipeline to transmit potable water to meet potable water demands for the 

LARC Ranch and existing residential and commercial users along the pipeline route. The Project would 

provide a source of long-term water supply for existing residential and commercial users along the 

pipeline route in the North Bouquet Canyon area that is a more reliable source to supplement 

groundwater during drought conditions. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.   

e. Less than Significant Impact.  

The proposed Project would not generate any potential wastewater. Furthermore, the construction of the 

water pipeline would result in minimal amounts of soil stockpiling and would provide BMPs, such as hay 

bales, etc., to control the direction of discharge of stormwater away from Bouquet Canyon Creek. 

Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.  
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f. Less Than Significant Impact.  

The proposed Project would generate small amounts of solid waste construction debris from the disposal 

of excess soils, asphalt or other debris. However, demolition activities are not required and much of the 

excavated soils would be reused on site. The nominal amount of construction debris generated by the 

proposed Project would not be expected to exceed the permitted capacity of the Sunshine Canyon 

Landfill, the Antelope Valley Landfill, or the Chiquita Canyon Landfill. Operation of the water pipeline 

would not generate solid waste. Project implementation would not require additional landfill capacity. 

Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required.   

g. No Impact.  

The proposed Project would be required to comply with all applicable laws and regulations governing solid 

waste. The proposed Project would not affect the County ability to continue to meet the required AB 939 

waste diversion requirements. Therefore, no impacts would occur. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required. 
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5.19 MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Project 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE – Does the project:    

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

    

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

    

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

    

Discussion 

a. Less than Significant with Mitigation.  

The proposed Project would not be constructed within or immediately adjacent to Bouquet Canyon Creek. 

The majority of the proposed pipeline would be located below ground within the public roadway right-of-

way, while the on-site pipeline associated with the pump station would be connected to pipeline currently 

installed in an existing bridge structure that crosses over the Bouquet Creek. As described in Section 5.4, 

Biological Resources, a survey of the Project Site did not identify any sensitive wildlife or plant species, 

but did identify potential habitat for sensitive wildlife and plant species. Therefore, the proposed Project 

would have the potential to directly or indirectly impact sensitive species during the construction phase. 

Mitigation has been identified, including provisions for pre-construction field surveys to determine the 

presence or absence of sensitive wildlife plant and animal species and any subsequent field actions, to 

mitigate impacts to less than significant. As discussed in Section 5.5, Cultural Resources, known 

archeological resources were identified within a 1-mile radius of the Project Site. As such, the construction 

of the proposed Project could have the potential to unearth unknown archeological resources not 

previously identified. Accordingly, mitigation has been identified, including the provision to stop work in 

the event of a find and to coordinate mitigation efforts with a qualified archeologist, to reduce potentially 
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significant impacts to less than significant. Therefore, the proposed Project would not have any significant 

impacts on the quality of the natural environment or on evidence of California’s history or prehistory.  

Mitigation Measures: The following mitigation measures would reduce impacts to wildlife species and 

cultural resources to less-than-significant.  

Biological Resources 

All pipeline and on-site pump station construction activities and associated staging areas shall abide by 

mitigation measures BIO-1 through BIO-5 as identified in Section 5.4, Biological Resources. 

Therefore, impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.  

Cultural Resources 

All pipeline and on-site pump station construction activities and associated equipment shall abide by 

mitigation measure CUL-1 as identified in Section 5.5, Cultural Resources. 

Therefore, impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.  

b. Less than Significant Impact.  

Development of the proposed Project would not result in impacts that are individually limited but 

cumulatively considerable. The proposed Project would be consistent with the SCWD Water Master Plan 

Update, the CLWA UWMP, and the Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan and help to supply water to existing 

residential and commercial water users along the pipeline route within the North Bouquet Canyon area. 

Additionally, the issues relevant to the proposed Project are localized and confined to the immediate 

Project area. There are no unusual circumstances relating to the project, nor are there any successive 

projects of the same type in the same place that would render any impacts as significant or cumulatively 

considerable. No significant cumulatively considerable impacts are anticipated to result from the 

proposed Project. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required. 

c. Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation.  

The proposed Project’s potential impacts to air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, hazards and hazardous 

materials, noise, traffic, and other environmental issues have been reviewed. The analysis found that 

development and operation of the proposed Project would result in less-than-significant adverse effects 

on human beings, either directly or indirectly for air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, and traffic. 
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Potentially significant impacts from emergency response and wildlife and from temporary construction 

noise were identified. Mitigation measures were identified to reduce the impacts to less than significant.  

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

All pipeline and pump station construction activities and associated equipment shall abide by mitigation 

measures HAZ-1 through HAZ-3 as identified in Section 5.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials. 

Noise 

All pipeline and pump station construction activities and associated equipment shall abide by mitigation 

measures NOI-1 through NOI-4 as identified in Section 5.12, Noise. 

170



 

Meridian Consultants 6.0-1 LARC Ranch Water Pipeline Project 
108-001-15  December 2016 

6.0 REFERENCES 

The following documents and information were used in the preparation of this Initial Study: 

BioResource Consultants Inc., LARC Ranch Water Pipeline Project Biological Survey and Habitat 
Assessment, November 2015. 

California Air Pollution Control Officers Association, CEQA & Climate Change (January 2008). 

California Department of Conservation (DOC), California Geological Survey, Regional Geological and 
Mapping Program, 2015, http://www.quake.ca.gov/gmaps/WH/regulatorymaps.htm. 

California Department of Conservation (DOC), Division of Land Resource Protection, “California Important 
Farmland Finder”, http://maps.conservation.ca.gov/ciff/ciff.html. Accessed November 2015. 

California Department of Conservation (DOC), Division of Land Resource Protection, State of California 
Williamson Act Contract Land Statewide Map, (2012), 
ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dlrp/wa/2012%20Statewide%20Map/WA_2012_11x17.pdf. 
Accessed November 2015. 

California Department of Water Resources (DWR), Best Available Maps, 
http://gis.bam.water.ca.gov/bam/. Accessed November 2015. 

California Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), California Air Resources Board, Air Quality and Land 
Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective, 2005, 32. 

California Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Air Quality Standards and Area Designation, (2013), 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/desig/adm/adm.htm. 

California Government Code. Section 53091(d). 

California Government Code, Section 66477(2), “Quimby Act.” 

California Health and Safety Code, Sections 7050.5 and 5097.98. 

Castaic Lake Water Agency, 2010 Santa Clarita Valley Urban Water Management Plan, (2011), 
http://clwa.org/docs/category_publications/urban-water-plan 

City of Santa Clarita, Economic Development Department, “Community Profile”, www.santa-
clarita.com/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentID=7833. Accessed November 5, 2015. 

County of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works, Disaster Routes with Road Districts Map, North Los 
Angeles County, 2012. 

171



6.0 References 

Meridian Consultants 6.0-2 LARC Ranch Water Pipeline Project 
108-001-15  December 2016 

Christopher McMorris, Caltrans Historic Bridge Inventory Update: Timber Truss, Concrete Truss, and 
Suspension Bridges (Submitted to State of California Department of Transportation 
Environmental Program, 2004). 

Department of Transportation (DOT), “California Scenic Highway Mapping System”, 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LandArch/16_livability/scenic_highways/index.htm. Accessed 
November 2015. 

EnviroStor. Department of Toxic Substances Control. http://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/. 
Accessed November 4, 2015. 

Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and 
Low-Income Populations, 1994, http://www.archives.gov/federal-register/executive-
orders/pdf/12898.pdf. 

GEOTracker. State Water Resources Control Board. http://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/. Accessed 
November 4, 2015. 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority, 2010 Congestion Management Program, 
adopted October 28, 2010. 

Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts, Chapter 17 Noise, “Regulations for Construction Noise”, (2005), 
17-3. 

National Wild and Scenic Rivers System. http://www.rivet/18070102.htmlrs.gov/maps/conus.php. 
Accessed November 2015. 

On October 14, 2015, Meridian Consultants Cultural Resource Specialist Mitch Evans, conducted a records 
search at SCCIC. 

On October 21, 2015, Meridian Consultants Cultural Resource Specialist Mitch Evans, performed a field 
survey of the Project area. 

Public Works Standards, Inc. 2015. Standard Specifications for Public Works Construction. BNi 
Publications, Inc. 

Santa Clarita Municipal Code, Chapter 11.44 Noise Limits, Section 11.44.080, “Construction and Building”, 
(2015). 

Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan, Appendix II: Maps, Flood Plains, Exhibit S-4 (2012). 

Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan, Appendix II: Maps, Generalized Land Use and Limited H5 Districts, Exhibit 
L-2, (2012). 

Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan, Appendix II: Maps, Hillsides and Designated Ridgelines, Exhibit CO-1, (2012). 

172



6.0 References 

Meridian Consultants 6.0-3 LARC Ranch Water Pipeline Project 
108-001-15  December 2016 

Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan, Appendix II: Maps, Mineral Resources, Exhibit CO-2, (2012). 

Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan, Appendix II: Maps, Seismic Hazards, Exhibit S-3, (2012). 

Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan, Appendix II: Maps, Very High Fire Hazard, Exhibit S-6, (2012). 

Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan, Circulation Element (2012). 

Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan, Conservation and Open Space Element, (2012). 

Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan, Safety Element (2012). 

Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan, Scenic Resources, (2012). 

Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan, Noise Element (2013). 

Santa Clarita Water Division (SCWD) Water Master Plan Update (WMP), (2013). 

South Coast Air Quality Management District, Final 2012 Air Quality Management Plan, February 2013. 

South Coast Air Quality Management District GHG CEQA Significance Threshold Stakeholder Working 
Group, Minutes for the GHG CEQA Significance Threshold Stakeholder Working Group #15 
(September 28, 2010). 

South Coast Air Quality Management District, SCAQMD Air Quality Significance Thresholds, March 2015, 
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/scaqmd-air-quality-significance-
thresholds.pdf?sfvrsn=2. 

State and Regional Water Boards. State Water Control Board. California Environmental Protection Agency. 
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/waterboards_map.shtml. Accessed September 18, 2015. 

US Army Corps of Engineers, Navigable Waters in Los Angeles District, 
http://www.spl.usace.army.mil/Missions/Regulatory/JurisdictionalDetermination/NavigableWat
erways.aspx, Accessed November 2015. 

United States Amy Corp of Engineers. n.d. "Definition of Waters of the United States." 33 CFR Part 328. 
United States Amy Corp of Engineers. 2. 
http://www.nap.usace.army.mil/Portals/39/docs/regulatory/regs/33cfr328.pdf. 

US Code, Title 16, Section 1453, Coast Zone Management Act of 1972 as amended through the Coastal 
Zone Protection Act of 1996. 

US Environmental Protection Agency, Sole Source Aquifers, 2015, http://www2.epa.gov/dwssa. Accessed 
November 2015. 

173



6.0 References 

Meridian Consultants 6.0-4 LARC Ranch Water Pipeline Project 
108-001-15  December 2016 

US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), National Wetlands Mapper, 2015, 
http://www.fws.gov/wetlands/Data/Mapper.html. Accessed November 2015. 

US Geological Survey (USGS), Science in your Watershed, 2014, http://water.usgs.gov/wsc/ca. Accessed 
November 2015. 

US National Forest, Locator Map, (2015), http://www.fs.fed.us/locatormap/. Accessed November 2015. 

174



 

Meridian Consultants 7.0-1 LARC Ranch Water Pipeline Project 
108-001-15  December 2016 

7.0 LIST OF PREPARERS 

LEAD AGENCY 

Santa Clarita Water Division 

Brent Payne, P.E. 

Josephine Ngoon, P.E. 

Keith Abercrombie 

 

MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION PREPARATION 

Meridian Consultants LLC 

Joe Gibson, Principal 

Chris Hampson, Senior Project Manager 

Jeff Carr, Cultural Specialist/Senior Planner 

Justine Kendall, Project Planner 

Victoria Boyd, Staff Planner 

Lisa Maturkanic, Administrative Services Manager 

Andrea Harsma, Publications Coordinator 

Matt Lechuga, Production Coordinator 

Bryna Fischer, Editor  

Tom Brauer, Graphics Coordinator 

BioResource Consultants Inc. 

Brian Holly, Vice President, Senior Ecologist 

Kennedy/Jenks Consultants 

Jeff Ford, Senior Scientist 

175



APPENDIX A 
Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Modeling Data 

176



Appendix A.1 
Annual 

177



South Coast AQMD Air District, Annual
LARC Ranch Pipeline

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

General Light Industry 0.50 1000sqft 0.01 500.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

9

Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)2.2 31

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company Southern California Edison

2018Operational Year

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

630.89 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2 Date: 11/18/2016 8:53 AMPage 1 of 29
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Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - 

Construction Phase - Anticipated construction schedule based on 100 feet of pipeline per day

Off-road Equipment - total area graded apx 500 sq. ft.

Off-road Equipment - Project specific equipment

Off-road Equipment - Project specific equipment

Off-road Equipment - 

Trips and VMT - No hauling trips and specific for each construction phase

Vehicle Trips - Only 1 trip per week for maintenance

Water And Wastewater - No water demand as it is a pipeline project

Solid Waste - No solid waste generation as it is a pipeline project

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - Tier 2 engines for conservative analysis

Area Mitigation - 

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 4.00

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 4.00

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 1.00

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 1.00

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 2.00

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 1.00

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 1.00

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 1.00

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 1.00

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 5.00

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 1.00

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 2

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 2

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2 Date: 11/18/2016 8:53 AMPage 2 of 29
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tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 2

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 2

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 2

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 2

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 2

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 2

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 2

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 2

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 2

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 100.00 10.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 2.00 4.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 5.00 11.00

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 1/12/2018 11/17/2017

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 12/4/2017 12/15/2017

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 12/30/2017 11/6/2017

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 11/18/2017 12/1/2017

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 8/5/2017 8/7/2017

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 97.00 89.00

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 400.00 97.00

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.37 0.37

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.37 0.20

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.38 0.37

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.50 0.50

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.38 0.38

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes Off-Highway Trucks

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Trenchers

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Off-Highway Trucks
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2.0 Emissions Summary

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Signal Boards

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Welders

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 6.00

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2014 2018

tblSolidWaste SolidWasteGenerationRate 0.62 0.00

tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 0.00 2.00

tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 0.00 2.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 8.00 5.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 0.00 10.00

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 1.32 0.30

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 0.68 0.30

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 6.97 0.30

tblWater IndoorWaterUseRate 115,625.00 0.00
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2.1 Overall Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

2017 0.1636 1.5900 0.9573 1.8800e-
003

0.0129 0.0885 0.1014 3.8200e-
003

0.0816 0.0854 0.0000 170.5700 170.5700 0.0483 0.0000 171.5838

Total 0.1636 1.5900 0.9573 1.8800e-
003

0.0129 0.0885 0.1014 3.8200e-
003

0.0816 0.0854 0.0000 170.5700 170.5700 0.0483 0.0000 171.5838

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

2017 0.0609 1.4314 1.0946 1.8800e-
003

0.0118 0.0442 0.0560 3.3000e-
003

0.0441 0.0474 0.0000 170.5698 170.5698 0.0483 0.0000 171.5836

Total 0.0609 1.4314 1.0946 1.8800e-
003

0.0118 0.0442 0.0560 3.3000e-
003

0.0441 0.0474 0.0000 170.5698 170.5698 0.0483 0.0000 171.5836

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

62.77 9.97 -14.34 0.00 8.38 50.07 44.77 13.61 45.98 44.53 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Area 2.3900e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

Energy 5.0000e-
005

4.6000e-
004

3.9000e-
004

0.0000 4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.2260 2.2260 9.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
005

2.2358

Mobile 1.0000e-
004

3.5000e-
004

1.2800e-
003

0.0000 2.5000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

2.6000e-
004

7.0000e-
005

0.0000 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.2752 0.2752 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.2754

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 2.5400e-
003

8.1000e-
004

1.6800e-
003

0.0000 2.5000e-
004

5.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
004

7.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

1.1000e-
004

0.0000 2.5012 2.5012 1.0000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

2.5112

Unmitigated Operational
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Area 2.3900e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

Energy 5.0000e-
005

4.6000e-
004

3.9000e-
004

0.0000 4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.2260 2.2260 9.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
005

2.2358

Mobile 1.0000e-
004

3.5000e-
004

1.2800e-
003

0.0000 2.5000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

2.6000e-
004

7.0000e-
005

0.0000 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.2752 0.2752 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.2754

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 2.5400e-
003

8.1000e-
004

1.6800e-
003

0.0000 2.5000e-
004

5.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
004

7.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

1.1000e-
004

0.0000 2.5012 2.5012 1.0000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

2.5112

Mitigated Operational

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Site Preparation Site Preparation 7/31/2017 7/31/2017 5 1

2 Grading Grading 8/1/2017 8/4/2017 5 4

3 Pipeline Installation Trenching 8/7/2017 12/29/2017 5 105

4 Building Construction Building Construction 11/6/2017 11/17/2017 5 10

5 Paving Paving 12/1/2017 12/15/2017 5 11

OffRoad Equipment

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0 (Architectural Coating – sqft)

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0.5

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0
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Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Pipeline Installation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 8.00 97 0.37

Paving Cement and Mortar Mixers 4 6.00 9 0.56

Pipeline Installation Trenchers 2 8.00 80 0.50

Pipeline Installation Off-Highway Trucks 2 6.00 400 0.38

Building Construction Cranes 1 4.00 226 0.29

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 6.00 89 0.20

Site Preparation Graders 1 8.00 174 0.41

Paving Pavers 1 7.00 125 0.42

Paving Rollers 1 7.00 80 0.38

Pipeline Installation Signal Boards 1 8.00 6 0.82

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 1 1.00 255 0.40

Building Construction Off-Highway Trucks 2 8.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Welders 1 6.00 46 0.45

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 6.00 97 0.37

Paving Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 7.00 97 0.37

Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 8.00 97 0.37

Grading Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8.00 81 0.73

Building Construction Forklifts 2 6.00 89 0.20

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle Class

Hauling 
Vehicle Class

Pipeline Installation 6 15.00 2.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Site Preparation 2 5.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Grading 3 5.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Building Construction 7 10.00 2.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Paving 7 18.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
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3.2 Site Preparation - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 2.7000e-
004

0.0000 2.7000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 6.3000e-
004

6.3400e-
003

3.6200e-
003

0.0000 3.9000e-
004

3.9000e-
004

3.5000e-
004

3.5000e-
004

0.0000 0.4336 0.4336 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.4364

Total 6.3000e-
004

6.3400e-
003

3.6200e-
003

0.0000 2.7000e-
004

3.9000e-
004

6.6000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

3.5000e-
004

3.8000e-
004

0.0000 0.4336 0.4336 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.4364

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Use Cleaner Engines for Construction Equipment

Water Exposed Area

Clean Paved Roads
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3.2 Site Preparation - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.4000e-
004

0.0000 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0247 0.0247 0.0000 0.0000 0.0247

Total 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.4000e-
004

0.0000 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0247 0.0247 0.0000 0.0000 0.0247

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 1.9000e-
004

4.1300e-
003

3.5000e-
003

0.0000 1.4000e-
004

1.4000e-
004

1.4000e-
004

1.4000e-
004

0.0000 0.4336 0.4336 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.4364

Total 1.9000e-
004

4.1300e-
003

3.5000e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

1.4000e-
004

2.4000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

1.4000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

0.0000 0.4336 0.4336 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.4364

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.2 Site Preparation - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.4000e-
004

0.0000 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0247 0.0247 0.0000 0.0000 0.0247

Total 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.4000e-
004

0.0000 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0247 0.0247 0.0000 0.0000 0.0247

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.3 Grading - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 1.5100e-
003

0.0000 1.5100e-
003

8.3000e-
004

0.0000 8.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 1.9300e-
003

0.0164 0.0136 2.0000e-
005

1.1100e-
003

1.1100e-
003

1.0700e-
003

1.0700e-
003

0.0000 1.7148 1.7148 2.9000e-
004

0.0000 1.7209

Total 1.9300e-
003

0.0164 0.0136 2.0000e-
005

1.5100e-
003

1.1100e-
003

2.6200e-
003

8.3000e-
004

1.0700e-
003

1.9000e-
003

0.0000 1.7148 1.7148 2.9000e-
004

0.0000 1.7209

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Grading - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 4.0000e-
005

5.0000e-
005

5.5000e-
004

0.0000 1.1000e-
004

0.0000 1.1000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0988 0.0988 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0990

Total 4.0000e-
005

5.0000e-
005

5.5000e-
004

0.0000 1.1000e-
004

0.0000 1.1000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0988 0.0988 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0990

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 5.9000e-
004

0.0000 5.9000e-
004

3.2000e-
004

0.0000 3.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 1.4300e-
003

0.0149 0.0122 2.0000e-
005

8.4000e-
004

8.4000e-
004

8.4000e-
004

8.4000e-
004

0.0000 1.7148 1.7148 2.9000e-
004

0.0000 1.7209

Total 1.4300e-
003

0.0149 0.0122 2.0000e-
005

5.9000e-
004

8.4000e-
004

1.4300e-
003

3.2000e-
004

8.4000e-
004

1.1600e-
003

0.0000 1.7148 1.7148 2.9000e-
004

0.0000 1.7209

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Grading - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 4.0000e-
005

5.0000e-
005

5.5000e-
004

0.0000 1.1000e-
004

0.0000 1.1000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0988 0.0988 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0990

Total 4.0000e-
005

5.0000e-
005

5.5000e-
004

0.0000 1.1000e-
004

0.0000 1.1000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0988 0.0988 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0990

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Pipeline Installation - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.1453 1.4536 0.8072 1.6000e-
003

0.0805 0.0805 0.0742 0.0742 0.0000 147.8632 147.8632 0.0448 0.0000 148.8046

Total 0.1453 1.4536 0.8072 1.6000e-
003

0.0805 0.0805 0.0742 0.0742 0.0000 147.8632 147.8632 0.0448 0.0000 148.8046

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Pipeline Installation - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 8.5000e-
004

8.6200e-
003

0.0116 2.0000e-
005

6.5000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

7.8000e-
004

1.8000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

3.1000e-
004

0.0000 2.0360 2.0360 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0363

Worker 2.8300e-
003

4.2000e-
003

0.0436 1.1000e-
004

8.6400e-
003

7.0000e-
005

8.7100e-
003

2.2900e-
003

7.0000e-
005

2.3600e-
003

0.0000 7.7837 7.7837 4.0000e-
004

0.0000 7.7922

Total 3.6800e-
003

0.0128 0.0552 1.3000e-
004

9.2900e-
003

2.0000e-
004

9.4900e-
003

2.4700e-
003

1.9000e-
004

2.6700e-
003

0.0000 9.8197 9.8197 4.1000e-
004

0.0000 9.8285

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.0502 1.3150 0.9496 1.6000e-
003

0.0393 0.0393 0.0393 0.0393 0.0000 147.8630 147.8630 0.0448 0.0000 148.8044

Total 0.0502 1.3150 0.9496 1.6000e-
003

0.0393 0.0393 0.0393 0.0393 0.0000 147.8630 147.8630 0.0448 0.0000 148.8044

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Pipeline Installation - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 8.5000e-
004

8.6200e-
003

0.0116 2.0000e-
005

6.5000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

7.8000e-
004

1.8000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

3.1000e-
004

0.0000 2.0360 2.0360 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0363

Worker 2.8300e-
003

4.2000e-
003

0.0436 1.1000e-
004

8.6400e-
003

7.0000e-
005

8.7100e-
003

2.2900e-
003

7.0000e-
005

2.3600e-
003

0.0000 7.7837 7.7837 4.0000e-
004

0.0000 7.7922

Total 3.6800e-
003

0.0128 0.0552 1.3000e-
004

9.2900e-
003

2.0000e-
004

9.4900e-
003

2.4700e-
003

1.9000e-
004

2.6700e-
003

0.0000 9.8197 9.8197 4.1000e-
004

0.0000 9.8285

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Building Construction - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 5.6700e-
003

0.0451 0.0279 4.0000e-
005

2.8900e-
003

2.8900e-
003

2.7000e-
003

2.7000e-
003

0.0000 3.6151 3.6151 1.0400e-
003

0.0000 3.6370

Total 5.6700e-
003

0.0451 0.0279 4.0000e-
005

2.8900e-
003

2.8900e-
003

2.7000e-
003

2.7000e-
003

0.0000 3.6151 3.6151 1.0400e-
003

0.0000 3.6370

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 8.0000e-
005

8.2000e-
004

1.1000e-
003

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.1939 0.1939 0.0000 0.0000 0.1939

Worker 1.8000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

2.7700e-
003

1.0000e-
005

5.5000e-
004

0.0000 5.5000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

0.0000 1.5000e-
004

0.0000 0.4942 0.4942 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.4947

Total 2.6000e-
004

1.0900e-
003

3.8700e-
003

1.0000e-
005

6.1000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

6.2000e-
004

1.7000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

1.8000e-
004

0.0000 0.6881 0.6881 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.6887

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 2.6000e-
003

0.0376 0.0269 4.0000e-
005

1.9900e-
003

1.9900e-
003

1.9000e-
003

1.9000e-
003

0.0000 3.6151 3.6151 1.0400e-
003

0.0000 3.6370

Total 2.6000e-
003

0.0376 0.0269 4.0000e-
005

1.9900e-
003

1.9900e-
003

1.9000e-
003

1.9000e-
003

0.0000 3.6151 3.6151 1.0400e-
003

0.0000 3.6370

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 8.0000e-
005

8.2000e-
004

1.1000e-
003

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.1939 0.1939 0.0000 0.0000 0.1939

Worker 1.8000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

2.7700e-
003

1.0000e-
005

5.5000e-
004

0.0000 5.5000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

0.0000 1.5000e-
004

0.0000 0.4942 0.4942 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.4947

Total 2.6000e-
004

1.0900e-
003

3.8700e-
003

1.0000e-
005

6.1000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

6.2000e-
004

1.7000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

1.8000e-
004

0.0000 0.6881 0.6881 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.6887

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.6 Paving - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 5.7200e-
003

0.0541 0.0398 6.0000e-
005

3.3100e-
003

3.3100e-
003

3.0600e-
003

3.0600e-
003

0.0000 5.3335 5.3335 1.4800e-
003

0.0000 5.3646

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 5.7200e-
003

0.0541 0.0398 6.0000e-
005

3.3100e-
003

3.3100e-
003

3.0600e-
003

3.0600e-
003

0.0000 5.3335 5.3335 1.4800e-
003

0.0000 5.3646

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 3.6000e-
004

5.3000e-
004

5.4800e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.0900e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.1000e-
003

2.9000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.9785 0.9785 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.9796

Total 3.6000e-
004

5.3000e-
004

5.4800e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.0900e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.1000e-
003

2.9000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.9785 0.9785 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.9796

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 2.1400e-
003

0.0453 0.0373 6.0000e-
005

1.6500e-
003

1.6500e-
003

1.6500e-
003

1.6500e-
003

0.0000 5.3335 5.3335 1.4800e-
003

0.0000 5.3646

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 2.1400e-
003

0.0453 0.0373 6.0000e-
005

1.6500e-
003

1.6500e-
003

1.6500e-
003

1.6500e-
003

0.0000 5.3335 5.3335 1.4800e-
003

0.0000 5.3646

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated 1.0000e-
004

3.5000e-
004

1.2800e-
003

0.0000 2.5000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

2.6000e-
004

7.0000e-
005

0.0000 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.2752 0.2752 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.2754

Unmitigated 1.0000e-
004

3.5000e-
004

1.2800e-
003

0.0000 2.5000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

2.6000e-
004

7.0000e-
005

0.0000 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.2752 0.2752 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.2754

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

3.6 Paving - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 3.6000e-
004

5.3000e-
004

5.4800e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.0900e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.1000e-
003

2.9000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.9785 0.9785 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.9796

Total 3.6000e-
004

5.3000e-
004

5.4800e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.0900e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.1000e-
003

2.9000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.9785 0.9785 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.9796

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

General Light Industry 0.15 0.15 0.15 664 664
Total 0.15 0.15 0.15 664 664

Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

General Light Industry 16.60 8.40 6.90 59.00 28.00 13.00 92 5 3

5.0 Energy Detail

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

4.4 Fleet Mix

LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

0.511172 0.060004 0.180590 0.138995 0.042398 0.006681 0.016070 0.032568 0.001938 0.002493 0.004370 0.000586 0.002135

Historical Energy Use: N
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Electricity 
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.7242 1.7242 8.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

1.7309

Electricity 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.7242 1.7242 8.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

1.7309

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

5.0000e-
005

4.6000e-
004

3.9000e-
004

0.0000 4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.5019 0.5019 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.5049

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

5.0000e-
005

4.6000e-
004

3.9000e-
004

0.0000 4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.5019 0.5019 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.5049

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

General Light 
Industry

9405 5.0000e-
005

4.6000e-
004

3.9000e-
004

0.0000 4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.5019 0.5019 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.5049

Total 5.0000e-
005

4.6000e-
004

3.9000e-
004

0.0000 4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.5019 0.5019 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.5049

Unmitigated
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

General Light 
Industry

9405 5.0000e-
005

4.6000e-
004

3.9000e-
004

0.0000 4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.5019 0.5019 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.5049

Total 5.0000e-
005

4.6000e-
004

3.9000e-
004

0.0000 4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.5019 0.5019 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.5049

Mitigated

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

General Light 
Industry

6025 1.7242 8.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

1.7309

Total 1.7242 8.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

1.7309

Unmitigated
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Use Low VOC Paint - Residential Interior

Use Low VOC Paint - Residential Exterior

Use Low VOC Paint - Non-Residential Interior

Use Low VOC Paint - Non-Residential Exterior

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

General Light 
Industry

6025 1.7242 8.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

1.7309

Total 1.7242 8.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

1.7309

Mitigated
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated 2.3900e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

Unmitigated 2.3900e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural 
Coating

5.8000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

1.8100e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

Total 2.3900e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

Unmitigated
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7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category MT/yr

Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

7.0 Water Detail

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural 
Coating

5.8000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

1.8100e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

Total 2.3900e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

Mitigated
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.2 Water by Land Use

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

General Light 
Industry

0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

General Light 
Industry

0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated

8.0 Waste Detail
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Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

MT/yr

 Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

 Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Category/Year

8.2 Waste by Land Use

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons MT/yr

General Light 
Industry

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated
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10.0 Vegetation

8.2 Waste by Land Use

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons MT/yr

General Light 
Industry

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
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Appendix A.2 
Summer 

207



South Coast AQMD Air District, Summer
LARC Ranch Pipeline

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

General Light Industry 0.50 1000sqft 0.01 500.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

9

Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)2.2 31

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company Southern California Edison

2018Operational Year

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

630.89 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)
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Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - 

Construction Phase - Anticipated construction schedule based on 100 feet of pipeline per day

Off-road Equipment - total area graded apx 500 sq. ft.

Off-road Equipment - Project specific equipment

Off-road Equipment - Project specific equipment

Off-road Equipment - 

Trips and VMT - No hauling trips and specific for each construction phase

Vehicle Trips - Only 1 trip per week for maintenance

Water And Wastewater - No water demand as it is a pipeline project

Solid Waste - No solid waste generation as it is a pipeline project

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - Tier 2 engines for conservative analysis

Area Mitigation - 

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 4.00

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 4.00

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 1.00

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 1.00

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 2.00

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 1.00

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 1.00

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 1.00

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 1.00

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 5.00

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 1.00

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 2

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 2
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tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 2

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 2

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 2

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 2

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 2

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 2

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 2

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 2

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 2

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 100.00 10.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 2.00 4.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 5.00 11.00

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 1/12/2018 11/17/2017

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 12/4/2017 12/15/2017

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 12/30/2017 11/6/2017

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 11/18/2017 12/1/2017

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 8/5/2017 8/7/2017

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 97.00 89.00

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 400.00 97.00

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.37 0.37

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.37 0.20

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.38 0.37

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.50 0.50

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.38 0.38

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes Off-Highway Trucks

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Trenchers

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Off-Highway Trucks
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2.0 Emissions Summary

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Signal Boards

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Welders

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 6.00

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2014 2018

tblSolidWaste SolidWasteGenerationRate 0.62 0.00

tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 0.00 2.00

tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 0.00 2.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 8.00 5.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 0.00 10.00

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 1.32 0.30

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 0.68 0.30

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 6.97 0.30

tblWater IndoorWaterUseRate 115,625.00 0.00
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2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2017 4.0255 37.8339 24.7462 0.0468 0.8087 2.1415 2.5228 0.4286 1.9748 2.0762 0.0000 4,593.928
8

4,593.928
8

1.2570 0.0000 4,620.324
9

Total 4.0255 37.8339 24.7462 0.0468 0.8087 2.1415 2.5228 0.4286 1.9748 2.0762 0.0000 4,593.928
8

4,593.928
8

1.2570 0.0000 4,620.324
9

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2017 1.5998 33.5974 26.9972 0.0468 0.3814 1.1550 1.4595 0.1762 1.1364 1.2176 0.0000 4,593.928
8

4,593.928
8

1.2570 0.0000 4,620.324
9

Total 1.5998 33.5974 26.9972 0.0468 0.3814 1.1550 1.4595 0.1762 1.1364 1.2176 0.0000 4,593.928
8

4,593.928
8

1.2570 0.0000 4,620.324
9

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

60.26 11.20 -9.10 0.00 52.84 46.06 42.15 58.89 42.46 41.36 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Area 0.0131 0.0000 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.1000e-
004

1.1000e-
004

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

Energy 2.8000e-
004

2.5300e-
003

2.1200e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.9000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

3.0314 3.0314 6.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

3.0499

Mobile 5.5000e-
004

1.8100e-
003

7.1800e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.4100e-
003

3.0000e-
005

1.4400e-
003

3.8000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
004

1.7315 1.7315 6.0000e-
005

1.7328

Total 0.0139 4.3400e-
003

9.3500e-
003

4.0000e-
005

1.4100e-
003

2.2000e-
004

1.6300e-
003

3.8000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

5.9000e-
004

4.7630 4.7630 1.2000e-
004

6.0000e-
005

4.7828

Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Area 0.0131 0.0000 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.1000e-
004

1.1000e-
004

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

Energy 2.8000e-
004

2.5300e-
003

2.1200e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.9000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

3.0314 3.0314 6.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

3.0499

Mobile 5.5000e-
004

1.8100e-
003

7.1800e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.4100e-
003

3.0000e-
005

1.4400e-
003

3.8000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
004

1.7315 1.7315 6.0000e-
005

1.7328

Total 0.0139 4.3400e-
003

9.3500e-
003

4.0000e-
005

1.4100e-
003

2.2000e-
004

1.6300e-
003

3.8000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

5.9000e-
004

4.7630 4.7630 1.2000e-
004

6.0000e-
005

4.7828

Mitigated Operational
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3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Site Preparation Site Preparation 7/31/2017 7/31/2017 5 1

2 Grading Grading 8/1/2017 8/4/2017 5 4

3 Pipeline Installation Trenching 8/7/2017 12/29/2017 5 105

4 Building Construction Building Construction 11/6/2017 11/17/2017 5 10

5 Paving Paving 12/1/2017 12/15/2017 5 11

OffRoad Equipment

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0 (Architectural Coating – sqft)

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0.5

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0
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Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Pipeline Installation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 8.00 97 0.37

Paving Cement and Mortar Mixers 4 6.00 9 0.56

Pipeline Installation Trenchers 2 8.00 80 0.50

Pipeline Installation Off-Highway Trucks 2 6.00 400 0.38

Building Construction Cranes 1 4.00 226 0.29

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 6.00 89 0.20

Site Preparation Graders 1 8.00 174 0.41

Paving Pavers 1 7.00 125 0.42

Paving Rollers 1 7.00 80 0.38

Pipeline Installation Signal Boards 1 8.00 6 0.82

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 1 1.00 255 0.40

Building Construction Off-Highway Trucks 2 8.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Welders 1 6.00 46 0.45

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 6.00 97 0.37

Paving Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 7.00 97 0.37

Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 8.00 97 0.37

Grading Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8.00 81 0.73

Building Construction Forklifts 2 6.00 89 0.20

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle Class

Hauling 
Vehicle Class

Pipeline Installation 6 15.00 2.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Site Preparation 2 5.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Grading 3 5.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Building Construction 7 10.00 2.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Paving 7 18.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
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3.2 Site Preparation - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 0.5303 0.0000 0.5303 0.0573 0.0000 0.0573 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 1.2694 12.6852 7.2319 9.3300e-
003

0.7705 0.7705 0.7089 0.7089 955.8663 955.8663 0.2929 962.0167

Total 1.2694 12.6852 7.2319 9.3300e-
003

0.5303 0.7705 1.3007 0.0573 0.7089 0.7661 955.8663 955.8663 0.2929 962.0167

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Use Cleaner Engines for Construction Equipment

Water Exposed Area

Clean Paved Roads
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3.2 Site Preparation - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0188 0.0236 0.2940 7.1000e-
004

0.0559 4.5000e-
004

0.0563 0.0148 4.1000e-
004

0.0152 57.1967 57.1967 2.8200e-
003

57.2558

Total 0.0188 0.0236 0.2940 7.1000e-
004

0.0559 4.5000e-
004

0.0563 0.0148 4.1000e-
004

0.0152 57.1967 57.1967 2.8200e-
003

57.2558

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 0.2068 0.0000 0.2068 0.0223 0.0000 0.0223 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.3847 8.2535 6.9975 9.3300e-
003

0.2826 0.2826 0.2826 0.2826 0.0000 955.8663 955.8663 0.2929 962.0167

Total 0.3847 8.2535 6.9975 9.3300e-
003

0.2068 0.2826 0.4894 0.0223 0.2826 0.3049 0.0000 955.8663 955.8663 0.2929 962.0167

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.2 Site Preparation - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0188 0.0236 0.2940 7.1000e-
004

0.0559 4.5000e-
004

0.0563 0.0148 4.1000e-
004

0.0152 57.1967 57.1967 2.8200e-
003

57.2558

Total 0.0188 0.0236 0.2940 7.1000e-
004

0.0559 4.5000e-
004

0.0563 0.0148 4.1000e-
004

0.0152 57.1967 57.1967 2.8200e-
003

57.2558

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.3 Grading - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 0.7528 0.0000 0.7528 0.4138 0.0000 0.4138 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.9673 8.1932 6.7871 9.7000e-
003

0.5549 0.5549 0.5350 0.5350 945.1144 945.1144 0.1601 948.4772

Total 0.9673 8.1932 6.7871 9.7000e-
003

0.7528 0.5549 1.3077 0.4138 0.5350 0.9488 945.1144 945.1144 0.1601 948.4772

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Grading - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0188 0.0236 0.2940 7.1000e-
004

0.0559 4.5000e-
004

0.0563 0.0148 4.1000e-
004

0.0152 57.1967 57.1967 2.8200e-
003

57.2558

Total 0.0188 0.0236 0.2940 7.1000e-
004

0.0559 4.5000e-
004

0.0563 0.0148 4.1000e-
004

0.0152 57.1967 57.1967 2.8200e-
003

57.2558

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 0.2936 0.0000 0.2936 0.1614 0.0000 0.1614 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.7171 7.4494 6.0904 9.7000e-
003

0.4175 0.4175 0.4175 0.4175 0.0000 945.1144 945.1144 0.1601 948.4772

Total 0.7171 7.4494 6.0904 9.7000e-
003

0.2936 0.4175 0.7111 0.1614 0.4175 0.5789 0.0000 945.1144 945.1144 0.1601 948.4772

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Grading - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0188 0.0236 0.2940 7.1000e-
004

0.0559 4.5000e-
004

0.0563 0.0148 4.1000e-
004

0.0152 57.1967 57.1967 2.8200e-
003

57.2558

Total 0.0188 0.0236 0.2940 7.1000e-
004

0.0559 4.5000e-
004

0.0563 0.0148 4.1000e-
004

0.0152 57.1967 57.1967 2.8200e-
003

57.2558

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Pipeline Installation - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 2.7673 27.6868 15.3754 0.0306 1.5342 1.5342 1.4126 1.4126 3,104.594
7

3,104.594
7

0.9413 3,124.361
0

Total 2.7673 27.6868 15.3754 0.0306 1.5342 1.5342 1.4126 1.4126 3,104.594
7

3,104.594
7

0.9413 3,124.361
0

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Pipeline Installation - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0153 0.1572 0.1873 4.3000e-
004

0.0125 2.5400e-
003

0.0150 3.5600e-
003

2.3300e-
003

5.8900e-
003

42.8995 42.8995 3.0000e-
004

42.9058

Worker 0.0563 0.0707 0.8819 2.1200e-
003

0.1677 1.3500e-
003

0.1690 0.0445 1.2400e-
003

0.0457 171.5900 171.5900 8.4500e-
003

171.7674

Total 0.0716 0.2279 1.0693 2.5500e-
003

0.1802 3.8900e-
003

0.1841 0.0480 3.5700e-
003

0.0516 214.4895 214.4895 8.7500e-
003

214.6732

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 0.9561 25.0468 18.0867 0.0306 0.7489 0.7489 0.7489 0.7489 0.0000 3,104.594
7

3,104.594
7

0.9413 3,124.360
9

Total 0.9561 25.0468 18.0867 0.0306 0.7489 0.7489 0.7489 0.7489 0.0000 3,104.594
7

3,104.594
7

0.9413 3,124.360
9

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Pipeline Installation - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0153 0.1572 0.1873 4.3000e-
004

0.0125 2.5400e-
003

0.0150 3.5600e-
003

2.3300e-
003

5.8900e-
003

42.8995 42.8995 3.0000e-
004

42.9058

Worker 0.0563 0.0707 0.8819 2.1200e-
003

0.1677 1.3500e-
003

0.1690 0.0445 1.2400e-
003

0.0457 171.5900 171.5900 8.4500e-
003

171.7674

Total 0.0716 0.2279 1.0693 2.5500e-
003

0.1802 3.8900e-
003

0.1841 0.0480 3.5700e-
003

0.0516 214.4895 214.4895 8.7500e-
003

214.6732

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Building Construction - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 1.1339 9.0239 5.5768 8.1800e-
003

0.5785 0.5785 0.5399 0.5399 796.9944 796.9944 0.2302 801.8286

Total 1.1339 9.0239 5.5768 8.1800e-
003

0.5785 0.5785 0.5399 0.5399 796.9944 796.9944 0.2302 801.8286

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0153 0.1572 0.1873 4.3000e-
004

0.0125 2.5400e-
003

0.0150 3.5600e-
003

2.3300e-
003

5.8900e-
003

42.8995 42.8995 3.0000e-
004

42.9058

Worker 0.0375 0.0472 0.5880 1.4200e-
003

0.1118 9.0000e-
004

0.1127 0.0296 8.3000e-
004

0.0305 114.3934 114.3934 5.6300e-
003

114.5116

Total 0.0528 0.2043 0.7753 1.8500e-
003

0.1243 3.4400e-
003

0.1277 0.0332 3.1600e-
003

0.0364 157.2928 157.2928 5.9300e-
003

157.4174

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 0.5193 7.5243 5.3702 8.1800e-
003

0.3988 0.3988 0.3807 0.3807 0.0000 796.9944 796.9944 0.2302 801.8286

Total 0.5193 7.5243 5.3702 8.1800e-
003

0.3988 0.3988 0.3807 0.3807 0.0000 796.9944 796.9944 0.2302 801.8286

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0153 0.1572 0.1873 4.3000e-
004

0.0125 2.5400e-
003

0.0150 3.5600e-
003

2.3300e-
003

5.8900e-
003

42.8995 42.8995 3.0000e-
004

42.9058

Worker 0.0375 0.0472 0.5880 1.4200e-
003

0.1118 9.0000e-
004

0.1127 0.0296 8.3000e-
004

0.0305 114.3934 114.3934 5.6300e-
003

114.5116

Total 0.0528 0.2043 0.7753 1.8500e-
003

0.1243 3.4400e-
003

0.1277 0.0332 3.1600e-
003

0.0364 157.2928 157.2928 5.9300e-
003

157.4174

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.6 Paving - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 1.0406 9.8344 7.2432 0.0111 0.6018 0.6018 0.5572 0.5572 1,068.936
6

1,068.936
6

0.2968 1,075.169
8

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 1.0406 9.8344 7.2432 0.0111 0.6018 0.6018 0.5572 0.5572 1,068.936
6

1,068.936
6

0.2968 1,075.169
8

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2 Date: 11/18/2016 8:55 AMPage 17 of 23

224



3.6 Paving - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0676 0.0849 1.0583 2.5500e-
003

0.2012 1.6200e-
003

0.2028 0.0534 1.4900e-
003

0.0549 205.9080 205.9080 0.0101 206.1209

Total 0.0676 0.0849 1.0583 2.5500e-
003

0.2012 1.6200e-
003

0.2028 0.0534 1.4900e-
003

0.0549 205.9080 205.9080 0.0101 206.1209

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 0.3892 8.2378 6.7829 0.0111 0.3001 0.3001 0.3001 0.3001 0.0000 1,068.936
6

1,068.936
6

0.2968 1,075.169
8

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.3892 8.2378 6.7829 0.0111 0.3001 0.3001 0.3001 0.3001 0.0000 1,068.936
6

1,068.936
6

0.2968 1,075.169
8

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated 5.5000e-
004

1.8100e-
003

7.1800e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.4100e-
003

3.0000e-
005

1.4400e-
003

3.8000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
004

1.7315 1.7315 6.0000e-
005

1.7328

Unmitigated 5.5000e-
004

1.8100e-
003

7.1800e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.4100e-
003

3.0000e-
005

1.4400e-
003

3.8000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
004

1.7315 1.7315 6.0000e-
005

1.7328

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

3.6 Paving - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0676 0.0849 1.0583 2.5500e-
003

0.2012 1.6200e-
003

0.2028 0.0534 1.4900e-
003

0.0549 205.9080 205.9080 0.0101 206.1209

Total 0.0676 0.0849 1.0583 2.5500e-
003

0.2012 1.6200e-
003

0.2028 0.0534 1.4900e-
003

0.0549 205.9080 205.9080 0.0101 206.1209

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

General Light Industry 0.15 0.15 0.15 664 664
Total 0.15 0.15 0.15 664 664

Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

General Light Industry 16.60 8.40 6.90 59.00 28.00 13.00 92 5 3

5.0 Energy Detail

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

2.8000e-
004

2.5300e-
003

2.1200e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.9000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

3.0314 3.0314 6.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

3.0499

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

2.8000e-
004

2.5300e-
003

2.1200e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.9000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

3.0314 3.0314 6.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

3.0499

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

4.4 Fleet Mix

LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

0.511172 0.060004 0.180590 0.138995 0.042398 0.006681 0.016070 0.032568 0.001938 0.002493 0.004370 0.000586 0.002135

Historical Energy Use: N
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

General Light 
Industry

25.7671 2.8000e-
004

2.5300e-
003

2.1200e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.9000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

3.0314 3.0314 6.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

3.0499

Total 2.8000e-
004

2.5300e-
003

2.1200e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.9000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

3.0314 3.0314 6.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

3.0499

Unmitigated

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

General Light 
Industry

0.0257671 2.8000e-
004

2.5300e-
003

2.1200e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.9000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

3.0314 3.0314 6.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

3.0499

Total 2.8000e-
004

2.5300e-
003

2.1200e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.9000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

3.0314 3.0314 6.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

3.0499

Mitigated
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Use Low VOC Paint - Residential Interior

Use Low VOC Paint - Residential Exterior

Use Low VOC Paint - Non-Residential Interior

Use Low VOC Paint - Non-Residential Exterior

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated 0.0131 0.0000 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.1000e-
004

1.1000e-
004

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

Unmitigated 0.0131 0.0000 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.1000e-
004

1.1000e-
004

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural 
Coating

3.1700e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

9.9000e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 0.0000 0.0000 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.1000e-
004

1.1000e-
004

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

Total 0.0131 0.0000 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.1000e-
004

1.1000e-
004

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

Unmitigated
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

7.0 Water Detail

8.0 Waste Detail

10.0 Vegetation

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural 
Coating

3.1700e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

9.9000e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 0.0000 0.0000 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.1000e-
004

1.1000e-
004

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

Total 0.0131 0.0000 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.1000e-
004

1.1000e-
004

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

Mitigated

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
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Appendix A.3 
Winter 
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South Coast AQMD Air District, Winter
LARC Ranch Pipeline

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

General Light Industry 0.50 1000sqft 0.01 500.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

9

Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)2.2 31

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company Southern California Edison

2018Operational Year

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

630.89 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)
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Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - 

Construction Phase - Anticipated construction schedule based on 100 feet of pipeline per day

Off-road Equipment - total area graded apx 500 sq. ft.

Off-road Equipment - Project specific equipment

Off-road Equipment - Project specific equipment

Off-road Equipment - 

Trips and VMT - No hauling trips and specific for each construction phase

Vehicle Trips - Only 1 trip per week for maintenance

Water And Wastewater - No water demand as it is a pipeline project

Solid Waste - No solid waste generation as it is a pipeline project

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - Tier 2 engines for conservative analysis

Area Mitigation - 

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 4.00

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 4.00

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 1.00

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 1.00

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 2.00

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 1.00

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 1.00

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 1.00

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 1.00

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 5.00

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 1.00

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 2

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 2
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tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 2

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 2

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 2

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 2

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 2

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 2

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 2

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 2

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 2

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 100.00 10.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 2.00 4.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 5.00 11.00

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 1/12/2018 11/17/2017

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 12/4/2017 12/15/2017

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 12/30/2017 11/6/2017

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 11/18/2017 12/1/2017

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 8/5/2017 8/7/2017

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 97.00 89.00

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 400.00 97.00

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.37 0.37

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.37 0.20

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.38 0.37

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.50 0.50

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.38 0.38

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes Off-Highway Trucks

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Trenchers

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Off-Highway Trucks
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2.0 Emissions Summary

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Signal Boards

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Welders

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 6.00

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2014 2018

tblSolidWaste SolidWasteGenerationRate 0.62 0.00

tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 0.00 2.00

tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 0.00 2.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 8.00 5.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 0.00 10.00

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 1.32 0.30

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 0.68 0.30

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 6.97 0.30

tblWater IndoorWaterUseRate 115,625.00 0.00
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2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2017 4.0301 37.8530 24.6269 0.0465 0.8087 2.1415 2.5229 0.4286 1.9748 2.0762 0.0000 4,570.114
2

4,570.114
2

1.2570 0.0000 4,596.510
5

Total 4.0301 37.8530 24.6269 0.0465 0.8087 2.1415 2.5229 0.4286 1.9748 2.0762 0.0000 4,570.114
2

4,570.114
2

1.2570 0.0000 4,596.510
5

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2017 1.6044 33.6164 26.8779 0.0465 0.3814 1.1551 1.4595 0.1762 1.1364 1.2176 0.0000 4,570.114
2

4,570.114
2

1.2570 0.0000 4,596.510
5

Total 1.6044 33.6164 26.8779 0.0465 0.3814 1.1551 1.4595 0.1762 1.1364 1.2176 0.0000 4,570.114
2

4,570.114
2

1.2570 0.0000 4,596.510
5

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

60.19 11.19 -9.14 0.00 52.84 46.06 42.15 58.89 42.46 41.35 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2 Date: 11/18/2016 8:56 AMPage 5 of 23

236



2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Area 0.0131 0.0000 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.1000e-
004

1.1000e-
004

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

Energy 2.8000e-
004

2.5300e-
003

2.1200e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.9000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

3.0314 3.0314 6.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

3.0499

Mobile 5.6000e-
004

1.9100e-
003

6.9300e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.4100e-
003

3.0000e-
005

1.4400e-
003

3.8000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
004

1.6486 1.6486 6.0000e-
005

1.6499

Total 0.0139 4.4400e-
003

9.1000e-
003

4.0000e-
005

1.4100e-
003

2.2000e-
004

1.6300e-
003

3.8000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

5.9000e-
004

4.6802 4.6802 1.2000e-
004

6.0000e-
005

4.6999

Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Area 0.0131 0.0000 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.1000e-
004

1.1000e-
004

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

Energy 2.8000e-
004

2.5300e-
003

2.1200e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.9000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

3.0314 3.0314 6.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

3.0499

Mobile 5.6000e-
004

1.9100e-
003

6.9300e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.4100e-
003

3.0000e-
005

1.4400e-
003

3.8000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
004

1.6486 1.6486 6.0000e-
005

1.6499

Total 0.0139 4.4400e-
003

9.1000e-
003

4.0000e-
005

1.4100e-
003

2.2000e-
004

1.6300e-
003

3.8000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

5.9000e-
004

4.6802 4.6802 1.2000e-
004

6.0000e-
005

4.6999

Mitigated Operational
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3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Site Preparation Site Preparation 7/31/2017 7/31/2017 5 1

2 Grading Grading 8/1/2017 8/4/2017 5 4

3 Pipeline Installation Trenching 8/7/2017 12/29/2017 5 105

4 Building Construction Building Construction 11/6/2017 11/17/2017 5 10

5 Paving Paving 12/1/2017 12/15/2017 5 11

OffRoad Equipment

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0 (Architectural Coating – sqft)

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0.5

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0
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Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Pipeline Installation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 8.00 97 0.37

Paving Cement and Mortar Mixers 4 6.00 9 0.56

Pipeline Installation Trenchers 2 8.00 80 0.50

Pipeline Installation Off-Highway Trucks 2 6.00 400 0.38

Building Construction Cranes 1 4.00 226 0.29

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 6.00 89 0.20

Site Preparation Graders 1 8.00 174 0.41

Paving Pavers 1 7.00 125 0.42

Paving Rollers 1 7.00 80 0.38

Pipeline Installation Signal Boards 1 8.00 6 0.82

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 1 1.00 255 0.40

Building Construction Off-Highway Trucks 2 8.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Welders 1 6.00 46 0.45

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 6.00 97 0.37

Paving Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 7.00 97 0.37

Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 8.00 97 0.37

Grading Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8.00 81 0.73

Building Construction Forklifts 2 6.00 89 0.20

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle Class

Hauling 
Vehicle Class

Pipeline Installation 6 15.00 2.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Site Preparation 2 5.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Grading 3 5.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Building Construction 7 10.00 2.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Paving 7 18.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
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3.2 Site Preparation - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 0.5303 0.0000 0.5303 0.0573 0.0000 0.0573 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 1.2694 12.6852 7.2319 9.3300e-
003

0.7705 0.7705 0.7089 0.7089 955.8663 955.8663 0.2929 962.0167

Total 1.2694 12.6852 7.2319 9.3300e-
003

0.5303 0.7705 1.3007 0.0573 0.7089 0.7661 955.8663 955.8663 0.2929 962.0167

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Use Cleaner Engines for Construction Equipment

Water Exposed Area

Clean Paved Roads
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3.2 Site Preparation - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0191 0.0259 0.2699 6.6000e-
004

0.0559 4.5000e-
004

0.0563 0.0148 4.1000e-
004

0.0152 53.6430 53.6430 2.8200e-
003

53.7022

Total 0.0191 0.0259 0.2699 6.6000e-
004

0.0559 4.5000e-
004

0.0563 0.0148 4.1000e-
004

0.0152 53.6430 53.6430 2.8200e-
003

53.7022

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 0.2068 0.0000 0.2068 0.0223 0.0000 0.0223 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.3847 8.2535 6.9975 9.3300e-
003

0.2826 0.2826 0.2826 0.2826 0.0000 955.8663 955.8663 0.2929 962.0167

Total 0.3847 8.2535 6.9975 9.3300e-
003

0.2068 0.2826 0.4894 0.0223 0.2826 0.3049 0.0000 955.8663 955.8663 0.2929 962.0167

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.2 Site Preparation - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0191 0.0259 0.2699 6.6000e-
004

0.0559 4.5000e-
004

0.0563 0.0148 4.1000e-
004

0.0152 53.6430 53.6430 2.8200e-
003

53.7022

Total 0.0191 0.0259 0.2699 6.6000e-
004

0.0559 4.5000e-
004

0.0563 0.0148 4.1000e-
004

0.0152 53.6430 53.6430 2.8200e-
003

53.7022

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.3 Grading - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 0.7528 0.0000 0.7528 0.4138 0.0000 0.4138 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.9673 8.1932 6.7871 9.7000e-
003

0.5549 0.5549 0.5350 0.5350 945.1144 945.1144 0.1601 948.4772

Total 0.9673 8.1932 6.7871 9.7000e-
003

0.7528 0.5549 1.3077 0.4138 0.5350 0.9488 945.1144 945.1144 0.1601 948.4772

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Grading - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0191 0.0259 0.2699 6.6000e-
004

0.0559 4.5000e-
004

0.0563 0.0148 4.1000e-
004

0.0152 53.6430 53.6430 2.8200e-
003

53.7022

Total 0.0191 0.0259 0.2699 6.6000e-
004

0.0559 4.5000e-
004

0.0563 0.0148 4.1000e-
004

0.0152 53.6430 53.6430 2.8200e-
003

53.7022

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 0.2936 0.0000 0.2936 0.1614 0.0000 0.1614 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.7171 7.4494 6.0904 9.7000e-
003

0.4175 0.4175 0.4175 0.4175 0.0000 945.1144 945.1144 0.1601 948.4772

Total 0.7171 7.4494 6.0904 9.7000e-
003

0.2936 0.4175 0.7111 0.1614 0.4175 0.5789 0.0000 945.1144 945.1144 0.1601 948.4772

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Grading - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0191 0.0259 0.2699 6.6000e-
004

0.0559 4.5000e-
004

0.0563 0.0148 4.1000e-
004

0.0152 53.6430 53.6430 2.8200e-
003

53.7022

Total 0.0191 0.0259 0.2699 6.6000e-
004

0.0559 4.5000e-
004

0.0563 0.0148 4.1000e-
004

0.0152 53.6430 53.6430 2.8200e-
003

53.7022

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Pipeline Installation - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 2.7673 27.6868 15.3754 0.0306 1.5342 1.5342 1.4126 1.4126 3,104.594
7

3,104.594
7

0.9413 3,124.361
0

Total 2.7673 27.6868 15.3754 0.0306 1.5342 1.5342 1.4126 1.4126 3,104.594
7

3,104.594
7

0.9413 3,124.361
0

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Pipeline Installation - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0167 0.1610 0.2270 4.3000e-
004

0.0125 2.5600e-
003

0.0151 3.5600e-
003

2.3600e-
003

5.9200e-
003

42.5388 42.5388 3.1000e-
004

42.5454

Worker 0.0574 0.0776 0.8097 1.9900e-
003

0.1677 1.3500e-
003

0.1690 0.0445 1.2400e-
003

0.0457 160.9291 160.9291 8.4500e-
003

161.1065

Total 0.0740 0.2387 1.0367 2.4200e-
003

0.1802 3.9100e-
003

0.1841 0.0480 3.6000e-
003

0.0516 203.4680 203.4680 8.7600e-
003

203.6519

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 0.9561 25.0468 18.0867 0.0306 0.7489 0.7489 0.7489 0.7489 0.0000 3,104.594
7

3,104.594
7

0.9413 3,124.360
9

Total 0.9561 25.0468 18.0867 0.0306 0.7489 0.7489 0.7489 0.7489 0.0000 3,104.594
7

3,104.594
7

0.9413 3,124.360
9

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Pipeline Installation - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0167 0.1610 0.2270 4.3000e-
004

0.0125 2.5600e-
003

0.0151 3.5600e-
003

2.3600e-
003

5.9200e-
003

42.5388 42.5388 3.1000e-
004

42.5454

Worker 0.0574 0.0776 0.8097 1.9900e-
003

0.1677 1.3500e-
003

0.1690 0.0445 1.2400e-
003

0.0457 160.9291 160.9291 8.4500e-
003

161.1065

Total 0.0740 0.2387 1.0367 2.4200e-
003

0.1802 3.9100e-
003

0.1841 0.0480 3.6000e-
003

0.0516 203.4680 203.4680 8.7600e-
003

203.6519

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Building Construction - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 1.1339 9.0239 5.5768 8.1800e-
003

0.5785 0.5785 0.5399 0.5399 796.9944 796.9944 0.2302 801.8286

Total 1.1339 9.0239 5.5768 8.1800e-
003

0.5785 0.5785 0.5399 0.5399 796.9944 796.9944 0.2302 801.8286

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0167 0.1610 0.2270 4.3000e-
004

0.0125 2.5600e-
003

0.0151 3.5600e-
003

2.3600e-
003

5.9200e-
003

42.5388 42.5388 3.1000e-
004

42.5454

Worker 0.0382 0.0518 0.5398 1.3300e-
003

0.1118 9.0000e-
004

0.1127 0.0296 8.3000e-
004

0.0305 107.2861 107.2861 5.6300e-
003

107.4043

Total 0.0549 0.2128 0.7668 1.7600e-
003

0.1243 3.4600e-
003

0.1278 0.0332 3.1900e-
003

0.0364 149.8249 149.8249 5.9400e-
003

149.9497

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 0.5193 7.5243 5.3702 8.1800e-
003

0.3988 0.3988 0.3807 0.3807 0.0000 796.9944 796.9944 0.2302 801.8286

Total 0.5193 7.5243 5.3702 8.1800e-
003

0.3988 0.3988 0.3807 0.3807 0.0000 796.9944 796.9944 0.2302 801.8286

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0167 0.1610 0.2270 4.3000e-
004

0.0125 2.5600e-
003

0.0151 3.5600e-
003

2.3600e-
003

5.9200e-
003

42.5388 42.5388 3.1000e-
004

42.5454

Worker 0.0382 0.0518 0.5398 1.3300e-
003

0.1118 9.0000e-
004

0.1127 0.0296 8.3000e-
004

0.0305 107.2861 107.2861 5.6300e-
003

107.4043

Total 0.0549 0.2128 0.7668 1.7600e-
003

0.1243 3.4600e-
003

0.1278 0.0332 3.1900e-
003

0.0364 149.8249 149.8249 5.9400e-
003

149.9497

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.6 Paving - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 1.0406 9.8344 7.2432 0.0111 0.6018 0.6018 0.5572 0.5572 1,068.936
6

1,068.936
6

0.2968 1,075.169
8

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 1.0406 9.8344 7.2432 0.0111 0.6018 0.6018 0.5572 0.5572 1,068.936
6

1,068.936
6

0.2968 1,075.169
8

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0688 0.0931 0.9716 2.3900e-
003

0.2012 1.6200e-
003

0.2028 0.0534 1.4900e-
003

0.0549 193.1150 193.1150 0.0101 193.3278

Total 0.0688 0.0931 0.9716 2.3900e-
003

0.2012 1.6200e-
003

0.2028 0.0534 1.4900e-
003

0.0549 193.1150 193.1150 0.0101 193.3278

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 0.3892 8.2378 6.7829 0.0111 0.3001 0.3001 0.3001 0.3001 0.0000 1,068.936
6

1,068.936
6

0.2968 1,075.169
8

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.3892 8.2378 6.7829 0.0111 0.3001 0.3001 0.3001 0.3001 0.0000 1,068.936
6

1,068.936
6

0.2968 1,075.169
8

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated 5.6000e-
004

1.9100e-
003

6.9300e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.4100e-
003

3.0000e-
005

1.4400e-
003

3.8000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
004

1.6486 1.6486 6.0000e-
005

1.6499

Unmitigated 5.6000e-
004

1.9100e-
003

6.9300e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.4100e-
003

3.0000e-
005

1.4400e-
003

3.8000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
004

1.6486 1.6486 6.0000e-
005

1.6499

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

3.6 Paving - 2017

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0688 0.0931 0.9716 2.3900e-
003

0.2012 1.6200e-
003

0.2028 0.0534 1.4900e-
003

0.0549 193.1150 193.1150 0.0101 193.3278

Total 0.0688 0.0931 0.9716 2.3900e-
003

0.2012 1.6200e-
003

0.2028 0.0534 1.4900e-
003

0.0549 193.1150 193.1150 0.0101 193.3278

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

General Light Industry 0.15 0.15 0.15 664 664
Total 0.15 0.15 0.15 664 664

Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

General Light Industry 16.60 8.40 6.90 59.00 28.00 13.00 92 5 3

5.0 Energy Detail

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

2.8000e-
004

2.5300e-
003

2.1200e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.9000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

3.0314 3.0314 6.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

3.0499

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

2.8000e-
004

2.5300e-
003

2.1200e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.9000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

3.0314 3.0314 6.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

3.0499

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

4.4 Fleet Mix

LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

0.511172 0.060004 0.180590 0.138995 0.042398 0.006681 0.016070 0.032568 0.001938 0.002493 0.004370 0.000586 0.002135

Historical Energy Use: N
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

General Light 
Industry

25.7671 2.8000e-
004

2.5300e-
003

2.1200e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.9000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

3.0314 3.0314 6.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

3.0499

Total 2.8000e-
004

2.5300e-
003

2.1200e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.9000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

3.0314 3.0314 6.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

3.0499

Unmitigated

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

General Light 
Industry

0.0257671 2.8000e-
004

2.5300e-
003

2.1200e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.9000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

3.0314 3.0314 6.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

3.0499

Total 2.8000e-
004

2.5300e-
003

2.1200e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.9000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

3.0314 3.0314 6.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

3.0499

Mitigated
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Use Low VOC Paint - Residential Interior

Use Low VOC Paint - Residential Exterior

Use Low VOC Paint - Non-Residential Interior

Use Low VOC Paint - Non-Residential Exterior

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated 0.0131 0.0000 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.1000e-
004

1.1000e-
004

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

Unmitigated 0.0131 0.0000 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.1000e-
004

1.1000e-
004

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural 
Coating

3.1700e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

9.9000e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 0.0000 0.0000 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.1000e-
004

1.1000e-
004

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

Total 0.0131 0.0000 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.1000e-
004

1.1000e-
004

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

Unmitigated
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

7.0 Water Detail

8.0 Waste Detail

10.0 Vegetation

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural 
Coating

3.1700e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

9.9000e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 0.0000 0.0000 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.1000e-
004

1.1000e-
004

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

Total 0.0131 0.0000 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.1000e-
004

1.1000e-
004

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

Mitigated

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
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1.0   INTRODUCTION 
This report documents and describes the existing conditions of the biological resources in the 
LARC Ranch Water Pipeline Project (“Project”) area and identifies potential impacts to 
biological resources that may result from construction and implementation of the Project.  
BioResource Consultants, Inc. (BRC) has prepared this report for the analysis of biological 
resources, including potential occurrence of special-status species and their habitats in the 
Project area.   

1.1 PROJ ECT DESCRIPTION 

The proposed water pipeline will expand the existing Santa Clarita Water District (SCWD) by 
extending approximately 9,500 linear feet of new 12-inch transmission main portable service to 
the LARC Ranch located at 29800 North Bouquet Canyon Road in unincorporated Los Angeles 
County.   

The Project site consists of an alignment approximately 10 feet wide starting at the point of 
connection with the existing SCWD 14-inch water line located near the entrance to the Kenyon 
Scudder Detention School at 28750 Bouquet Canyon Road and will extend to LARC Ranch, 
located approximately 1,500 feet north of the Vasquez Canyon Road intersection with North 
Bouquet Canyon Road.  The pipeline will be located within the existing Bouquet Canyon Road 
right-of-way. The project as proposed would also include an on-site booster pump station and 
pipeline located on LARC grounds to connect and fill the existing 0.36 MG storage tank from 
the new service meter. The on-site pump station would include two 10 horsepower (hp) pumps 
within a (less than 200 square-foot) block wall building. The pump station would be 
approximately 10-feet high and located adjacent to similar type of walled enclosures. A new 4-
inch polyvinyl chloride (PVC) pipeline would extend approximately 700 feet from a SCWD 
service meter to the pump station. Discharge pipeline from the pump would extend 
approximately 30 feet to connect to an existing 8-inch LARC pipeline that extends to the 0.36 
MG tank. 

1.2 ENVIRONMENTAL S ETTING 

The Project is located northeast of the City of Santa Clarita, Los Angeles County, California 
(Figure 1).  The Project is situated along Bouquet Canyon Road to the east of Copper Hill Drive 
approximately 0.5 miles north of Vasquez Canyon Road (Figure 2), and is located within the 
Mint Canyon U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute quadrangle.   

The alignment area is heavily disturbed as a result of roadways, residential development, utility 
maintenance, and road maintenance activities.  The northeast portion of the Project area is 
developed and supports scattered residences and farms, and the southwest portion of the Project 
area supports several small commercial buildings, residential areas, and trailer parks.  
Topography of the site ranges from the 1,430 to 1,560 above mean sea level.  The Project 
alignment is generally adjacent to Bouquet Canyon Creek, but crosses Bouquet Canyon Creek 
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via an existing pipeline utility bridge on the LARC Ranch.  Soils along the alignment vary from 
silty sand to silty gravely sand, and range from loose to very dense.   
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Figure 1.  LARC Ranch Water Pipeline Project vicinity. 
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Figure 2.  LARC Ranch Water Pipeline Project location. 
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2.0   METHODOLOGY 
Prior to implementing biological surveys, standard database searches were conducted and reports 
from previous surveys in the area were reviewed to obtain pertinent information regarding 
special-status species in the Project vicinity.  The results of these preliminary database searches 
provided a basis for addressing the potential appropriate special-status species within the Project 
area. 

2.1 LITERATURE AND DATABASE RE VIEW 

Information about documented special-status species and habitats was obtained from the 
California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB; CDFW 2003).  The CNDDB search included 
U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute quadrangles: Agua Dulce, Green Valley, Mint 
Canyon, Newhall, Oat Mountain, San Fernando, Sleepy Valley, Sunland, and Warm Springs 
Mountain. 

Additional literature and databases referenced include: 

x California Native Plant Society’s Inventory of Rare and Endangered Vascular Plants of 
California (CNPS 2010) 

x The Jepson Manual: Higher Plants of California (Baldwin 2012) 
x A Manual of California Vegetation (Sawyer et al. 2009) 
x The CalFlora Database (CalFlora 2012) 
x eBird website (Cornell Lab of Ornithology and National Audubon Society, Inc. 2012) 
x California Herps: A Guide to the Amphibians and Reptiles of California website 

(California Herps. 2012) 
x USFWS Critical Habitat Portal website (USFWS 2012) 
x California Wildlife Habitat Relationships software (CDFW 2005) 

 

2.2 SURVEY METHODS  

On October 21, 2015, BRC biologist Matt Schaap, who is familiar with the natural resources and 
special-status species of the region, conducted a reconnaissance-level natural resources survey of 
the Project area.  The survey area included the entire Project area and a 100-foot buffer to 
analyze the potential for special-status species or their habitat.   

The Project area was methodically surveyed on foot to document the existing conditions, wildlife 
and plant species present.  The field survey was not conducted during the optimum survey period 
for all of the special-status plant and wildlife species known to occur in the region.  Therefore, 
the objective of the field survey was to determine the likelihood of occurrence of any special-
status plant or wildlife species based on the presence/absence of suitable habitat and other natural 
history elements that might predict their occurrence.   

The survey conditions and timing of the survey were deemed suitable for determining potential 
biological constraints for the proposed Project.  The biologists recorded all dominant plant 
species encountered during the field surveys.  Scientific nomenclature follows the Jepson 
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Interchange List of Currently Accepted Names of Native and Naturalized Plants of California 
(Jepson Flora Project 2012).   

Surveys for wildlife species included searching for and identifying species’ diagnostic sign (i.e. 
audible calls, prints, scat, nests, skeletal remains, burrows, etc.) and habitat features (i.e. rock or 
debris piles, cavities, and rock outcrops) that may attract and/or support special-status species.  
Taxonomy and nomenclature for wildlife generally follows Collins and Taggert (2009) for 
amphibians and reptiles, American Ornithologists Union (AOU 1998) for birds, and Baker et al. 
(2003) for mammals.   

2.3 SPECIAL-STATUS PLANTS AND WILDLIFE 

Plants or wildlife may be considered to have special-status due to declining populations, 
vulnerability to habitat change, restricted distributions, or insufficient knowledge of the species’ 
biological status.  

Using information from the various listed sources and floral and faunal surveys of the area, the 
potential for special-status species to occur within the Project area was assessed as high, 
medium, low, or none based on the following criteria: 

x High: CNDDB or other documented occurrences have been recorded within one mile of 
the Project and suitable habitat is present (suitable nesting or roosting habitat for bird and 
bat species).  Individuals were observed during field surveys, or the species could be 
present. 

x Medium: CNDDB or other documented occurrences have been recorded within five 
miles of the Project area and suitable habitat is present (suitable nesting or roosting 
habitat or high quality foraging areas for bird and bat species).  Individuals were not 
observed during field surveys; however, the species could be present. 

x Low: Suitable or marginal habitat may occur in the Project area but; no CNDDB records 
of the species have been recorded within recent years, records of the species within five 
miles of the Project area are suspected to be now extirpated or potentially misidentified 
with other species, or individuals were not observed during field surveys and are not 
anticipated to be present.  For bird and bat species, this category may be used for species 
that are documented but likely to be only transient through the area during foraging or 
migratory movements or no suitable nesting or roosting habitat is present. 

x None: No suitable habitat present within the Project area and no CNDDB records of the 
species have been recorded within recent years, records of the species within five miles 
of the Project Area, or the Project Area are outside of known range of the species. 

Special-status plant and wildlife species known to occur or with the potential to occur are listed 
in Table 2 (Appendix A).  
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3.0   RESULTS 

3.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Vegetation within the Project area has largely been disturbed as a result of residential 
development, utility maintenance, and road maintenance.   

Areas of natural vegetation communities are located northeast of Hayfork Road to the LARC 
Ranch staging areas primarily on the northwest section of the Project alignment and dominated 
by Annual Brome Grasslands (Bromus (diandrus, hordeaceus)-Brachypodium distachyon 
Herbaceous Semi-Natural Alliance, Sawyer 2009) and Mulefat Thickets (Baccharis salicifolia 
Shrubland Alliance) along Bouquet Canyon Creek.  Vegetation within these vegetation 
communities is dominated by Fremont cottonwood (Populus fremontii), big sagebrush 
(Artemisia tridentata), California buckwheat (Eriogonum fasciculatum), mulefat (Baccharis 
salicifolia), annual ragweed (Ambrosia artemisiifolia), coastal sage brush (Artemisia 
californica), slim oat (Avena barbata), ripgut brome (Bromus diandrus), foxtail brome (Bromus 
madritensis ssp. rubens), downy chess (Bromus tectorum), tocalote (Centaurea melitensis), 
beavertail (Opuntia basilaris), bladderpod (Peritoma arborea), California sycamore (Platanus 
racemosa), coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia), arroyo willow (Salix lasiolepis), and blue 
elderberry (Sambucus nigra ssp. caerulea). 

The Project alignment southwest of Hayfork Road to the south staging area is dominated by 
ruderal and landscaped ornamental vegetation consisting of tree of heaven (Ailanthus altissima), 
black mustard (Brassica nigra), coyote gourd (Cucurbita palmate), coastal heron's bill (Erodium 
cicutarium), blue gum (Eucalyptus globulus), China berry tree (Melia azedarach), oleander 
(Nerium oleander), tree tobacco (Nicotiana glauca), Aleppo pine (Pinus halepensis), Peruvian 
pepper tree (Schinus molle), sow thistle (Sonchus oleraceus), and tamarisk (Tamarix 
ramosissima).  A complete list of plants species observed is provided in Appendix B. 

3.2  GENERAL WILDLIFE  

Common wildlife species observed within the Project area include Great Basin fence lizard 
(Sceloporus occidentalis longipes), western side-blotched lizard (Uta stansburiana elegans), 
western scrub-jay (Aphelocoma californica), red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), Anna’s 
hummingbird (Calypte anna), lark sparrow (Chondestes grammacus), common raven (Corvus 
corax), California towhee (Melozone crissalis), savannah sparrow (Passerculus sandwichensis), 
phainopepla (Phainopepla nitens), rock wren (Salpinctes obsoletus), Say’s phoebe (Sayornis 
saya), white-crowned sparrow (Zonotrichia leucophrys), California ground squirrel 
(Otospermophilus beecheyi), desert cottontail (Sylvilagus audubonii), and Botta’s pocket gopher 
(Thomomys bottae).  Mammal observations were a combination of direct observation and from 
tracks or scat observed on site.  

 A complete list of wildlife observed within the Project area is provided in Appendix B. 
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3.3 SPECIAL-STATUS PLANT AND WILDLIFE SPECIES 

3.3.1 Special-Status Plant Species 
Several special-status plant species are documented to occur in the Project vicinity.  The survey 
revealed suitable habitat within the Project area for slender mariposa-lilies (Calochortus clavatus 
var. gracilis), a California Rare Plant Rank (CRPR) 1B.2, and Peirson's morning-glory 
(Calystegia peirsonii), CRPR 4.2.  However, no special-status species were observed within the 
Project area at the time of the survey.  

Suitable annual grassland habitat for slender mariposa-lilies is present along the Project 
alignment from Hayfork Road to Lombardi Farm, and to the south the LARC Ranch.  A search 
of the CNDDB identified a population of slender mariposa-lily approximately 0.6 miles east of 
the Project area (CNDDB Occurrence 191) and several additional sites located within three miles 
of the site.  Based on the presence of suitable habitat and records within the Project vicinity, 
slender mariposa-lily has a moderate potential to be present within the Project area. 

Suitable annual grassland habitat for Peirson's morning-glory is present along the Project 
alignment from Hayfork Road to Lombardi Farm, and to the south the LARC Ranch.  A search 
of the CNDDB identified a population approximately 1.6 miles east of the Project area (CNDDB 
Occurrence 191).  Plummer’s mariposa lily has a moderate potential to be present within the 
Project area. 

3.3.2 Special-Status Wildlife Species 

Several special-status wildlife species are documented to occur in the vicinity of the Project 
(Figure 3).   

Based on the results of the CNDDB search and the habitat observed during the reconnaissance 
survey, suitable habitat exists for unarmored threespine stickleback (Gasterosteus aculeatus 
williamsoni), a federally- and state-listed endangered species and California Department of Fish 
& Wildlife (CDFW) fully protected species; Cooper's hawk (Accipiter cooperii), a CDFW watch 
list species; southern California rufous-crowned sparrow (Aimophila ruficeps canescens) a 
CDFW watch list species; white-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus), a CDFW fully protected species; 
California horned lark (Eremophila alpestris actia); loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus), an 
CDFW species of special concern; spotted bat (Euderma maculatum), a CDFW species of 
special concern; and western mastiff bat (Eumops perotis californicus), a CDFW species of 
special concern. All of these species have potential to occur within the Project area.   

No other species are likely to occur within the Project area. 

Unarmored threespine stickleback.  Suitable habitat exists for unarmored threespine 
stickleback within Bouquet Canyon Creek.  Bouquet Canyon Creek was dry at the time of the 
survey; however, two recent CNDDB records for unarmored threespine stickleback are present 
adjacent to the Project alignment within Bouquet Canyon Creek.  Due to the presence of suitable 
habitat and nearby CNDDB records, the unarmored threespine stickleback has a medium 
potential to occur within the Project area when water is present within Bouquet Canyon Creek.   

266



BioResource Consultants, Inc. 

LARC RANCH WATER PIPELINE PROJECT  
BIOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT  9 

 
Figure 3.  CNDDB occurrences within the vicinity of the Project area. 
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Cooper’s hawk.  Suitable nesting habitat for Cooper’s hawks was observed within the riparian 
habitat located along side Bouquet Canyon Creek to the east of the Project alignment.  Cooper's 
hawks are documented approximately two miles west of the Project area.  Due to the presence of 
suitable nesting habitat and nearby eBird records, Cooper's hawks have a medium potential to 
occur within the Project area.  Cooper's hawks have a medium potential to be impacted if 
project-related activities occur during the nesting season (February through August). 
Southern California rufous-crowned sparrow.  Marginal nesting and foraging habitat for 
southern California rufous-crowned sparrow is present within the annual grassland and chaparral 
habitat present within the Project area that was surveyed.  A search of the CNDDB and eBird 
databases identified a population approximately 0.4 miles northwest of the Project area (CNDDB 
Occurrence 178).  Based on the presence of nearby nesting records and marginal habitat, there is 
a low potential for Southern California rufous-crowned sparrows to occur within the Project area.  
Southern California rufous-crowned sparrows have a low potential to be impacted if project-
related activities occur during the nesting season (February through August). 
White-tailed kite.  Suitable nesting habitat for white-tailed kites was observed within the 
riparian habitat near the Project area located along side Bouquet Canyon Creek.  White-tailed 
kites are documented within two miles of the Project area.  Due to the presence of suitable 
nesting habitat and nearby eBird records, the white-tailed kite has medium potential to occur 
within the Project area.  White-tailed kites have a medium potential to be impacted if project-
related activities occur during the nesting season (February through August). 
California horned lark.  Suitable annual grassland habitat for California horned larks is present 
within the Project area.  A search of the eBird data base documents several occurrences of 
California horned larks near the Lombardi farm and near the intersection of Bouquet Canyon 
Road and Vasquez Canyon Road.  Due to the presence of suitable nesting habitat and nearby 
eBird records, the California horned lark has a medium potential to occur within the Project area.  
California horned larks have a medium potential to be impacted if Project-related activities occur 
during the nesting season (February through August). 
Loggerhead shrike.  Suitable nesting and foraging habitat is located within the Project area for 
loggerhead shrikes.  A CNDDB occurrence (CNDDB Occurrence 93) is located on the north side 
of Bouquet Canyon Road south of Lombardi Farms, and several eBird occurrences are present 
along the intersection of Bouquet Canyon Road and Vasquez Canyon Road.  Due to the presence 
of suitable nesting habitat and nearby CNDDB and eBird records, the loggerhead shrike has a 
medium potential to occur within the Project area.  Loggerhead shrikes have medium potential to 
be impacted if Project-related activities occur during the nesting season (February through 
August). 
Spotted bat and western mastiff bat.  Habitat for the spotted bat and western mastiff bat are 
present within the Project area.  These species are found in a variety of habitats including arid 
deserts and grasslands and forage near water and along washes.  The Project area provides 
suitable foraging for these species but lacks suitable roosting locations.  The spotted bat and 
western mastiff bat have low potential to occur on site while foraging and no potential to roost 
within the Project area.  Since Project-related activities will be limited to daylight hours, neither 
species is expected to impacted.  
Nesting birds.  Suitable bird nesting habitat is present at the proposed Project area and potential 
staging areas.  Nesting birds are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MTBA) and the 
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California Department of Fish and Game Code and could be impacted by Project activities when 
construction occurs near nesting areas during the nesting season (February through August).   

4.0   MANAGEMENT RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPACT AVOIDANCE  
To avoid impacts to special-status and/or protected resources occurring in the Project area, BRC 
recommends implementing the following impact avoidance measures for the Project: 
• A qualified Biological Monitor should conduct a pre-construction survey for special-status 

biological resources prior to construction activities.  If any special-status plants are 
observed, “No Entry” zones will be established.  If any special-status wildlife or nesting 
birds are observed, the Biological Monitor will work directly with the construction crew to 
develop a plan that best avoids adverse effects. 

• If the proposed action is planned to occur within the general bird nesting season, a pre-
construction nesting bird survey should be conducted by a qualified biologist.  The nesting 
season is generally considered February 1 through August 31, however, these dates vary by 
year depending on prey availability, weather, and other factors.  If an active nest is 
discovered, the Biological Monitor will develop species- and site-specific measures to avoid 
effects to the nest before construction can proceed. 

• Reptiles and amphibians, if encountered, will not be handled or touched.  
• Rock outcrops and burrows will be inspected during pre-construction surveys, and avoided 

during construction activities as these may be habitat for special-status species. 
• The area of disturbance should be confined to the smallest practical footprint possible. The 

footprint will consider topography, placement of existing utility poles, location of burrows 
(if any are found) or vegetation, and other factors that affect wildlife. 

• Vehicles should remain on existing access roads to the greatest extent possible.  Minor 
overland travel is permitted if there is a Project-specific need but care shall be taken to 
minimize crushing of shrubs, saplings and other vegetation.   

• Excavated holes should be covered or filled at the end of the workday.  If an excavation 
exists at the end of the day, crews shall cover all holes and trenches with plywood/metal 
covers and plastic sheeting prior to leaving the area to prevent wildlife from becoming 
trapped within the excavation.  Prior to the start of work each day, covered holes and 
excavated areas shall be inspected to ensure that no wildlife has fallen in overnight.  If 
wildlife has become trapped and the construction crew is unable to safely remove it, the 
Biological Monitor shall be contacted for assistance. 

• All trash shall be contained in covered containers each day. Containers should be removed 
from the Project area and properly disposed of and/or recycled at an appropriate disposal 
facility.  Special attention should be given to leaving no micro-trash (screws, nuts, bolts, 
pop-tops, washers, etc.) on site. 

• Refueling of equipment and storage of fuel and other hazardous materials will not occur 
within 100 meters of perennial and seasonal streams, seeps, springs, or meadows. 
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5.0   CONCLUSION 
The Project is located in a rural area along Bouquet Canyon Road.  The Project area is generally 
heavily disturbed as a result of roadways, residential development, utility maintenance and road 
maintenance.  Areas of natural vegetation are present within the portions of the alignment and 
provide suitable habitat for special-status plant and wildlife species. 

The implementation of this Project is not anticipated to adversely impact any special-status 
species or their habitats so long as crews follow the recommended mitigation measures.  Pre-
construction surveys, construction procedures, and, as needed, the presence of a qualified 
Biological Monitor during key Project-related activities will ensure that habitat disturbance 
is minimized. 
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Table 1. Special-status plants that have potential to occur within the vicinity of the Oasis Wellness 
Village Project. 

Scientific Name Common Name Status 
Potential to 
Occur on 

Site 
Plants 

Centromadia parryi ssp. australis southern tarplant 1B.1 None 
Deinandra minthornii Santa Susana tarplant SR, 1B.2 None 
Berberis nevinii Nevin's barberry FE, SE, 1B.1 None 
California macrophylla round-leaved filaree 1B.2 None 
Calochortus catalinae Catalina mariposa-lily 4.2 None 
Calochortus clavatus var. clavatus club-haired mariposa-lily 4.3 None 
Calochortus clavatus var. gracilis slender mariposa-lily 1B.2 Medium 
Calochortus plummerae Plummer's mariposa-lily 4.2 None 
Calystegia peirsonii Peirson's morning-glory 4.2 Medium 
Canbya candida white pygmy-poppy 4.2 None 
Cercocarpus betuloides var. 
blancheae island mountain-mahogany 4.3 None 

Chorizanthe parryi var. fernandina San Fernando Valley spineflower FC, SE, 1B.1 None 
Chorizanthe parryi var. parryi Parry's spineflower 1B.1 None 
Deinandra paniculata paniculate tarplant 4.2 None 
Delphinium parryi ssp. purpureum Mt. Pinos larkspur 4.3 None 
Dodecahema leptoceras slender-horned spineflower FE, SE, 1B.1 None 
Harpagonella palmeri Palmer's grapplinghook 4.2 None 
Helianthus inexpectatus Newhall sunflower 1B.1 None 
Heuchera caespitosa urn-flowered alumroot 4.3 None 
Hordeum intercedens vernal barley 3.2 None 
Hulsea vestita ssp. gabrielensis San Gabriel Mountains hulsea 4.3 None 
Juglans californica southern California black walnut 4.2 None 
Lepechinia fragrans fragrant pitcher sage 4.2 None 
Lepechinia rossii Ross' pitcher sage 1B.2 None 
Lepidium virginicum var. robinsonii Robinson's pepper-grass 4.3 None 
Lilium humboldtii ssp. ocellatum ocellated humboldt lily 4.2 None 
Malacothamnus davidsonii Davidson's bush-mallow 1B.2 None 
Navarretia fossalis spreading navarretia FT, 1B.1 None 
Navarretia setiloba Piute Mountains navarretia 1B.1 None 
Opuntia basilaris var. brachyclada short-joint beavertail 1B.2 None 
Orcuttia californica California Orcutt grass FE, SE, 1B.1 None 
Phacelia mohavensis Mojave phacelia 4.3 None 
Quercus durata var. gabrielensis San Gabriel oak 4.2 None 
Senecio aphanactis chaparral ragwort 2B.2 None 
Symphyotrichum greatae Greata's aster 1B.3 None 
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Scientific Name Common Name Status 
Potential to 
Occur on 

Site 
Invertebrates 

Branchinecta lynchi vernal pool fairy shrimp FT None 
Euphydryas editha quino quino checkerspot butterfly FE None 

Fish 
Catostomus santaanae Santa Ana sucker FT, SSC None 

Gasterosteus aculeatus williamsoni unarmored threespine stickleback FE, SE, 
CDFW: FP Medium 

Gila orcuttii arroyo chub SSC None 
Rhinichthys osculus ssp. 3 Santa Ana speckled dace SSC None 

Amphibians 
Anaxyrus californicus arroyo toad FE, SSC None 
Rana draytonii California red-legged frog FT, SSC None 

Rana muscosa 
southern mountain yellow-legged 
frog FE, SE, SSC None 

Taricha torosa Coast Range newt SSC None 
Spea hammondii western spadefoot SSC None 

Reptiles 
Anniella pulchra pulchra silvery legless lizard SSC None 
Charina umbratica southern rubber boa ST None 
Emys marmorata western pond turtle SSC None 

Lampropeltis zonata (parvirubra) 
California mountain kingsnake 
(San Bernardino population) SSC None 

Phrynosoma blainvillii coast horned lizard SSC None 
Salvadora hexalepis virgultea coast patch-nosed snake SSC None 
Thamnophis hammondii two-striped garter snake SSC None 

Birds 
Accipiter cooperii Cooper's hawk CDFW:WL Medium 
Accipiter gentilis northern goshawk SSC None 
Agelaius tricolor tricolored blackbird SE, SSC None 
Aimophila ruficeps canescens southern California rufous-

crowned sparrow CDFW:WL Low 

Aquila chrysaetos golden eagle CDFW: FP, 
WL None 

Artemisiospiza belli belli Bell's sage sparrow CDFW:WL None 
Athene cunicularia burrowing owl SSC None 
Buteo regalis ferruginous hawk CDFW: WL None 
Buteo swainsoni Swainson's hawk ST None 
Chaetura vauxi Vaux's swift SSC None 
Charadrius montanus mountain plover SSC None 
Circus cyaneus northern harrier SSC None 
Contopus cooperi olive-sided flycatcher SSC None 
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Scientific Name Common Name Status 
Potential to 
Occur on 

Site 
Elanus leucurus white-tailed kite CDFW:FP Medium 
Empidonax traillii willow flycatcher SE None 
Empidonax traillii extimus southwestern willow flycatcher FE, SE None 
Eremophila alpestris actia California horned lark CDFW:WL Medium 
Falco columbarius merlin CDFW:WL None 
Falco mexicanus prairie falcon CDFW:WL None 
Gymnogyps californianus California condor FE, SE, 

CDFW:FP None 

Icteria virens yellow-breasted chat SSC None 
Lanius ludovicianus loggerhead shrike SSC High 
Piranga rubra summer tanager SSC None 
Polioptila californica californica coastal California gnatcatcher FT, SSC None 
Setophaga petechia yellow warbler SSC None 
Strix occidentalis occidentalis California spotted owl SSC None 
Toxostoma lecontei Le Conte's thrasher SSC None 
Vireo bellii pusillus least Bell's vireo FE, SE None 
Vireo vicinior gray vireo SSC None 
Xanthocephalus xanthocephalus yellow-headed blackbird SSC None 
Mammals 
Antrozous pallidus pallid bat SSC None 
Corynorhinus townsendii Townsend's big-eared bat SC, SSC None 
Euderma maculatum spotted bat SSC Low 
Eumops perotis californicus western mastiff bat SSC Low 
Lepus californicus bennettii San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit SSC None 
Macrotus californicus California leaf-nosed bat SSC None 
Myotis velifer cave myotis SSC None 
Neotoma lepida intermedia San Diego desert woodrat SSC None 
Onychomys torridus ramona southern grasshopper mouse SSC None 
Taxidea taxus American badger SSC None 
Key: 

FE = Federally listed as Endangered 
FT = Federal listed as Threatened 
FC = Federal candidate for listing under the Endangered Species Act 
SC = State proposed for listing 
SE = State-listed as Endangered 
ST = State-listed as Threatened 
SWL= California Department of Fish and Game (CDFW) Watch List Species 
SSC = California Department of Fish and Game (CDFW) Species of Special Concern 
SFP = California Department of Fish and Game (CDFW) Fully Protected Species 
SR = State Rare 
California Native Plant Society System: 
1A = Presumed extinct in California 
1B = Rare or Endangered in California and elsewhere 
2 = Rare or Endangered in California, more common elsewhere 
4 = Plants of limited distribution - Watch list 
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     .1 = Seriously endangered in California (over 80% of occurrences threatened) 
     .2 = Fairly endangered in California (20-80% occurrences threatened) 
     .3 = Not very endangered in California (<20% of occurrences threatened or no current threats know  
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Table 1. Plant species observed during survey. 

Scientific Name Common Name Family 

Ailanthus altissima tree of heaven Simaroubaceae 
Ambrosia artemisiifolia annual ragweed, Asteraceae 
Amsinckia sp. fiddleneck Boraginaceae 
Artemisia californica coastal sage brush Asteraceae 
Artemisia douglasiana Douglas' sagewort Asteraceae 
Artemisia tridentata   common sagebrush Asteraceae 
Arundo donax giant reed Poaceae 
Atriplex canescens    hoary saltbush Chenopodiaceae 
Avena barbata slim oat Poaceae 
Baccharis salicifolia mule fat Asteraceae 
Brassica nigra black mustard Brassicaceae 
Bromus diandrus ripgut brome Poaceae 
Bromus madritensis ssp. rubens foxtail brome Poaceae 
Bromus tectorum downy chess Poaceae 
Centaurea melitensis tocalote Asteraceae 
Cucurbita palmata coyote gourd Cucurbitaceae 
Cynodon dactylon Bermuda grass Poaceae 
Datura stramonium jimson weed solanaceae 
Elymus condensatus   giant wild rye Poaceae 
Ericameria cooperi Cooper's goldenbush Asteraceae 
Eriodictyon crassifolium var. 
nigrescens 

thick leaved yerba 
santa Boraginaceae 

Eriogonum fasciculatum California buckwheat Polygonaceae 
Erodium cicutarium coastal heron's bill Geraniaceae 
Eucalyptus camaldulensis red gum  Myrtaceae 
Eucalyptus globulus blue gum Myrtaceae 
Fremontodendron californicum   flannel bush Malvaceae 
Hesperoyucca whipplei chaparral yucca Agavaceae 
Malva parviflora cheeseweed Malvaceae 
Melia azedarach China berry tree Meliaceae 
Nerium oleander oleander Apocynaceae 
Nicotiana glauca tree tobacco Solanaceae 
Opuntia basilaris beavertail Cactaceae 
Opuntia littoralis   prickly pear Cactaceae 
Penstemon centranthifolius scarlet bugler Plantaginaceae 
Peritoma arborea bladderpod Cleomaceae 
Pinus halepensis Aleppo pine Pinaceae 
Platanus racemosa California sycamore Platanaceae 
Polypogon monspeliensis annual beard grass Poaceae 
Populus fremontii Fremont cottonwood Salicaceae 
Portulaca oleracea purslane Portulacaceae 
Prunus cerasifera cherry plum Rosaceae 
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Scientific Name Common Name Family 

Quercus agrifolia coast live oak Fagaceae 
Quercus berberidifolia scrub oak Fagaceae 
Salix exigua var. hindsiana sandbar willow Salicaceae 
Salix lasiolepis arroyo willow Salicaceae 
Salsola tragus  Russian thistle Chenopodiaceae 
Salvia leucophylla purple sage Lamiaceae 
Salvia mellifera black sage Lamiaceae 
Sambucus nigra ssp. caerulea blue elderberry Adoxaceae 
Schinus molle Peruvian pepper tree Anacardiaceae 
Solanum xanti nightshade Solanaceae 
Sonchus oleraceus sow thistle Asteraceae 
Stephanomeria pauciflora wire lettuce Asteraceae 
Tamarix ramosissima tamarisk Tamaricaceae 
Tribulus terrestris puncture vine Zygophyllaceae 
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Table 2. Wildlife species observed during survey. 

Scientific Name Common Name 
Reptiles 

Sceloporus occidentalis longipes Great Basin fence lizard 
Uta stansburiana elegans western side-blotched lizard 

Birds 
Aphelocoma californica western scrub-jay 
Baeolophus inornatus oak titmouse 
Buteo jamaicensis red-tailed hawk 
Calypte anna Anna’s hummingbird 
Carpodacus mexicanus house finch 
Chondestes grammacus lark sparrow 
Colaptes auratus cafer red-shafted flicker 
Columba livia rock pigeon 
Corvus brachyrhynchos American crow 
Corvus corax common raven 
Euphagus cyanocephalus Brewer’s blackbird 
Junco hyemalis dark-eyed junco 
Melozone crissalis California towhee 
Mimus polyglottos northern mockingbird 
Passer domesticus house sparrow 
Passerculus sandwichensis savannah sparrow 
Phainopepla nitens phainopepla 
Picoides pubescens downy woodpecker 
Psaltriparus minimus bushtit 
Salpinctes obsoletus rock wren 
Sayornis nigricans black phoebe 
Sayornis saya Say’s phoebe 
Setophaga coronata auduboni Audubon’s warbler 
Spinus psaltria lesser goldfinch 
Streptopelia decaocto Eurasian-collared dove 
Zenaida macroura mourning dove 
Zonotrichia leucophrys white-crowned sparrow 

Mammals 
Otospermophilus beecheyi California ground squirrel 
Sylvilagus audubonii desert cottontail 
Thomomys bottae Botta’s pocket gopher 
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Photo 1.  Western staging area, facing west. 

 

 
Photo 2.  Project alignment, facing west. 
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Photo 3.  Residential area located along Bouquet Canyon Road, facing west. 

 

 
Photo 4.  Annual grassland habitat located along Bouquet Canyon Road, facing east. 
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Photo 5.  Disturbed area located near Lambardi Farms along Bouquet Canyon Road, facing east. 

 

 
Photo 6.  Bouquet Canyon Creek along Bouquet Canyon Road, facing west. 
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Photo 7.  Disturbed area located along Bouquet Canyon Road, facing east. 

 

 
Photo 8.  Northern potential staging area, facing east. 

285



APPENDIX C 
Cultural Resources Report 

286



 

Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment 

LARC Ranch Water Pipeline 

Near Santa Clarita, Los Angeles County, California 

 
Prepared for: 

Santa Clarita Water 
26521 Summit circle 

Santa Clarita, CA 91380-9003 
 

Prepared by: 

Meridian Consultants LLC 
910 Hampshire Road, Suite V 
Westlake Village, CA 91361 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

November 2016 

 

 

287



 

Meridian Consultants i LARC Ranch Pipeline—Phase I CRA 
108-001-15  November 2016 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Section Page 

1.0 Management Summary ............................................................................................................. 1.0-1 

2.0 Introduction ............................................................................................................................... 2.0-1 

3.0 Setting ........................................................................................................................................ 3.0-1 
3.1 Natural Setting .............................................................................................................. 3.0-1 
3.2  Cultural Setting ............................................................................................................. 3.0-1 

4.0 Research Methods ..................................................................................................................... 4.0-1 
4.1 Cultural Resources Records Search and Literature Review .......................................... 4.0-1 
4.2 Native American Consultation ...................................................................................... 4.0-1 
4.3 Field Survey ................................................................................................................... 4.0-1 

5.0 Results and Findings................................................................................................................... 5.0-1 
5.1 Cultural Resources Records Search and Literature Review .......................................... 5.0-1 
5.2 Native American Consultation ...................................................................................... 5.0-2 
5.3 Field Survey ................................................................................................................... 5.0-2 

6.0 Conclusion and Recommendations ........................................................................................... 6.0-1 

7.0 References ................................................................................................................................. 7.0-1 
 
 

Appendices 

A Previous Cultural Resources Investigations within 1 Mile of the Project Area 
B Correspondence 
C Personnel Qualifications 
  

288



Meridian Consultants ii LARC Ranch Pipeline—Phase I CRA 
108-001-15 November 2016 

LIST OF FIGURES 

Figure Page 

2.0-1 Regional Context Map  ............................................................................................................... 2.0-3 
2.0-2 Project Location Map ................................................................................................................. 2.0-4 
2.0-3 View 1: Southern Staging Area .................................................................................................. 2.0-5 
2.0-4 View 2: LARC Ranch Staging Area .............................................................................................. 2.0-6 
2.0-5 View 3: Project Setting Along Bouquet Canyon Road................................................................ 2.0-7 

LIST OF TABLES 

Table Page 

5.1-1 Previously Recorded Cultural Resources within 1 Mile of the Project Area .............................. 5.0-2 

289



 

Meridian Consultants 1.0-1 LARC Ranch Pipeline—Phase I CRA 
108-001-15  November 2016 

1.0 MANAGEMENT SUMMARY 

Santa Clarita Water Division of Castaic Lake Water Agency (SCWD) proposes to construct a new water 

pipeline beneath Bouquet Canyon Road near Shadow Valley Lane that would extend the SCWD potable 

water system to serve the LARC Ranch, north of Santa Clarita, Los Angeles County, California.  

Meridian Consultants LLC was retained to conduct a cultural resources investigation of the LARC Ranch 

Water Pipeline Project in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and Section 

106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) and its implementing regulations (36 CFR Part 800). 

The purpose of the investigation is to provide SCWD with information and recommendations to determine 

whether the project would cause substantial adverse changes to any historical or archaeological 

resources, as mandated by CEQA. Additionally, because this project may also involve a federal 

undertaking, this investigation is also intended to assist a federal agency in its efforts to evaluate the 

effects of the undertaking on historic properties, as required by Section 106 of the NHPA. 

Meridian Consultants performed an archaeological literature and records search at the South Central 

Coastal Information Center, which indicated that 13 previously identified cultural resources are located 

within a 1-mile radius of the project area. However, no archaeological sites were identified within the 

project area itself. One previously recorded cultural resource was identified adjacent to the project area. 

Constructed in 1942, Bouquet Creek Bridge (Bridge #53C0996) is an example of a simple A-frame truss 

bridge. In the time since it was initially recorded, this bridge was renovated and was determined not 

eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places or for designation as a historical resource 

under CEQA in a 2004 California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Historic Bridges Inventory 

Update. 

An intensive archaeological pedestrian survey of the project area was performed on October 21, 2015. 

The pedestrian survey of the project area did not result in the identification of any prehistoric or historic 

resources. No further cultural resource identification efforts for the project area are recommended, 

unless the project scope is modified to include areas not evaluated by this study. However, if buried 

cultural materials are encountered during construction, all work in that area should stop until a qualified 

archaeologist can evaluate the nature and significance of the discovery. 

National Archaeological Database Information: 
Authors: Jeff Carr, Mitch Evans; Keywords: Santa Clarita, Los Angeles County, Phase I cultural resources 
survey, USGS Mint Canyon, California 7.5’ Quadrangle; Project Size: approximately 20 acres
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2.0 INTRODUCTION 

In October 2015, at the request of SCWD, Meridian Consultants performed a cultural resources 
investigation on approximately 20 acres of public right-of-way and private land north of Santa Clarita in 
unincorporated Los Angeles County, California. This investigation is part of the environmental review 
process required under CEQA and NHPA for the proposed LARC Ranch Water Pipeline project. The purpose 
of this study was to assess whether any cultural resources would be affected by the implementation of 
the project, in accordance with CEQA and Section 106 of NHPA. The investigation consisted of (1) a search 
of archival records and background research; and (2) a Phase I intensive-level archaeological survey of the 
project area by Meridian Consultants (see Appendix C, Personnel Qualifications). This report provides a 
discussion of the natural and cultural environment of the area; summarizes the methods and results of 
the investigation; and provides management recommendations related to the project. 

A “historical resource” under CEQA, as defined by California Public Resources Code (PRC) Part 5020.1(j) is 
any object, building, site, area, place, record, or manuscript that is historically or archaeologically 
significant, or significant in the architectural, engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, 
social, political, military, or cultural annals of California. Guidelines for CEQA further define a “historical 
resource” as any resource listed in or determined eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical 
Resources, included in a local register of historical resources, or determined to be historically significant 
by the Lead Agency. To be eligible for listing in the California Register, a property must meet at least one 
of the following criteria: 

• Associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of local or 
regional history or the cultural heritage of California or the United States (Criterion 1) 

• Associated with the lives of persons important to local, California or national history (Criterion 2) 

• Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region or method of construction or 
represents the work of a master or possesses high artistic values (Criterion 3) 

• Has yielded, or has the potential to yield, information important to the prehistory or history of the 
local area, California or the nation (Criterion 4) 

Additionally, a resource would be automatically listed in the California Register if it is listed in the National 
Register of Historic Places or formally determined eligible by an agency for listing in the National Register, 
the criteria for which are discussed below. 

Under Section 106 of the NHPA, a “historic property” is defined as a resource that is listed in or determined 
eligible for (by the lead federal agency) listing in the National Register. The National Register recognizes 
properties that are historically significant at the local, state, and national level and uses criteria for 
evaluation that are similar to those of the California Register: 
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• Associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of our history 
(Criterion A) 

• Associated with the lives of persons significant in our past (Criterion B) 

• Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or represents 
the work of a master, or possesses high artistic values (Criterion C) 

• Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in history or prehistory (Criterion D) 

2.1 PROJECT LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION 

The project proposes to construct a 9,500-foot-long, 12-inch water pipeline that will connect to an existing 
12-inch pipeline beneath Bouquet Canyon Road near Shadow Valley Lane, north of Santa Clarita, Los 
Angeles County, California. The pipeline would start beneath Bouquet Canyon Road along the southern 
side of the roadway, then travel northeast along the northern side of the roadway and continue until 
reaching LARC Ranch. The project as proposed would include an on-site booster pump station and pipeline 
located on LARC grounds to connect and fill the existing 0.36 MG storage tank from the new service meter. 
The on-site pump station would be an approximately 10-foot high, less-than-200-square-foot block wall 
building, located adjacent to similar type of walled enclosure. A new 4-inch pipeline would extend 
approximately 700 feet from a SCWD service meter to the pump station, as shown on Figure 2.0-2. Several 
construction staging areas have been proposed, including one adjacent to the southeast of Bouquet 
Canyon Road near Shadow Valley Lane and several areas within the LARC Ranch property.  

The location of the project area is shown in Figure 2.0-1, Regional Context Map, and Figure 2.0-2, Project 
Location Map. The project area currently consists of an open, undeveloped area to the south of the 
proposed pipeline, the roadway/right-of-way through which the pipeline will traverse, and areas on the 
LARC Ranch property. The southern staging area is characterized by a few trees along the right-of-way 
and some scrub vegetation, as shown in Figure 2.0-3, View 1: Southern Staging Area. The northern staging 
area is similar in that it contains evergreen trees along the right-of-way and an area largely free of 
vegetation (see Figure 2.0-4, View 2: LARC Ranch Staging Area), with modern LARC Ranch buildings 
located immediately to the east. The setting immediately surrounding the project area contains scattered 
residential development, including a mobile home community near the southern portion of the project 
area, as shown in Figure 2.0-5, View 3: Project Setting along Bouquet Canyon Road. 

For the purposes of Section 106 review, the area of potential effect (APE) is considered to correspond to 
the southern staging area, the northern staging area on the LARC Ranch property, and the alignment of 
the proposed pipeline within the existing roadway/right-of-way of Bouquet Canyon Road. 
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Project Location Map
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View 1: Southern Staging Area

FIGURE  2.0-3
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SOURCE:  Google Earth - 2015
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View 2: LARC Ranch Staging Area

FIGURE  2.0-4
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SOURCE:  Google Earth - 2015
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View 3: Project Setting Along Bouquet Canyon Road

FIGURE  2.0-5
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SOURCE:  Google Earth - 2015
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3.0 SETTING 

3.1 NATURAL SETTING 

The project area is located along Bouquet Canyon Road in unincorporated Los Angeles County, northwest 

of the City of Santa Clarita, Los Angeles County. At an elevation between approximately 1,415 and 1,540 

feet above mean sea level (amsl), the project area is located in a contributing tributary area for the Santa 

Clara River, along Bouquet Creek. The region is characterized by an arid climate, with intermittent periods 

of less-than-average precipitation typically followed by periods of greater-than-average precipitation in a 

cyclical pattern; the long-term average annual precipitation (1931-–2010) is 17.8 inches (Upper Santa 

Clara River 2014). The project area is located mostly in the Bouquet Canyon Creek flood plain. 

The proposed pipeline would run along the existing Bouquet Canyon Road right-of-way on the western 

extent of the flood plain. The southern staging area is located in an open lot, with existing pine trees and 

native plants, abutting Bouquet Canyon Creek. The northern potential staging areas are located on either 

side of Bouquet Canyon Creek within existing residential ranch community with residential roads, with 

the Bouquet Canyon Creek flood plain to the west and sloping foothills to the east. The LARC Ranch 

property can be separated into distinct areas: (1) the East Area, an undeveloped west-facing hillside; and 

(2) the Central Area, a graded, developed area in the floodplain east of the creek channel. 

The project area is located in the eastern part of the Transverse Ranges Province of California, which 

consists of a number of west-trending ranges (Cook 1997). The area is part of the Bouquet Creek drainage, 

issuing from the Sierra Pelona and draining southward to join the Santa Clara River southwest of the 

project area. The vegetative communities of the region include the riparian area along the creek, as well 

as oak, woodland, sagebrush, and chaparral plant communities. The fauna of the region includes deer, 

rabbit, ground squirrel, lizards, snakes, birds, and insects. Domesticated animals have utilized the land in 

the recent past. 

3.2 CULTURAL SETTING 

The earliest archaeological evidence of human occupation of the Upper Santa Clara River area dates from 

7,000 to 4,000 years ago and was collected from two archaeological sites near Vasquez Rocks. However, 

the identity of these first inhabitants is not known. The project area is within the territory historically 

occupied by the Tataviam peoples (Johnson and Earle 1990; Kroeber 1976; Van Valkenburgh 1935) The 

Tataviam were Uto-Aztecan speakers of Shoshonean descent who came to the region around 450 A.D. 

Spanish explorer Pedro Fages described them as a distinct linguistic group when the Spanish first 

encountered them (King and Blackburn 1978). The Tataviam mainly lived on the upper reaches of the 

Santa Clara River, east of Piru Creek. However, they also reached north into the Antelope Valley, south to 
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the San Gabriel Mountains, and perhaps as far east as the Soledad Pass (Impact Sciences 1999; King and 

Blackburn 1978). Archaeological evidence recovered from archaeological sites in the Santa Clarita Valley, 

between Newhall and Piru, indicate that subsistence patterns and ritual practices of the Tataviam were 

very similar to neighboring Chumash and Gabrielino cultures (Impact Sciences 1999). Tataviam sites have 

been recorded throughout the Santa Clara Valley, especially along the Santa Clara River (CH2MHill 1996) 

and the Vasquez Rocks area (Impact Sciences, Inc. 1999). Village sites with known names are located at 

San Francisquito, Piru, Camulos, Castaic Reservoir, Piru Creek, and Elizabeth Lake, and around the Newhall 

area (CH2MHill 1996). Tataviam peoples, like their neighbors, followed an annual cycle that included 

harvesting a variety of native plants, hunting, and trapping. Villages contained several related families 

who lived in separate houses. Based on ethnographic and archaeological evidence, their settlements 

varied in size from small communities of only 10 to 15 people to larger village of approximately 200 

residents. 

Many available historical records exist for the local area and the greater Santa Clarita Valley. The earliest 

include descriptions in diaries written by members of the first Spanish land expedition in 1769. Gaspar de 

Portola led this expedition from the San Fernando Valley near Newhall down the Santa Clara River Valley 

to the Oxnard Plain (Singer and Morrill 1999). The route taken by Portola would become known as El 

Camino Viejo (The Old Road). Soon after this first European contact and colonization, aboriginal society 

began to collapse. Mission San Fernando was established on September 8, 1797, followed by the 

construction of Asistencia de San Francisco at Castaic Junction in 1804. As a result of the introduction of 

epidemic diseases with high mortality rates and the effects of Spanish colonial occupation, native societies 

began to disintegrate. By 1810, almost all Tataviam peoples had been baptized at San Fernando Mission 

or had left the area. By 1834, the year the missions were closed, the descendants of most missionized 

Tataviam had married members of other groups and worked on local ranchos as vaqueros, domestics, and 

farm laborers. By 1916, the Tataviam language was no longer spoken (King and Blackburn 1978). 

Not long after the missions were secularized in 1834, Bouquet Canyon became part of the 48,612-acre 

Rancho de San Francisco land grant, which included the western half of the Santa Clarita Valley and was 

used for cattle and sheep grazing. With California coming under the control of the United States and the 

breakup of the ranchos, many sizable agricultural operations and cattle ranches were established, 

including the Tejon Ranch and the Newhall Land and Farm Company. Eventually, the original ranchos were 

divided and sold, giving rise to several small towns throughout the region. The mid-19th century witnessed 

the establishment of the oil industry in the Santa Clarita Valley, which was the first location of true oil 

drilling in Southern California. An oil boom followed with the coming of the Southern Pacific Railroad, 

along with the development of the Newhall oil field and the Pioneer Oil Refinery in 1874 (White 1962). 
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As Los Angeles began to expand in the early 20th century, land speculators and developers realized new 

opportunities in surrounding areas. With the construction of the California Aqueduct system, high-voltage 

electrical transmission lines and towers, and improved roadways connecting the Santa Clarita Valley and 

Los Angeles, the area has steadily grown as part of the Southern California region. 
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4.0 RESEARCH METHODS 

4.1 CULTURAL RESOURCES RECORDS SEARCH AND LITERATURE REVIEW 

On October 14, 2015, Meridian Consultants conducted a records search at the South Central Coastal 

Information Center at California State University, Fullerton to identify historical and archaeological 

resources within the project area/APE and within 1 mile of the project. This search included a review of 

the California Historical Resources Inventory System, National Register of Historic Places, California 

Register of Historical Resources, California Inventory of Historic Resources, and California Historical 

Landmarks. The search also identified reports of previous cultural resources investigations within 1 mile 

of the project area. Historic maps were also consulted, including USGS topographic maps and General 

Land Office maps, to help identify historic settlement or land-development activity within the project 

area/APE. 

4.2 NATIVE AMERICAN CONSULTATION 

On October 19, 2015, Meridian Consultants submitted a written request to the Native American Heritage 

Commission (NAHC) for a records search of their Sacred Lands File. Meridian Consultants received a 

response from the NAHC on November 9, 2015, indicating that their search of the Sacred Lands File did 

not result in the identification of Native American cultural resources in the immediate project area. The 

NAHC provided a list of five Native American organizations that may have knowledge of cultural resources 

in the project area. Meridian Consultants sent letters to these organizations notifying them of the 

proposed project and requesting any information they may have on cultural resources in the immediate 

vicinity of the project area. Meridian Consultants has received no responses as of the date of this report. 

4.3 FIELD SURVEY 

On October 21, 2015, Meridian Consultants carried out a systematic pedestrian field survey of the project 

area/APE. For the proposed staging areas, Mr. Evans walked parallel transects spaced 15 meters apart 

from the extents of each staging area and surveyed the perimeter of each the staging area. Mr. Evans 

performed a vehicular/windshield survey of the pipeline alignment that corresponds with Bouquet 

Canyon Road. The entire project area was examined for any evidence of prehistoric or historic (i.e. greater 

than 50 years) human activities. Mr. Evans used a GPS unit to record spatial locations of natural features 

and modern debris concentrations and a digital camera to document the project area. 
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5.0 RESULTS AND FINDINGS 

5.1 CULTURAL RESOURCES RECORDS SEARCH AND LITERATURE REVIEW 

According to records on file at the South Central Coastal Information Center, the project area was 

surveyed for cultural resources in 1990, and no archaeological sites or other potentially significant historic 

resources were identified within the project area. The records search identified 13 previously recorded 

cultural resources within 1 mile of the project area, summarized in Table 5.1-1, Previously Recorded 

Cultural Resources within 1 Mile of the Project Area. More than 30 previous cultural resource studies 

have been undertaken within a 1-mile radius of the Project Site, as summarized in Appendix A. 

One previously recorded historic resource was identified adjacent to the project area. Constructed in 

1942, Bouquet Creek Bridge (Bridge #53C0996) is an example of a simple A-frame truss bridge. The bridge 

carries Vasquez Canyon Road over Bouquet Creek approximately 150 feet east of its intersection with 

Bouquet Canyon Road. In the time since it was initially recorded, the bridge was renovated and was 

determined not eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places or for designation as a 

historical resource under CEQA in a 2004 CalTrans Historic Bridges Inventory Update (McMorris 2004). 

Maps and aerial photographs examined for this study indicate that the eastern portion of the LARC Ranch 

staging area was developed after 1960, with the majority of buildings constructed in 2001. 

5.2 NATIVE AMERICAN CONSULTATION 

The NAHC responded to Meridian Consultants’ request to search the Sacred Lands File for any Native 

American cultural resources within the immediate vicinity of the project area on November 9, 2015. The 

search identified no known cultural resources in the vicinity of the project area. The NAHC also provided 

a list of five Native American organizations that may have knowledge of cultural resources in the area. As 

noted earlier, Meridian Consultants sent letters to the five groups notifying them of the proposed project 

and requesting any information they may have on cultural resources in the immediate vicinity of the 

project area. Meridian Consultants has received no response as of the date of this report. 
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Table 5.1-1 
Previously Recorded Cultural Resources within 1 Mile of the Project Area 

Site # Recorder (Year) 
Approx. Distance 
from Project Area Type 

CA-LAN-295 Riddell (1963) 0.9 mile Small rock shelter 

CA-LAN-2040H Rasson/LeCount (1992) 0.9 mile Historic 20th-century refuse scatter 

CA-LAN-2041H Rasson/LeCount (1992) 0.75 mile Historic 20th-century refuse scatter 

CA-LAN-3016H Vance (2001) 0.9 mile Historic coarse gold mines 

CA-LAN-3534H Ahmet/Sharp (2006) 0.7 mile Historic ranch and structures 

CA-LAN-3535H Ahmet/Sharp (2006) 1.0 mile Rock feature and survey marker 

CA-LAN-3631 Paniagua (2003) 0.75 mile Rock feature cache 

CA-LAN-3632 Paniagua (2003) 0.75 mile Rock feature cache 

CA-LAN-3633 Paniagua (2003) 0.8 mile Rock feature cache 

CA-LAN-3634 Paniagua (2003) 0.7 mile Rock feature cache 

CA-LAN-100572 Ahmet (2006) 0.5 mile Historic trash scatter/dump 

CA-LAN-186915 Vance (2001) 0.3 mile Historic road 

CA-LAN-187557 Blosser, Johnson (2003) 150 feet Historic bridge 
 

5.3 FIELD SURVEY 

The intensive-level pedestrian survey of the project area resulted in the identification of no cultural 

resources. The entire project area was closely examined for any evidence of human activities from the 

prehistoric and historic periods. These efforts resulted in negative findings, other than some evidence of 

modern refuse dumping. The modern refuse dumps were sporadic concentrations located along Bouquet 

Canyon Road and the southern staging area. There is evidence of some recent disturbance of the ground 

surface in the southern staging area, as well as of the recent removal of several tall trees on the lot. An 

artificial berm runs along the eastern border of the southern potential staging area lot along the west 

bank of the creek. An asphalt path was identified at the southwestern area of the southern staging area. 

Natural disturbances include extensive rodent burrows across the entirety of the project area. The ground 

visibility was approximately 30–40 percent due to grasses, leaf litter, and shrubs. However, no features or 

objects greater than 50 years of age were identified within the project boundaries during the 

investigation. 
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6.0 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The purpose of this investigation was to identify any historic resources within the project area to assist 

the SCWD in determining whether the proposed project would result in a substantial adverse change in 

the significance of a historical resource, pursuant to CEQA. Should the project involve a federal 

undertaking, this investigation is also intended to assist federal agencies in taking into account the effects 

of their undertakings on historic properties, as required by Section 106 of the NHPA. 

As previously discussed, neither the background records search, a previous field survey that included the 

project area, nor the current field survey resulted in the identification of any cultural materials within the 

boundaries of the project area that would meet the definition of “historical resource” (pursuant to CEQA) 

or “historic property” (pursuant to Section 106 of the NHPA). While one historic resource, Bouquet Creek 

Bridge, was previously recorded adjacent to the project area, a recent evaluation of the bridge determined 

it ineligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places or for designation as a historical resource 

under CEQA. As such, no further cultural resources investigation is recommended for the proposed project 

unless the design of the project is modified to include areas not examined by this study. 

While this investigation identified no cultural resources within the project area, the possibility exists that 

ground-disturbing activities may uncover human remains or other significant cultural deposits or artifacts 

that were previously unrecorded. 

If project implementation results in the unanticipated discovery of human remains, Section 7050.5 of the 

California Health Code and PRC Section 5097.98 must be followed: excavation or disturbance of the site 

or any nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent human remains must stop, and the Los 

Angeles County Coroner’s office must be contacted. If the coroner determines the remains are Native 

American, within 24 hours the coroner will contact the NAHC, which will identify the person or persons it 

believes to be the “most likely descendant” of the deceased Native American. The most likely descendant 

may recommend to the landowner or excavation contractor means of treating or disposing of, with 

appropriate dignity, the human remains and any associated grave goods. 

If non-mortuary-related archaeological material is discovered in the course of project implementation, all 

work in the immediate vicinity of the discovery must halt, and a qualified archaeologist must be consulted 

to determine whether the resource requires further study, pursuant to PRC Section 21082 and Section 

15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines. Archaeological material may include stone, bone, wood, shell artifacts, 

or other features, including hearths, structural remains, or historic dumpsites. The archaeologist will 

recommend to the Lead Agency appropriate measures to protect the resources, which may include 

systematic excavation and evaluation of the discovery. No further excavation, grading, or construction 
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activity may occur in the area of the discovery until the Lead Agency has approved the measures to protect 

the resources. Any archaeological materials recovered from the site must be curated at qualified scientific 

institution, as determined by the Lead Agency. 

If the project is subject to federal review in accordance with Section 106 of the NHPA, in the event that 

previously unknown historic properties are discovered or unanticipated effects on historic properties are 

found, the federal agency should be notified. The federal agency must make reasonable efforts to avoid, 

minimize, or mitigate adverse effects to such historic properties and consult to resolve adverse effects, in 

accordance with 36 CFR Part 800.1. 
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Previous Cultural Resources Investigations within 1 Mile of the Project Site 

SCCIC # Author Date Title 
LA-00904 Wlodarski, Robert J. 1979 An Evaluation of the Impact Upon Cultural Resources by the 

Proposed Development of Tentative Tracts; 30546, 30562, 30599 
Located in Bouquet Canyon, Los Angeles County, California 

LA-00932 Tartaglia, Louis J. 1980 Cultural Resource Survey Tentative Parcel Map Number 00000, 
Saugus, Los Angeles County, California 

LA-01003 Dillon, Brian D.  1981 An Archaeological Resource Survey and Impact Assessment of 
Preliminary Land Division 6867; a 26.23 Acre Parcel in Bouquet 
Canyon, Los Angeles County, California 

LA-01114 Toren, George A. 1976 Assessment of the Archaeological Impact by the Proposed 
Development of Tract No. 32615 in Valencia, California 

LA-01141 Wlodarski, Robert J. 1982 An Evaluation of the Potential Impacts to Cultural Resources 
Located on Portions of Tentative Parcel Map 14813 Bouquet 
Canyon, Los Angeles, California 

LA-01701 Dillon, Brian D.  1988 An Archaeological Resource Survey and Impact Assessment of 
Tentative Tract No. 46648, a 93.2 Acre Parcel on Vasquez Canyon 
Road in Bouquet Canyon, Northern Los Angeles County, California  

LA-01846 Salls, Roy A. 1990 Report of Archaeological Reconnaissance Survey of: the Tonny 
Elmensdorp Property, Parcel Map 19714 3034 Bouquet Canyon 
Road Saugus, California 91300 

LA-02590 Rasson, Judith and 
Roberta S. 
Greenwood 

1992 An Archaeological Reconnaissance of Tract 31803, a 220 Acre 
Parcel in Plum Canyon, Los Angeles County 

LA-03690 Wlodarski, Robert J. 1997 Cultural Resources Evaluation City of Santa Clarita Circulation 
Element EIR 

LA-04057 Allen, Kathleen C. 
and Wakefield, 
Steven A. 

1998 Cultural Resources Re-assessment of the Bouquet Canyon Project, 
County of Los Angeles (VTT 52192, 52193, and 52194) 

LA-04481 Singer, Clay A. and 
David A. Morrill 

1999 Cultural Resources Survey and Impact Assessment for LARC 
Foundation Ranch in Bouquet Canyon, Los Angeles County, 
California 

LA-04843 Allen, Kathleen C. 1999 Addendum to Cultural Resources Re-assessment of the Bouquet 
Canyon Project, County of Los Angeles (VTT 52192, 52193, and 
52194) 

LA-05137 Unknown 1999 Archaeological and Paleontological Resources Assessment of the 
Camp Joseph Scott Project 

LA-07428 McMorris, 
Christopher 

2004 Caltrans Historic Bridges Inventory Update: Timber Truss, 
Concrete Truss, and Suspension Bridges 

LA-08972 Schmidt, James J. 2007 SCE Tehachapi Renewable Transmission, Lombardi Farms Parking 
and Fly Yards, Bouquet Canyon road, Santa Clarita Area, Los 
Angeles County, California 

LA-08988 Schmidt, James J. 2007 SCE Tehachapi Renewable Transmission, Pottery Yard Parking and 
Material Laydown Area, Santa Clarita Area, Los Angeles County, 
California 
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SCCIC # Author Date Title 
LA-08993 Schmidt, James J. 2007 SCE Tehachapi Renewable Transmission, Shoofly Corridor, Santa 

Clarita Area, Los Angeles County, California 

LA-09035 Schmidt, James J. 2003 Negative Archaeological Survey Report Minor Land Division 30501 
Bouquet Canyon Road, Saugus, California Tentative Parcel Map 
#27121 

LA-09036 Romani, John F. 2003 Results of a Phase I Archaeological Survey for an 80 Acre Parcel of 
Land Located in Bouquet Canyon Los Angeles County, California 

LA-09042 Simon, Joseph M., 
Tamara K. Whitley, 
and David S. Whitley 

2004 Phase I Archaeological Survey of the Skyline Ranch Study Area, Los 
Angeles County, California 

LA-09769 Gust, Sherri and 
Amy Glover 

2008 Supplemental Cultural Resources Assessment, Segment 1, Section 
1, Tehachapi Renewable Transmission Project, Variance for Wire 
Stringing Location near Construction Tower 25, Los Angeles 
County, California 

LA-09770 Harper, Veronica 
and Sherri Gust 

2009 Supplemental Archaeological and Paleontological Assessment, 
Segment 1, Section 1, Tehachapi Renewable Transmission Project, 
Variance for Increased Distribution Space at WSS 13, Los Angeles 
County, California 

LA-09852 (unknown) 2009 Verizon Cellular Communications Co-location Site: Vasquez 
Canyon, Saugus, CA 

LA-09920 Schmidt, James J., 
June A. Schmidt, and 
Gwen R. Romani 

2008 Results of the Class III Cultural Resources Investigation for the 
Southern California Edison Tehachapi Renewable Transmission 
Project (TRTP) Segment 1, Angeles National Forest and Adjacent 
Lands, Los Angeles County, California ARR Np. 05-01-01079 

LA-10140 Vance, Darrell W. 2001 Heritage Resources Evaluation of the 2001 Rim of the World Rally 
Course ARR No. 05-01-00-633 

LA-10205 Messick, Peter 2003 Archaeological Investigation for Meadow Peak Project, Vesting 
Tentative Tract Map 47760 with Final Report 

LA-10559 Schmidt, James J. 2000 Archaeological Impact Analysis: Vesting Tentative Tract Map 
43589, 7.5 Acres in Bouquet Canyon Area, Los Angeles County 

LA-11002 Switalski, Hubert 2011 Archaeological Survey Report for the Southern California Edison 
Company’s Proposed Replacement of one Deteriorated Pole 
Structure on the Bouquet 16kV Distribution Circuits, Santa Clarita, 
Los Angeles County, California 

LA-11713 Schmidt, James 2012 Archaeological Survey Report for Southern California Edison 
Company’s Replacement of Two Deteriorated Power Pole 
Structures on the Bouquet 16 kV and Trumpet 16 kV Distribution 
Circuits, Santa Clarita, Los Angeles County, CA  

LA-12691 Simon, Joseph 2010 Class III Inventory/Phase I Archaeological Survey of the Fire 
Station 128 Alternate Site, Los Angeles County, California 
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910 Hampshire Road, Suite V 
Westlake Village, California 91631  
Tel. 805.367.5720 Fax. 805.367.5733    

 
 

November 11, 2015 
 
The Honorable Andrew Salas 
Chairperson, Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation 
P.O. Box 393 
Covina, CA 91723 
 
Re: LARC Ranch Water Pipeline Cultural Resources Investigation, Near Santa Clarita, Los Angeles County, CA 
 
Dear Mr. Salas, 
 
Meridian Consultants has been hired to perform a cultural resources investigation for the proposed LARC 
Ranch Water Pipeline Project located north of Santa Clarita, Los Angeles County, California. The purpose of 
the investigation is to provide the Santa Clarita Water Division of Castaic Lake Water Agency with 
information and recommendations to determine whether the project would cause substantial adverse 
changes to any cultural resources, as mandated by California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 
Additionally, as this project may involve a federal undertaking, the investigation is also intended to assist a 
federal agency in its efforts to evaluate the effects of the undertaking on historic properties, as required by 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 
 
The project proposes to construct a 9,500-foot-long, 16-inch water pipeline that will connect to an existing 
16-inch pipeline beneath Bouquet Canyon Road near Shadow Valley Lane, north of Santa Clarita, Los 
Angeles County, California. The pipeline will start beneath Bouquet Canyon Road along the southern side of 
the roadway, then would travel northeast along the northern side of the roadway and continue until 
reaching LARC Ranch, as shown in the attached Project Location Map. The proposed pipeline would 
terminate along Bouquet Canyon Road adjacent to LARC Ranch. A turnout and meter would be provided in 
order for LARC Ranch to connect to SCWD’s 16-inch pipeline. Construction staging areas have been 
proposed including one adjacent to the southeast of Bouquet Canyon Road near Shadow Valley Lane and 
areas within the LARC Ranch property. The project will travel through S33 T5N R15W, S32 T5N R15W, 
S5 T4N R15W, and S6 T4N R15W of the USGS Mint Canyon, CA 7.5’ Quadrangle. 
 
A Sacred Lands File Search conducted by the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) identified no 
Native American cultural resources in the immediate project area. The NAHC also provided Meridian 
Consultants a list of Native American organizations that may knowledge of cultural resources in the project 
area, which included your name and contact information. The NAHC’s response is attached for your 
reference. 
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Re: LARC Ranch Water Pipeline Cultural Resources Investigation 
November 11, 2015 
Page 2 of 2 
 
 
 
Meridian Consultants performed an archaeological/historic records search at the South Central Coastal 
Information Center at California State University, Fullerton on October 14, 2015 to identify previous cultural 
resource studies and previously recorded cultural resources within the project vicinity. That search 
identified 13 previously recorded cultural resources within 1 mile of the project area, but no resources 
within the project area itself. The previously identified cultural resources are summarized in an attached 
table. 
 
The records search also identified more than 30 previous cultural resource studies that have been 
undertaken within a 1-mile radius of the project area (summarized in an attached table) including a 
previous archaeological field survey of the project area performed in 1990, which identified no prehistoric 
or historic cultural resources within the project area. The project area was again surveyed by Meridian 
Consultants on October 19, 2015, which also resulted in the identification of no exposed historic or 
prehistoric cultural resources. 
 
We respectfully request your participation in this planning process. If you or members of your community 
have any additional knowledge of cultural resources or Native American Sacred Lands within or near the 
study area, or if you have any other comment on the project, please contact me at 805-322-4689 or 
jcarr@meridianconsultantsllc.com. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Jeff Carr 
Senior Planner/Cultural Resource Specialist 
 
Attachments: 
Regional Context Map 
Project Location Map 
NAHC Response Letter 
Table of Previously Identified Cultural Resources within 1 Mile of the Project Area 
Table of Previous Cultural Resource Investigations within 1 Mile of the Project Area 
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Project Location Map

FIGURE  2.0-2

108-001-15

SOURCE:  Santa Clarita Water Division - 2015
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Previously Recorded Cultural Resources within 1 Mile of the LARC Ranch Pipeline Project Area 

Site # Recorder (Year) 
Approx. Distance 
from Project Area Type 

CA-LAN-295 Riddell (1963) 0.9 mile Small rock shelter 

CA-LAN-2040H Rasson/LeCount 
(1992) 

0.9 mile Historic 20th century refuse scatter 

CA-LAN-2041H Rasson/LeCount 
(1992) 

0.75 mile Historic 20th century refuse scatter 

CA-LAN-3016H Vance (2001) 0.9 mile Historic Coarse Gold Mines 

CA-LAN-3534H Ahmet/Sharp (2006) 0.7 mile Historic Ranch and Structures 

CA-LAN-3535H Ahmet/Sharp (2006) 1.0 mile Rock feature and survey marker 

CA-LAN-3631 Paniagua (2003) 0.75 mile Rock feature cache 

CA-LAN-3632 Paniagua (2003) 0.75 mile Rock feature cache 

CA-LAN-3633 Paniagua (2003) 0.8 mile Rock feature cache 

CA-LAN-3634 Paniagua (2003) 0.7 mile Rock feature cache 

CA-LAN-
100572 

Ahmet (2006) 0.5 mile Historic trash scatter/dump 

CA-LAN-
186915 

Vance (2001) 0.3 mile Historic road 

CA-LAN-
187557 

Blosser, Johnson 
(2003) 

150 feet Historic bridge 
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Previous Cultural Resources Investigations within 1 Mile of the LARC Ranch Pipeline Project Site 

SCCIC # Author Date Title 
LA-00904 Wlodarski, Robert J. 1979 An Evaluation of the Impact Upon Cultural Resources by the 

Proposed Development of Tentative Tracts; 30546, 30562, 30599 
Located in Bouquet Canyon, Los Angeles County, California 

LA-00932 Tartaglia, Louis J. 1980 Cultural Resource Survey Tentative Parcel Map Number 00000, 
Saugus, Los Angeles County, California 

LA-01003 Dillon, Brian D.  1981 An Archaeological Resource Survey and Impact Assessment of 
Preliminary Land Division 6867; a 26.23 Acre Parcel in Bouquet 
Canyon, Los Angeles County, California 

LA-01114 Toren, George A. 1976 Assessment of the Archaeological Impact by the Proposed 
Development of Tract No. 32615 in Valencia, California 

LA-01141 Wlodarski, Robert J. 1982 An Evaluation of the Potential Impacts to Cultural Resources 
Located on Portions of Tentative Parcel Map 14813 Bouquet 
Canyon , Los Angeles, Ca 

LA-01701 Dillon, Brian D.  1988 An Archaeological Resource Survey and Impact Assessment of 
Tentative Tract No. 46648, a 93.2 Acre Parcel on Vasquez Canyon 
Road in Bouquet Canyon, Northern Los Angeles County, California  

LA-01846 Salls, Roy A. 1990 Report of Archaeological Reconnaissance Survey of: the Tonny 
Elmensdorp Property, Parcel Map 19714 3034 Bouquet Canyon 
Road Saugus, California 91300 

LA-02590 Rasson, Judith and 
Roberta S. 
Greenwood 

1992 An Archaeological Reconnaissance of Tract 31803, a 220 Acre Parcel 
in Plum Canyon, Los Angeles County 

LA-03690 Wlodarski, Robert J. 1997 Cultural Resources Evaluation City of Santa Clarita Circulation 
Element Eir 

LA-04057 Allen, Kathleen C. 
and Wakefield, 
Steven A. 

1998 Cultural Resources Re-assessment of the Bouquet Canyon Project, 
County of Los Angeles (vt 52192, 52193, and 52194) 

LA-04481 Singer, Clay A. and 
David A. Morrill 

1999 Cultural Resources Survey and Impact Assessment for Larc 
Foundation Ranch in Bouquet Canyon, Los Angeles County, 
California 

LA-04843 Allen, Kathleen C. 1999 Addendum to Cultural Resources Re-assessment of the Bouquet 
Canyon Project, County of Los Angeles (vtt 52192, 52193, and 
52194) 

LA-05137 Unknown 1999 Archaeological and Paleontological Resources Assessment of the 
Camp Joseph Scott Project 

LA-07428 McMorris, 
Christopher 

2004 Caltrans Historic Bridges Inventory Update: Timber Truss, Concrete 
Truss, and Suspension Bridges 

LA-08972 Schmidt, James J. 2007 Sce Tehachapi Renewable Transmission, Lombardi Farms Parking 
and Fly Yards, Bouquet Canyon road, Santa Clarita Area, Los Angeles 
County, California 

LA-08988 Schmidt, James J. 2007 Sce Tehachapi Renewable Transmission, Pottery Yard Parking and 
Material Laydown Area, Santa Clarita Area, Los Angeles County, 
California 

LA-08993 Schmidt, James J. 2007 Sce Tehachapi Renewable Transmission, Shoofly Corridor, Santa 
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SCCIC # Author Date Title 
Clarita Area, Los Angeles County, California 

LA-09035 Schmidt, James J. 2003 Negative Archaeological Survey Report Minor Land Division 30501 
Bouquet Canyon Road, Saugus, Ca Tentative Parcel Map #27121 

LA-09036 Romani, John F. 2003 Results of a Phase I Archaeological Survey for an 80 Acre Parcel of 
Land Located in Bouquet Canyon Los Angeles County, California 

LA-09042 Simon, Joseph M., 
Tamara K. Whitley, 
and David S. Whitley 

2004 Phase I Archaeological Survey of the Skyline Ranch Study Area, Los 
Angeles County, California 

LA-09769 Gust, Sherri and 
Amy Glover 

2008 Supplemental Cultural Resources Assessment, Segment 1, Section 1, 
Tehachapi Renewable Transmission Project, Variance for Wire 
Stringing Location near Construction Tower 25, Los Angeles County, 
California 

LA-09770 Harper, Veronica 
and Sherri Gust 

2009 Supplemental Archaeological and Paleontological Assessment, 
Segment 1, Section 1, Tehachapi Renewable Transmission Project, 
Variance for Increased Distribution Space at WSS 13, Los Angeles 
County, California 

LA-09852 (unknown) 2009 Verizon Cellular Communications Co-location Site: Vasquez Canyon, 
Saugus, CA 

LA-09920 Schmidt, James J., 
June A. Scmidt, and 
Gwen R. Romani 

2008 Results of the Class III Cultural Resources Investigation for the 
Southern California Edison Tehachapi Renewable Transmission 
Project (TRTP) Segment 1, Angeles National Forest and Adjacent 
Lands, Los Angeles County, California ARR Np. 05-01-01079 

LA-10140 Vance, Darrell W. 2001 Heritage Resources Evaluation of the 2001 Rim of the World Rally 
Course A.R.R. # 05-01-00-633 

LA-10205 Messick, Peter 2003 Archaeological Investigation for Meadow Peak Project, Vesting 
Tentative Tract Map 47760 with Final Report 

LA-10559 Schmidt, James J. 2000 Archaeological Impact Analysis: Vesting Tentative Tract Map 43589, 
7.5 Acres in Bouquet Canyon Area, Los Angeles County 

LA-11002 Switalski, Hubert 2011 Archaeological Survey Report for the Southern California Edison 
Company’s Proposed Replacement of one Deteriorated Pole 
Structure on the Bouquet 16kV Distribution Circuits, Santa Clarita, 
Los Angeles County, California 

LA-11713 Schmidt, James 2012 Archaeological Survey Report for Southern California Edison 
Company’s Replacement of Two Deteriorated Power Pole 
Structures on the Bouquet 16 kV and Trumpet 16 kV Distribution 
Circuits, Santa Clarita, Los Angeles County, CA  

LA-12691 Simon, Joseph 2010 Class III Inventory/Phase I Archaeological Survey of the Fire Station 
128 Alternate Site, Los Angeles County, California 
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910 Hampshire Road, Suite V 
Westlake Village, California 91631  
Tel. 805.367.5720 Fax. 805.367.5733    

 
 

November 11, 2015 
 
The Honorable Anthony Morales 
Chairperson, Gabrieleno/Tongva San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians 
P.O. Box 693 
San Gabriel, CA 91778 
 
Re: LARC Ranch Water Pipeline Cultural Resources Investigation, Near Santa Clarita, Los Angeles County, CA 
 
Dear Mr. Morales, 
 
Meridian Consultants has been hired to perform a cultural resources investigation for the proposed LARC 
Ranch Water Pipeline Project located north of Santa Clarita, Los Angeles County, California. The purpose of 
the investigation is to provide the Santa Clarita Water Division of Castaic Lake Water Agency with 
information and recommendations to determine whether the project would cause substantial adverse 
changes to any cultural resources, as mandated by California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 
Additionally, as this project may involve a federal undertaking, the investigation is also intended to assist a 
federal agency in its efforts to evaluate the effects of the undertaking on historic properties, as required by 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 
 
The project proposes to construct a 9,500-foot-long, 16-inch water pipeline that will connect to an existing 
16-inch pipeline beneath Bouquet Canyon Road near Shadow Valley Lane, north of Santa Clarita, Los 
Angeles County, California. The pipeline will start beneath Bouquet Canyon Road along the southern side of 
the roadway, then would travel northeast along the northern side of the roadway and continue until 
reaching LARC Ranch, as shown in the attached Project Location Map. The proposed pipeline would 
terminate along Bouquet Canyon Road adjacent to LARC Ranch. A turnout and meter would be provided in 
order for LARC Ranch to connect to SCWD’s 16-inch pipeline. Construction staging areas have been 
proposed including one adjacent to the southeast of Bouquet Canyon Road near Shadow Valley Lane and 
areas within the LARC Ranch property. The project will travel through S33 T5N R15W, S32 T5N R15W, 
S5 T4N R15W, and S6 T4N R15W of the USGS Mint Canyon, CA 7.5’ Quadrangle. 
 
A Sacred Lands File Search conducted by the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) identified no 
Native American cultural resources in the immediate project area. The NAHC also provided Meridian 
Consultants a list of Native American organizations that may knowledge of cultural resources in the project 
area, which included your name and contact information. The NAHC’s response is attached for your 
reference. 
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Re: LARC Ranch Water Pipeline Cultural Resources Investigation 
November 11, 2015 
Page 2 of 2 
 
 
 
Meridian Consultants performed an archaeological/historic records search at the South Central Coastal 
Information Center at California State University, Fullerton on October 14, 2015 to identify previous cultural 
resource studies and previously recorded cultural resources within the project vicinity. That search 
identified 13 previously recorded cultural resources within 1 mile of the project area, but no resources 
within the project area itself. The previously identified cultural resources are summarized in an attached 
table. 
 
The records search also identified more than 30 previous cultural resource studies that have been 
undertaken within a 1-mile radius of the project area (summarized in an attached table) including a 
previous archaeological field survey of the project area performed in 1990, which identified no prehistoric 
or historic cultural resources within the project area. The project area was again surveyed by Meridian 
Consultants on October 19, 2015, which also resulted in the identification of no exposed historic or 
prehistoric cultural resources. 
 
We respectfully request your participation in this planning process. If you or members of your community 
have any additional knowledge of cultural resources or Native American Sacred Lands within or near the 
study area, or if you have any other comment on the project, please contact me at 805-322-4689 or 
jcarr@meridianconsultantsllc.com. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Jeff Carr 
Senior Planner/Cultural Resource Specialist 
 
Attachments: 
Regional Context Map 
Project Location Map 
NAHC Response Letter 
Table of Previously Identified Cultural Resources within 1 Mile of the Project Area 
Table of Previous Cultural Resource Investigations within 1 Mile of the Project Area 
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Project Location Map

FIGURE  2.0-2

108-001-15

SOURCE:  Santa Clarita Water Division - 2015
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Previously Recorded Cultural Resources within 1 Mile of the LARC Ranch Pipeline Project Area 

Site # Recorder (Year) 
Approx. Distance 
from Project Area Type 

CA-LAN-295 Riddell (1963) 0.9 mile Small rock shelter 

CA-LAN-2040H Rasson/LeCount 
(1992) 

0.9 mile Historic 20th century refuse scatter 

CA-LAN-2041H Rasson/LeCount 
(1992) 

0.75 mile Historic 20th century refuse scatter 

CA-LAN-3016H Vance (2001) 0.9 mile Historic Coarse Gold Mines 

CA-LAN-3534H Ahmet/Sharp (2006) 0.7 mile Historic Ranch and Structures 

CA-LAN-3535H Ahmet/Sharp (2006) 1.0 mile Rock feature and survey marker 

CA-LAN-3631 Paniagua (2003) 0.75 mile Rock feature cache 

CA-LAN-3632 Paniagua (2003) 0.75 mile Rock feature cache 

CA-LAN-3633 Paniagua (2003) 0.8 mile Rock feature cache 

CA-LAN-3634 Paniagua (2003) 0.7 mile Rock feature cache 

CA-LAN-
100572 

Ahmet (2006) 0.5 mile Historic trash scatter/dump 

CA-LAN-
186915 

Vance (2001) 0.3 mile Historic road 

CA-LAN-
187557 

Blosser, Johnson 
(2003) 

150 feet Historic bridge 
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Previous Cultural Resources Investigations within 1 Mile of the LARC Ranch Pipeline Project Site 

SCCIC # Author Date Title 
LA-00904 Wlodarski, Robert J. 1979 An Evaluation of the Impact Upon Cultural Resources by the 

Proposed Development of Tentative Tracts; 30546, 30562, 30599 
Located in Bouquet Canyon, Los Angeles County, California 

LA-00932 Tartaglia, Louis J. 1980 Cultural Resource Survey Tentative Parcel Map Number 00000, 
Saugus, Los Angeles County, California 

LA-01003 Dillon, Brian D.  1981 An Archaeological Resource Survey and Impact Assessment of 
Preliminary Land Division 6867; a 26.23 Acre Parcel in Bouquet 
Canyon, Los Angeles County, California 

LA-01114 Toren, George A. 1976 Assessment of the Archaeological Impact by the Proposed 
Development of Tract No. 32615 in Valencia, California 

LA-01141 Wlodarski, Robert J. 1982 An Evaluation of the Potential Impacts to Cultural Resources 
Located on Portions of Tentative Parcel Map 14813 Bouquet 
Canyon , Los Angeles, Ca 

LA-01701 Dillon, Brian D.  1988 An Archaeological Resource Survey and Impact Assessment of 
Tentative Tract No. 46648, a 93.2 Acre Parcel on Vasquez Canyon 
Road in Bouquet Canyon, Northern Los Angeles County, California  

LA-01846 Salls, Roy A. 1990 Report of Archaeological Reconnaissance Survey of: the Tonny 
Elmensdorp Property, Parcel Map 19714 3034 Bouquet Canyon 
Road Saugus, California 91300 

LA-02590 Rasson, Judith and 
Roberta S. 
Greenwood 

1992 An Archaeological Reconnaissance of Tract 31803, a 220 Acre Parcel 
in Plum Canyon, Los Angeles County 

LA-03690 Wlodarski, Robert J. 1997 Cultural Resources Evaluation City of Santa Clarita Circulation 
Element Eir 

LA-04057 Allen, Kathleen C. 
and Wakefield, 
Steven A. 

1998 Cultural Resources Re-assessment of the Bouquet Canyon Project, 
County of Los Angeles (vt 52192, 52193, and 52194) 

LA-04481 Singer, Clay A. and 
David A. Morrill 

1999 Cultural Resources Survey and Impact Assessment for Larc 
Foundation Ranch in Bouquet Canyon, Los Angeles County, 
California 

LA-04843 Allen, Kathleen C. 1999 Addendum to Cultural Resources Re-assessment of the Bouquet 
Canyon Project, County of Los Angeles (vtt 52192, 52193, and 
52194) 

LA-05137 Unknown 1999 Archaeological and Paleontological Resources Assessment of the 
Camp Joseph Scott Project 

LA-07428 McMorris, 
Christopher 

2004 Caltrans Historic Bridges Inventory Update: Timber Truss, Concrete 
Truss, and Suspension Bridges 

LA-08972 Schmidt, James J. 2007 Sce Tehachapi Renewable Transmission, Lombardi Farms Parking 
and Fly Yards, Bouquet Canyon road, Santa Clarita Area, Los Angeles 
County, California 

LA-08988 Schmidt, James J. 2007 Sce Tehachapi Renewable Transmission, Pottery Yard Parking and 
Material Laydown Area, Santa Clarita Area, Los Angeles County, 
California 

LA-08993 Schmidt, James J. 2007 Sce Tehachapi Renewable Transmission, Shoofly Corridor, Santa 
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SCCIC # Author Date Title 
Clarita Area, Los Angeles County, California 

LA-09035 Schmidt, James J. 2003 Negative Archaeological Survey Report Minor Land Division 30501 
Bouquet Canyon Road, Saugus, Ca Tentative Parcel Map #27121 

LA-09036 Romani, John F. 2003 Results of a Phase I Archaeological Survey for an 80 Acre Parcel of 
Land Located in Bouquet Canyon Los Angeles County, California 

LA-09042 Simon, Joseph M., 
Tamara K. Whitley, 
and David S. Whitley 

2004 Phase I Archaeological Survey of the Skyline Ranch Study Area, Los 
Angeles County, California 

LA-09769 Gust, Sherri and 
Amy Glover 

2008 Supplemental Cultural Resources Assessment, Segment 1, Section 1, 
Tehachapi Renewable Transmission Project, Variance for Wire 
Stringing Location near Construction Tower 25, Los Angeles County, 
California 

LA-09770 Harper, Veronica 
and Sherri Gust 

2009 Supplemental Archaeological and Paleontological Assessment, 
Segment 1, Section 1, Tehachapi Renewable Transmission Project, 
Variance for Increased Distribution Space at WSS 13, Los Angeles 
County, California 

LA-09852 (unknown) 2009 Verizon Cellular Communications Co-location Site: Vasquez Canyon, 
Saugus, CA 

LA-09920 Schmidt, James J., 
June A. Scmidt, and 
Gwen R. Romani 

2008 Results of the Class III Cultural Resources Investigation for the 
Southern California Edison Tehachapi Renewable Transmission 
Project (TRTP) Segment 1, Angeles National Forest and Adjacent 
Lands, Los Angeles County, California ARR Np. 05-01-01079 

LA-10140 Vance, Darrell W. 2001 Heritage Resources Evaluation of the 2001 Rim of the World Rally 
Course A.R.R. # 05-01-00-633 

LA-10205 Messick, Peter 2003 Archaeological Investigation for Meadow Peak Project, Vesting 
Tentative Tract Map 47760 with Final Report 

LA-10559 Schmidt, James J. 2000 Archaeological Impact Analysis: Vesting Tentative Tract Map 43589, 
7.5 Acres in Bouquet Canyon Area, Los Angeles County 

LA-11002 Switalski, Hubert 2011 Archaeological Survey Report for the Southern California Edison 
Company’s Proposed Replacement of one Deteriorated Pole 
Structure on the Bouquet 16kV Distribution Circuits, Santa Clarita, 
Los Angeles County, California 

LA-11713 Schmidt, James 2012 Archaeological Survey Report for Southern California Edison 
Company’s Replacement of Two Deteriorated Power Pole 
Structures on the Bouquet 16 kV and Trumpet 16 kV Distribution 
Circuits, Santa Clarita, Los Angeles County, CA  

LA-12691 Simon, Joseph 2010 Class III Inventory/Phase I Archaeological Survey of the Fire Station 
128 Alternate Site, Los Angeles County, California 
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910 Hampshire Road, Suite V 
Westlake Village, California 91631  
Tel. 805.367.5720 Fax. 805.367.5733    

 
 

November 11, 2015 
 
The Honorable Sandonne Goad 
Chairperson, Gabrielino/Tongva Nation 
106 ½ Judge John Aiso Street, #231 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
 
Re: LARC Ranch Water Pipeline Cultural Resources Investigation, Near Santa Clarita, Los Angeles County, CA 
 
Dear Ms. Goad, 
 
Meridian Consultants has been hired to perform a cultural resources investigation for the proposed LARC 
Ranch Water Pipeline Project located north of Santa Clarita, Los Angeles County, California. The purpose of 
the investigation is to provide the Santa Clarita Water Division of Castaic Lake Water Agency with 
information and recommendations to determine whether the project would cause substantial adverse 
changes to any cultural resources, as mandated by California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 
Additionally, as this project may involve a federal undertaking, the investigation is also intended to assist a 
federal agency in its efforts to evaluate the effects of the undertaking on historic properties, as required by 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 
 
The project proposes to construct a 9,500-foot-long, 16-inch water pipeline that will connect to an existing 
16-inch pipeline beneath Bouquet Canyon Road near Shadow Valley Lane, north of Santa Clarita, Los 
Angeles County, California. The pipeline will start beneath Bouquet Canyon Road along the southern side of 
the roadway, then would travel northeast along the northern side of the roadway and continue until 
reaching LARC Ranch, as shown in the attached Project Location Map. The proposed pipeline would 
terminate along Bouquet Canyon Road adjacent to LARC Ranch. A turnout and meter would be provided in 
order for LARC Ranch to connect to SCWD’s 16-inch pipeline. Construction staging areas have been 
proposed including one adjacent to the southeast of Bouquet Canyon Road near Shadow Valley Lane and 
areas within the LARC Ranch property. The project will travel through S33 T5N R15W, S32 T5N R15W, 
S5 T4N R15W, and S6 T4N R15W of the USGS Mint Canyon, CA 7.5’ Quadrangle. 
 
A Sacred Lands File Search conducted by the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) identified no 
Native American cultural resources in the immediate project area. The NAHC also provided Meridian 
Consultants a list of Native American organizations that may knowledge of cultural resources in the project 
area, which included your name and contact information. The NAHC’s response is attached for your 
reference. 
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Re: LARC Ranch Water Pipeline Cultural Resources Investigation 
November 11, 2015 
Page 2 of 2 
 
 
 
Meridian Consultants performed an archaeological/historic records search at the South Central Coastal 
Information Center at California State University, Fullerton on October 14, 2015 to identify previous cultural 
resource studies and previously recorded cultural resources within the project vicinity. That search 
identified 13 previously recorded cultural resources within 1 mile of the project area, but no resources 
within the project area itself. The previously identified cultural resources are summarized in an attached 
table. 
 
The records search also identified more than 30 previous cultural resource studies that have been 
undertaken within a 1-mile radius of the project area (summarized in an attached table) including a 
previous archaeological field survey of the project area performed in 1990, which identified no prehistoric 
or historic cultural resources within the project area. The project area was again surveyed by Meridian 
Consultants on October 19, 2015, which also resulted in the identification of no exposed historic or 
prehistoric cultural resources. 
 
We respectfully request your participation in this planning process. If you or members of your community 
have any additional knowledge of cultural resources or Native American Sacred Lands within or near the 
study area, or if you have any other comment on the project, please contact me at 805-322-4689 or 
jcarr@meridianconsultantsllc.com. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Jeff Carr 
Senior Planner/Cultural Resource Specialist 
 
Attachments: 
Regional Context Map 
Project Location Map 
NAHC Response Letter 
Table of Previously Identified Cultural Resources within 1 Mile of the Project Area 
Table of Previous Cultural Resource Investigations within 1 Mile of the Project Area 
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Project Location Map

FIGURE  2.0-2

108-001-15

SOURCE:  Santa Clarita Water Division - 2015
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Previously Recorded Cultural Resources within 1 Mile of the LARC Ranch Pipeline Project Area 

Site # Recorder (Year) 
Approx. Distance 
from Project Area Type 

CA-LAN-295 Riddell (1963) 0.9 mile Small rock shelter 

CA-LAN-2040H Rasson/LeCount 
(1992) 

0.9 mile Historic 20th century refuse scatter 

CA-LAN-2041H Rasson/LeCount 
(1992) 

0.75 mile Historic 20th century refuse scatter 

CA-LAN-3016H Vance (2001) 0.9 mile Historic Coarse Gold Mines 

CA-LAN-3534H Ahmet/Sharp (2006) 0.7 mile Historic Ranch and Structures 

CA-LAN-3535H Ahmet/Sharp (2006) 1.0 mile Rock feature and survey marker 

CA-LAN-3631 Paniagua (2003) 0.75 mile Rock feature cache 

CA-LAN-3632 Paniagua (2003) 0.75 mile Rock feature cache 

CA-LAN-3633 Paniagua (2003) 0.8 mile Rock feature cache 

CA-LAN-3634 Paniagua (2003) 0.7 mile Rock feature cache 

CA-LAN-
100572 

Ahmet (2006) 0.5 mile Historic trash scatter/dump 

CA-LAN-
186915 

Vance (2001) 0.3 mile Historic road 

CA-LAN-
187557 

Blosser, Johnson 
(2003) 

150 feet Historic bridge 
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Previous Cultural Resources Investigations within 1 Mile of the LARC Ranch Pipeline Project Site 

SCCIC # Author Date Title 
LA-00904 Wlodarski, Robert J. 1979 An Evaluation of the Impact Upon Cultural Resources by the 

Proposed Development of Tentative Tracts; 30546, 30562, 30599 
Located in Bouquet Canyon, Los Angeles County, California 

LA-00932 Tartaglia, Louis J. 1980 Cultural Resource Survey Tentative Parcel Map Number 00000, 
Saugus, Los Angeles County, California 

LA-01003 Dillon, Brian D.  1981 An Archaeological Resource Survey and Impact Assessment of 
Preliminary Land Division 6867; a 26.23 Acre Parcel in Bouquet 
Canyon, Los Angeles County, California 

LA-01114 Toren, George A. 1976 Assessment of the Archaeological Impact by the Proposed 
Development of Tract No. 32615 in Valencia, California 

LA-01141 Wlodarski, Robert J. 1982 An Evaluation of the Potential Impacts to Cultural Resources 
Located on Portions of Tentative Parcel Map 14813 Bouquet 
Canyon , Los Angeles, Ca 

LA-01701 Dillon, Brian D.  1988 An Archaeological Resource Survey and Impact Assessment of 
Tentative Tract No. 46648, a 93.2 Acre Parcel on Vasquez Canyon 
Road in Bouquet Canyon, Northern Los Angeles County, California  

LA-01846 Salls, Roy A. 1990 Report of Archaeological Reconnaissance Survey of: the Tonny 
Elmensdorp Property, Parcel Map 19714 3034 Bouquet Canyon 
Road Saugus, California 91300 

LA-02590 Rasson, Judith and 
Roberta S. 
Greenwood 

1992 An Archaeological Reconnaissance of Tract 31803, a 220 Acre Parcel 
in Plum Canyon, Los Angeles County 

LA-03690 Wlodarski, Robert J. 1997 Cultural Resources Evaluation City of Santa Clarita Circulation 
Element Eir 

LA-04057 Allen, Kathleen C. 
and Wakefield, 
Steven A. 

1998 Cultural Resources Re-assessment of the Bouquet Canyon Project, 
County of Los Angeles (vt 52192, 52193, and 52194) 

LA-04481 Singer, Clay A. and 
David A. Morrill 

1999 Cultural Resources Survey and Impact Assessment for Larc 
Foundation Ranch in Bouquet Canyon, Los Angeles County, 
California 

LA-04843 Allen, Kathleen C. 1999 Addendum to Cultural Resources Re-assessment of the Bouquet 
Canyon Project, County of Los Angeles (vtt 52192, 52193, and 
52194) 

LA-05137 Unknown 1999 Archaeological and Paleontological Resources Assessment of the 
Camp Joseph Scott Project 

LA-07428 McMorris, 
Christopher 

2004 Caltrans Historic Bridges Inventory Update: Timber Truss, Concrete 
Truss, and Suspension Bridges 

LA-08972 Schmidt, James J. 2007 Sce Tehachapi Renewable Transmission, Lombardi Farms Parking 
and Fly Yards, Bouquet Canyon road, Santa Clarita Area, Los Angeles 
County, California 

LA-08988 Schmidt, James J. 2007 Sce Tehachapi Renewable Transmission, Pottery Yard Parking and 
Material Laydown Area, Santa Clarita Area, Los Angeles County, 
California 

LA-08993 Schmidt, James J. 2007 Sce Tehachapi Renewable Transmission, Shoofly Corridor, Santa 
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SCCIC # Author Date Title 
Clarita Area, Los Angeles County, California 

LA-09035 Schmidt, James J. 2003 Negative Archaeological Survey Report Minor Land Division 30501 
Bouquet Canyon Road, Saugus, Ca Tentative Parcel Map #27121 

LA-09036 Romani, John F. 2003 Results of a Phase I Archaeological Survey for an 80 Acre Parcel of 
Land Located in Bouquet Canyon Los Angeles County, California 

LA-09042 Simon, Joseph M., 
Tamara K. Whitley, 
and David S. Whitley 

2004 Phase I Archaeological Survey of the Skyline Ranch Study Area, Los 
Angeles County, California 

LA-09769 Gust, Sherri and 
Amy Glover 

2008 Supplemental Cultural Resources Assessment, Segment 1, Section 1, 
Tehachapi Renewable Transmission Project, Variance for Wire 
Stringing Location near Construction Tower 25, Los Angeles County, 
California 

LA-09770 Harper, Veronica 
and Sherri Gust 

2009 Supplemental Archaeological and Paleontological Assessment, 
Segment 1, Section 1, Tehachapi Renewable Transmission Project, 
Variance for Increased Distribution Space at WSS 13, Los Angeles 
County, California 

LA-09852 (unknown) 2009 Verizon Cellular Communications Co-location Site: Vasquez Canyon, 
Saugus, CA 

LA-09920 Schmidt, James J., 
June A. Scmidt, and 
Gwen R. Romani 

2008 Results of the Class III Cultural Resources Investigation for the 
Southern California Edison Tehachapi Renewable Transmission 
Project (TRTP) Segment 1, Angeles National Forest and Adjacent 
Lands, Los Angeles County, California ARR Np. 05-01-01079 

LA-10140 Vance, Darrell W. 2001 Heritage Resources Evaluation of the 2001 Rim of the World Rally 
Course A.R.R. # 05-01-00-633 

LA-10205 Messick, Peter 2003 Archaeological Investigation for Meadow Peak Project, Vesting 
Tentative Tract Map 47760 with Final Report 

LA-10559 Schmidt, James J. 2000 Archaeological Impact Analysis: Vesting Tentative Tract Map 43589, 
7.5 Acres in Bouquet Canyon Area, Los Angeles County 

LA-11002 Switalski, Hubert 2011 Archaeological Survey Report for the Southern California Edison 
Company’s Proposed Replacement of one Deteriorated Pole 
Structure on the Bouquet 16kV Distribution Circuits, Santa Clarita, 
Los Angeles County, California 

LA-11713 Schmidt, James 2012 Archaeological Survey Report for Southern California Edison 
Company’s Replacement of Two Deteriorated Power Pole 
Structures on the Bouquet 16 kV and Trumpet 16 kV Distribution 
Circuits, Santa Clarita, Los Angeles County, CA  

LA-12691 Simon, Joseph 2010 Class III Inventory/Phase I Archaeological Survey of the Fire Station 
128 Alternate Site, Los Angeles County, California 
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910 Hampshire Road, Suite V 
Westlake Village, California 91631  
Tel. 805.367.5720 Fax. 805.367.5733    

 
 

November 11, 2015 
 
The Honorable Robert F. Dorame 
Tribal Chair/Cultural Resources, Gabrielino Tongva Indians of California Tribal Council 
P.O. Box 490 
Bellflower, CA 90707 
 
Re: LARC Ranch Water Pipeline Cultural Resources Investigation, Near Santa Clarita, Los Angeles County, CA 
 
Dear Mr. Dorame, 
 
Meridian Consultants has been hired to perform a cultural resources investigation for the proposed LARC 
Ranch Water Pipeline Project located north of Santa Clarita, Los Angeles County, California. The purpose of 
the investigation is to provide the Santa Clarita Water Division of Castaic Lake Water Agency with 
information and recommendations to determine whether the project would cause substantial adverse 
changes to any cultural resources, as mandated by California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 
Additionally, as this project may involve a federal undertaking, the investigation is also intended to assist a 
federal agency in its efforts to evaluate the effects of the undertaking on historic properties, as required by 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 
 
The project proposes to construct a 9,500-foot-long, 16-inch water pipeline that will connect to an existing 
16-inch pipeline beneath Bouquet Canyon Road near Shadow Valley Lane, north of Santa Clarita, Los 
Angeles County, California. The pipeline will start beneath Bouquet Canyon Road along the southern side of 
the roadway, then would travel northeast along the northern side of the roadway and continue until 
reaching LARC Ranch, as shown in the attached Project Location Map. The proposed pipeline would 
terminate along Bouquet Canyon Road adjacent to LARC Ranch. A turnout and meter would be provided in 
order for LARC Ranch to connect to SCWD’s 16-inch pipeline. Construction staging areas have been 
proposed including one adjacent to the southeast of Bouquet Canyon Road near Shadow Valley Lane and 
areas within the LARC Ranch property. The project will travel through S33 T5N R15W, S32 T5N R15W, 
S5 T4N R15W, and S6 T4N R15W of the USGS Mint Canyon, CA 7.5’ Quadrangle. 
 
A Sacred Lands File Search conducted by the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) identified no 
Native American cultural resources in the immediate project area. The NAHC also provided Meridian 
Consultants a list of Native American organizations that may knowledge of cultural resources in the project 
area, which included your name and contact information. The NAHC’s response is attached for your 
reference. 
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Re: LARC Ranch Water Pipeline Cultural Resources Investigation 
November 11, 2015 
Page 2 of 2 
 
 
 
Meridian Consultants performed an archaeological/historic records search at the South Central Coastal 
Information Center at California State University, Fullerton on October 14, 2015 to identify previous cultural 
resource studies and previously recorded cultural resources within the project vicinity. That search 
identified 13 previously recorded cultural resources within 1 mile of the project area, but no resources 
within the project area itself. The previously identified cultural resources are summarized in an attached 
table. 
 
The records search also identified more than 30 previous cultural resource studies that have been 
undertaken within a 1-mile radius of the project area (summarized in an attached table) including a 
previous archaeological field survey of the project area performed in 1990, which identified no prehistoric 
or historic cultural resources within the project area. The project area was again surveyed by Meridian 
Consultants on October 19, 2015, which also resulted in the identification of no exposed historic or 
prehistoric cultural resources. 
 
We respectfully request your participation in this planning process. If you or members of your community 
have any additional knowledge of cultural resources or Native American Sacred Lands within or near the 
study area, or if you have any other comment on the project, please contact me at 805-322-4689 or 
jcarr@meridianconsultantsllc.com. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Jeff Carr 
Senior Planner/Cultural Resource Specialist 
 
Attachments: 
Regional Context Map 
Project Location Map 
NAHC Response Letter 
Table of Previously Identified Cultural Resources within 1 Mile of the Project Area 
Table of Previous Cultural Resource Investigations within 1 Mile of the Project Area 
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Project Location Map

FIGURE  2.0-2

108-001-15

SOURCE:  Santa Clarita Water Division - 2015
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Previously Recorded Cultural Resources within 1 Mile of the LARC Ranch Pipeline Project Area 

Site # Recorder (Year) 
Approx. Distance 
from Project Area Type 

CA-LAN-295 Riddell (1963) 0.9 mile Small rock shelter 

CA-LAN-2040H Rasson/LeCount 
(1992) 

0.9 mile Historic 20th century refuse scatter 

CA-LAN-2041H Rasson/LeCount 
(1992) 

0.75 mile Historic 20th century refuse scatter 

CA-LAN-3016H Vance (2001) 0.9 mile Historic Coarse Gold Mines 

CA-LAN-3534H Ahmet/Sharp (2006) 0.7 mile Historic Ranch and Structures 

CA-LAN-3535H Ahmet/Sharp (2006) 1.0 mile Rock feature and survey marker 

CA-LAN-3631 Paniagua (2003) 0.75 mile Rock feature cache 

CA-LAN-3632 Paniagua (2003) 0.75 mile Rock feature cache 

CA-LAN-3633 Paniagua (2003) 0.8 mile Rock feature cache 

CA-LAN-3634 Paniagua (2003) 0.7 mile Rock feature cache 

CA-LAN-
100572 

Ahmet (2006) 0.5 mile Historic trash scatter/dump 

CA-LAN-
186915 

Vance (2001) 0.3 mile Historic road 

CA-LAN-
187557 

Blosser, Johnson 
(2003) 

150 feet Historic bridge 
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Previous Cultural Resources Investigations within 1 Mile of the LARC Ranch Pipeline Project Site 

SCCIC # Author Date Title 
LA-00904 Wlodarski, Robert J. 1979 An Evaluation of the Impact Upon Cultural Resources by the 

Proposed Development of Tentative Tracts; 30546, 30562, 30599 
Located in Bouquet Canyon, Los Angeles County, California 

LA-00932 Tartaglia, Louis J. 1980 Cultural Resource Survey Tentative Parcel Map Number 00000, 
Saugus, Los Angeles County, California 

LA-01003 Dillon, Brian D.  1981 An Archaeological Resource Survey and Impact Assessment of 
Preliminary Land Division 6867; a 26.23 Acre Parcel in Bouquet 
Canyon, Los Angeles County, California 

LA-01114 Toren, George A. 1976 Assessment of the Archaeological Impact by the Proposed 
Development of Tract No. 32615 in Valencia, California 

LA-01141 Wlodarski, Robert J. 1982 An Evaluation of the Potential Impacts to Cultural Resources 
Located on Portions of Tentative Parcel Map 14813 Bouquet 
Canyon , Los Angeles, Ca 

LA-01701 Dillon, Brian D.  1988 An Archaeological Resource Survey and Impact Assessment of 
Tentative Tract No. 46648, a 93.2 Acre Parcel on Vasquez Canyon 
Road in Bouquet Canyon, Northern Los Angeles County, California  

LA-01846 Salls, Roy A. 1990 Report of Archaeological Reconnaissance Survey of: the Tonny 
Elmensdorp Property, Parcel Map 19714 3034 Bouquet Canyon 
Road Saugus, California 91300 

LA-02590 Rasson, Judith and 
Roberta S. 
Greenwood 

1992 An Archaeological Reconnaissance of Tract 31803, a 220 Acre Parcel 
in Plum Canyon, Los Angeles County 

LA-03690 Wlodarski, Robert J. 1997 Cultural Resources Evaluation City of Santa Clarita Circulation 
Element Eir 

LA-04057 Allen, Kathleen C. 
and Wakefield, 
Steven A. 

1998 Cultural Resources Re-assessment of the Bouquet Canyon Project, 
County of Los Angeles (vt 52192, 52193, and 52194) 

LA-04481 Singer, Clay A. and 
David A. Morrill 

1999 Cultural Resources Survey and Impact Assessment for Larc 
Foundation Ranch in Bouquet Canyon, Los Angeles County, 
California 

LA-04843 Allen, Kathleen C. 1999 Addendum to Cultural Resources Re-assessment of the Bouquet 
Canyon Project, County of Los Angeles (vtt 52192, 52193, and 
52194) 

LA-05137 Unknown 1999 Archaeological and Paleontological Resources Assessment of the 
Camp Joseph Scott Project 

LA-07428 McMorris, 
Christopher 

2004 Caltrans Historic Bridges Inventory Update: Timber Truss, Concrete 
Truss, and Suspension Bridges 

LA-08972 Schmidt, James J. 2007 Sce Tehachapi Renewable Transmission, Lombardi Farms Parking 
and Fly Yards, Bouquet Canyon road, Santa Clarita Area, Los Angeles 
County, California 

LA-08988 Schmidt, James J. 2007 Sce Tehachapi Renewable Transmission, Pottery Yard Parking and 
Material Laydown Area, Santa Clarita Area, Los Angeles County, 
California 

LA-08993 Schmidt, James J. 2007 Sce Tehachapi Renewable Transmission, Shoofly Corridor, Santa 
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SCCIC # Author Date Title 
Clarita Area, Los Angeles County, California 

LA-09035 Schmidt, James J. 2003 Negative Archaeological Survey Report Minor Land Division 30501 
Bouquet Canyon Road, Saugus, Ca Tentative Parcel Map #27121 

LA-09036 Romani, John F. 2003 Results of a Phase I Archaeological Survey for an 80 Acre Parcel of 
Land Located in Bouquet Canyon Los Angeles County, California 

LA-09042 Simon, Joseph M., 
Tamara K. Whitley, 
and David S. Whitley 

2004 Phase I Archaeological Survey of the Skyline Ranch Study Area, Los 
Angeles County, California 

LA-09769 Gust, Sherri and 
Amy Glover 

2008 Supplemental Cultural Resources Assessment, Segment 1, Section 1, 
Tehachapi Renewable Transmission Project, Variance for Wire 
Stringing Location near Construction Tower 25, Los Angeles County, 
California 

LA-09770 Harper, Veronica 
and Sherri Gust 

2009 Supplemental Archaeological and Paleontological Assessment, 
Segment 1, Section 1, Tehachapi Renewable Transmission Project, 
Variance for Increased Distribution Space at WSS 13, Los Angeles 
County, California 

LA-09852 (unknown) 2009 Verizon Cellular Communications Co-location Site: Vasquez Canyon, 
Saugus, CA 

LA-09920 Schmidt, James J., 
June A. Scmidt, and 
Gwen R. Romani 

2008 Results of the Class III Cultural Resources Investigation for the 
Southern California Edison Tehachapi Renewable Transmission 
Project (TRTP) Segment 1, Angeles National Forest and Adjacent 
Lands, Los Angeles County, California ARR Np. 05-01-01079 

LA-10140 Vance, Darrell W. 2001 Heritage Resources Evaluation of the 2001 Rim of the World Rally 
Course A.R.R. # 05-01-00-633 

LA-10205 Messick, Peter 2003 Archaeological Investigation for Meadow Peak Project, Vesting 
Tentative Tract Map 47760 with Final Report 

LA-10559 Schmidt, James J. 2000 Archaeological Impact Analysis: Vesting Tentative Tract Map 43589, 
7.5 Acres in Bouquet Canyon Area, Los Angeles County 

LA-11002 Switalski, Hubert 2011 Archaeological Survey Report for the Southern California Edison 
Company’s Proposed Replacement of one Deteriorated Pole 
Structure on the Bouquet 16kV Distribution Circuits, Santa Clarita, 
Los Angeles County, California 

LA-11713 Schmidt, James 2012 Archaeological Survey Report for Southern California Edison 
Company’s Replacement of Two Deteriorated Power Pole 
Structures on the Bouquet 16 kV and Trumpet 16 kV Distribution 
Circuits, Santa Clarita, Los Angeles County, CA  

LA-12691 Simon, Joseph 2010 Class III Inventory/Phase I Archaeological Survey of the Fire Station 
128 Alternate Site, Los Angeles County, California 
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910 Hampshire Road, Suite V 
Westlake Village, California 91631  
Tel. 805.367.5720 Fax. 805.367.5733    

 
 

November 11, 2015 
 
The Honorable Linda Candelaria 
Co-Chairperson, Gabrielino-Tongva Tribe 
1999 Avenue of the Stars, Suite 1100 
Los Angeles, CA 90067 
 
Re: LARC Ranch Water Pipeline Cultural Resources Investigation, Near Santa Clarita, Los Angeles County, CA 
 
Dear Ms. Candelaria, 
 
Meridian Consultants has been hired to perform a cultural resources investigation for the proposed LARC 
Ranch Water Pipeline Project located north of Santa Clarita, Los Angeles County, California. The purpose of 
the investigation is to provide the Santa Clarita Water Division of Castaic Lake Water Agency with 
information and recommendations to determine whether the project would cause substantial adverse 
changes to any cultural resources, as mandated by California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 
Additionally, as this project may involve a federal undertaking, the investigation is also intended to assist a 
federal agency in its efforts to evaluate the effects of the undertaking on historic properties, as required by 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 
 
The project proposes to construct a 9,500-foot-long, 16-inch water pipeline that will connect to an existing 
16-inch pipeline beneath Bouquet Canyon Road near Shadow Valley Lane, north of Santa Clarita, Los 
Angeles County, California. The pipeline will start beneath Bouquet Canyon Road along the southern side of 
the roadway, then would travel northeast along the northern side of the roadway and continue until 
reaching LARC Ranch, as shown in the attached Project Location Map. The proposed pipeline would 
terminate along Bouquet Canyon Road adjacent to LARC Ranch. A turnout and meter would be provided in 
order for LARC Ranch to connect to SCWD’s 16-inch pipeline. Construction staging areas have been 
proposed including one adjacent to the southeast of Bouquet Canyon Road near Shadow Valley Lane and 
areas within the LARC Ranch property. The project will travel through S33 T5N R15W, S32 T5N R15W, 
S5 T4N R15W, and S6 T4N R15W of the USGS Mint Canyon, CA 7.5’ Quadrangle. 
 
A Sacred Lands File Search conducted by the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) identified no 
Native American cultural resources in the immediate project area. The NAHC also provided Meridian 
Consultants a list of Native American organizations that may knowledge of cultural resources in the project 
area, which included your name and contact information. The NAHC’s response is attached for your 
reference. 
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Re: LARC Ranch Water Pipeline Cultural Resources Investigation 
November 11, 2015 
Page 2 of 2 
 
 
 
Meridian Consultants performed an archaeological/historic records search at the South Central Coastal 
Information Center at California State University, Fullerton on October 14, 2015 to identify previous cultural 
resource studies and previously recorded cultural resources within the project vicinity. That search 
identified 13 previously recorded cultural resources within 1 mile of the project area, but no resources 
within the project area itself. The previously identified cultural resources are summarized in an attached 
table. 
 
The records search also identified more than 30 previous cultural resource studies that have been 
undertaken within a 1-mile radius of the project area (summarized in an attached table) including a 
previous archaeological field survey of the project area performed in 1990, which identified no prehistoric 
or historic cultural resources within the project area. The project area was again surveyed by Meridian 
Consultants on October 19, 2015, which also resulted in the identification of no exposed historic or 
prehistoric cultural resources. 
 
We respectfully request your participation in this planning process. If you or members of your community 
have any additional knowledge of cultural resources or Native American Sacred Lands within or near the 
study area, or if you have any other comment on the project, please contact me at 805-322-4689 or 
jcarr@meridianconsultantsllc.com. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Jeff Carr 
Senior Planner/Cultural Resource Specialist 
 
Attachments: 
Regional Context Map 
Project Location Map 
NAHC Response Letter 
Table of Previously Identified Cultural Resources within 1 Mile of the Project Area 
Table of Previous Cultural Resource Investigations within 1 Mile of the Project Area 
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Project Location Map

FIGURE  2.0-2

108-001-15

SOURCE:  Santa Clarita Water Division - 2015
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Previously Recorded Cultural Resources within 1 Mile of the LARC Ranch Pipeline Project Area 

Site # Recorder (Year) 
Approx. Distance 
from Project Area Type 

CA-LAN-295 Riddell (1963) 0.9 mile Small rock shelter 

CA-LAN-2040H Rasson/LeCount 
(1992) 

0.9 mile Historic 20th century refuse scatter 

CA-LAN-2041H Rasson/LeCount 
(1992) 

0.75 mile Historic 20th century refuse scatter 

CA-LAN-3016H Vance (2001) 0.9 mile Historic Coarse Gold Mines 

CA-LAN-3534H Ahmet/Sharp (2006) 0.7 mile Historic Ranch and Structures 

CA-LAN-3535H Ahmet/Sharp (2006) 1.0 mile Rock feature and survey marker 

CA-LAN-3631 Paniagua (2003) 0.75 mile Rock feature cache 

CA-LAN-3632 Paniagua (2003) 0.75 mile Rock feature cache 

CA-LAN-3633 Paniagua (2003) 0.8 mile Rock feature cache 

CA-LAN-3634 Paniagua (2003) 0.7 mile Rock feature cache 

CA-LAN-
100572 

Ahmet (2006) 0.5 mile Historic trash scatter/dump 

CA-LAN-
186915 

Vance (2001) 0.3 mile Historic road 

CA-LAN-
187557 

Blosser, Johnson 
(2003) 

150 feet Historic bridge 
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Previous Cultural Resources Investigations within 1 Mile of the LARC Ranch Pipeline Project Site 

SCCIC # Author Date Title 
LA-00904 Wlodarski, Robert J. 1979 An Evaluation of the Impact Upon Cultural Resources by the 

Proposed Development of Tentative Tracts; 30546, 30562, 30599 
Located in Bouquet Canyon, Los Angeles County, California 

LA-00932 Tartaglia, Louis J. 1980 Cultural Resource Survey Tentative Parcel Map Number 00000, 
Saugus, Los Angeles County, California 

LA-01003 Dillon, Brian D.  1981 An Archaeological Resource Survey and Impact Assessment of 
Preliminary Land Division 6867; a 26.23 Acre Parcel in Bouquet 
Canyon, Los Angeles County, California 

LA-01114 Toren, George A. 1976 Assessment of the Archaeological Impact by the Proposed 
Development of Tract No. 32615 in Valencia, California 

LA-01141 Wlodarski, Robert J. 1982 An Evaluation of the Potential Impacts to Cultural Resources 
Located on Portions of Tentative Parcel Map 14813 Bouquet 
Canyon , Los Angeles, Ca 

LA-01701 Dillon, Brian D.  1988 An Archaeological Resource Survey and Impact Assessment of 
Tentative Tract No. 46648, a 93.2 Acre Parcel on Vasquez Canyon 
Road in Bouquet Canyon, Northern Los Angeles County, California  

LA-01846 Salls, Roy A. 1990 Report of Archaeological Reconnaissance Survey of: the Tonny 
Elmensdorp Property, Parcel Map 19714 3034 Bouquet Canyon 
Road Saugus, California 91300 

LA-02590 Rasson, Judith and 
Roberta S. 
Greenwood 

1992 An Archaeological Reconnaissance of Tract 31803, a 220 Acre Parcel 
in Plum Canyon, Los Angeles County 

LA-03690 Wlodarski, Robert J. 1997 Cultural Resources Evaluation City of Santa Clarita Circulation 
Element Eir 

LA-04057 Allen, Kathleen C. 
and Wakefield, 
Steven A. 

1998 Cultural Resources Re-assessment of the Bouquet Canyon Project, 
County of Los Angeles (vt 52192, 52193, and 52194) 

LA-04481 Singer, Clay A. and 
David A. Morrill 

1999 Cultural Resources Survey and Impact Assessment for Larc 
Foundation Ranch in Bouquet Canyon, Los Angeles County, 
California 

LA-04843 Allen, Kathleen C. 1999 Addendum to Cultural Resources Re-assessment of the Bouquet 
Canyon Project, County of Los Angeles (vtt 52192, 52193, and 
52194) 

LA-05137 Unknown 1999 Archaeological and Paleontological Resources Assessment of the 
Camp Joseph Scott Project 

LA-07428 McMorris, 
Christopher 

2004 Caltrans Historic Bridges Inventory Update: Timber Truss, Concrete 
Truss, and Suspension Bridges 

LA-08972 Schmidt, James J. 2007 Sce Tehachapi Renewable Transmission, Lombardi Farms Parking 
and Fly Yards, Bouquet Canyon road, Santa Clarita Area, Los Angeles 
County, California 

LA-08988 Schmidt, James J. 2007 Sce Tehachapi Renewable Transmission, Pottery Yard Parking and 
Material Laydown Area, Santa Clarita Area, Los Angeles County, 
California 

LA-08993 Schmidt, James J. 2007 Sce Tehachapi Renewable Transmission, Shoofly Corridor, Santa 
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SCCIC # Author Date Title 
Clarita Area, Los Angeles County, California 

LA-09035 Schmidt, James J. 2003 Negative Archaeological Survey Report Minor Land Division 30501 
Bouquet Canyon Road, Saugus, Ca Tentative Parcel Map #27121 

LA-09036 Romani, John F. 2003 Results of a Phase I Archaeological Survey for an 80 Acre Parcel of 
Land Located in Bouquet Canyon Los Angeles County, California 

LA-09042 Simon, Joseph M., 
Tamara K. Whitley, 
and David S. Whitley 

2004 Phase I Archaeological Survey of the Skyline Ranch Study Area, Los 
Angeles County, California 

LA-09769 Gust, Sherri and 
Amy Glover 

2008 Supplemental Cultural Resources Assessment, Segment 1, Section 1, 
Tehachapi Renewable Transmission Project, Variance for Wire 
Stringing Location near Construction Tower 25, Los Angeles County, 
California 

LA-09770 Harper, Veronica 
and Sherri Gust 

2009 Supplemental Archaeological and Paleontological Assessment, 
Segment 1, Section 1, Tehachapi Renewable Transmission Project, 
Variance for Increased Distribution Space at WSS 13, Los Angeles 
County, California 

LA-09852 (unknown) 2009 Verizon Cellular Communications Co-location Site: Vasquez Canyon, 
Saugus, CA 

LA-09920 Schmidt, James J., 
June A. Scmidt, and 
Gwen R. Romani 

2008 Results of the Class III Cultural Resources Investigation for the 
Southern California Edison Tehachapi Renewable Transmission 
Project (TRTP) Segment 1, Angeles National Forest and Adjacent 
Lands, Los Angeles County, California ARR Np. 05-01-01079 

LA-10140 Vance, Darrell W. 2001 Heritage Resources Evaluation of the 2001 Rim of the World Rally 
Course A.R.R. # 05-01-00-633 

LA-10205 Messick, Peter 2003 Archaeological Investigation for Meadow Peak Project, Vesting 
Tentative Tract Map 47760 with Final Report 

LA-10559 Schmidt, James J. 2000 Archaeological Impact Analysis: Vesting Tentative Tract Map 43589, 
7.5 Acres in Bouquet Canyon Area, Los Angeles County 

LA-11002 Switalski, Hubert 2011 Archaeological Survey Report for the Southern California Edison 
Company’s Proposed Replacement of one Deteriorated Pole 
Structure on the Bouquet 16kV Distribution Circuits, Santa Clarita, 
Los Angeles County, California 

LA-11713 Schmidt, James 2012 Archaeological Survey Report for Southern California Edison 
Company’s Replacement of Two Deteriorated Power Pole 
Structures on the Bouquet 16 kV and Trumpet 16 kV Distribution 
Circuits, Santa Clarita, Los Angeles County, CA  

LA-12691 Simon, Joseph 2010 Class III Inventory/Phase I Archaeological Survey of the Fire Station 
128 Alternate Site, Los Angeles County, California 
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APPENDIX C 
Personnel Qualifications 
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JEFF CARR 
Senior Planner/Cultural Resource Specialist 
 
 
EDUCATION 

In Progress Master of Arts, Geography (GIS Option), California State University, Northridge, CA 

1998 Master of Arts, Anthropology, Iowa State University, Ames, IA 

1998 Master of Science, Architectural Studies, Iowa State University, Ames, IA 

1995 Bachelor of Arts, Anthropology Major/History Minor, Iowa State University, Ames, IA 

EXPERIENCE 

June 2015–March 2016, Senior Planner/Cultural Resource Specialist, Meridian Consultants, Westlake Village, CA 

July 2013–Present, Archaeologist/Architectural Historian (on-call/intermittent) WHPacific, Portland, OR 

July 2013–June 2015, Compliance Officer/Research Specialist, California State University, Northridge, CA 

Nov. 2010–Aug. 2012, Architectural Historian, State Historic Preservation Office of Iowa, Des Moines, IA 

Dec. 2009–Nov. 2010, Lead Historic Preservation Specialist, FEMA, Urbandale, IA  

Oct. 2004–Nov. 2009, Senior Historian, Georgia Department of Transportation, Atlanta, GA 

July 2003–Oct. 2004, Archaeologist (Field Director), TRC Environmental, Atlanta, GA 

Aug. 1999–July 2003, Curatorial Assistant for Repatriation/Archives Technician, Harvard University, Peabody 
Museum of Archaeology and Ethnology, Cambridge, MA  

Mar. 1999–May 1999, Archaeological Technician, Louis Berger & Associates, Inc., Marion, IA 

Oct. 1998–Nov. 1998, Archaeological Technician, Office of the State Archaeologist of Iowa, Iowa City, IA 

July 1997–July 1998, Research Assistant (Laboratory Manager), Iowa State University Archaeological Laboratory, 
Ames, IA 

Aug. 1996–Dec. 1997, Teaching Assistant, Department of Anthropology, Iowa State University, Ames, IA 

May 1996–July 1996, Archaeological Technician, the Community of Nijmegen, Netherlands 

Sept. 1995–April 1996, Archaeological Technician, Office of the State Archaeologist of Iowa, Iowa City, IA 

JOB-RELATED TRAINING 

Address Geocoding with ArcGIS, March 2015, Esri Training 

Referencing Data to Real-World Locations Using ArcGIS, February 2015, Esri Training 

Advanced Section 106 Seminar, June 9, 2011, Minneapolis, Minnesota, Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 

Advanced Methods of FEMA’s Historic Preservation Program (E265), June 28, 2010–July 1, 2010, Emmitsburg, 
Maryland, FEMA, Emergency Management Institute 
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Coordinating Environmental and Historic Preservation Compliance (IS-253), May 2010, Emergency Management 
Institute Virtual Campus, FEMA, Emergency Management Institute 

Identification and Evaluation of Mid-20th-Century Buildings, June 8-9, 2009, Atlanta, Georgia, National Preservation 
Institute 

Researching and Writing Agreements under Section 106 of the NHPA, April 1-3, 2008, Atlanta, Georgia, American 
Council of Engineering Companies 

Context-Sensitive Solutions, October 17-19, 2006, Atlanta, Georgia, National Highway Institute & Federal Highway 
Administration 

Streamlining Section 106 and the Environmental Policy Act, November 14-15, 2005, Atlanta, Georgia, SRI Foundation 

Section 106: An Introduction, May 3-5, 2005, Washington, DC, National Preservation Institute 

TECHNICAL REPORTS, PUBLICATIONS, & PRESENTATIONS 

2009 Co-authored with William Whittaker, “Fort Atkinson, Iowa 1840-1849,” in Frontier Forts of Iowa: Indians, 
Traders, and Soldiers, 1682-1862. University of Iowa Press, Iowa City, IA.  

2009 Long Acres Subdivision Historic District Architectural Context Study, Fulton County, Georgia. Occasional Papers 
in Cultural Resource Management #19. Georgia Department of Transportation, Atlanta, GA.  

2009 Architectural Context Study of the Long Acres Subdivision Historic District, presentation at the joint Association 
of Transportation Archaeologists/Society for American Archaeology Meeting, Atlanta, GA.  

2004–2009 Prepared more than 50 historic resources survey reports, more than 30 assessments of effects 
documents, memoranda of agreement, and permanent archival record packages, including HABS/HAER 
documentation. Georgia Department of Transportation, Atlanta, GA.  

2003-2004 Authored, co-authored, and contributed to several cultural resources survey reports, some as Principal 
Investigator. TRC Environmental, Inc., Atlanta, GA.  

1999–2001 Contributed to quarterly reports that documented collections of human remains and funerary objects 
and made cultural affiliation determinations in compliance with the Native American Graves Protection and 
Repatriation Act. Peabody Museum, Harvard University, Cambridge, MA.  

1998–1999 Contributed to archaeological survey reports. Iowa State University Archaeological Laboratory, Ames, IA. 

1997 Archaeological Investigations of a Nineteenth-Century Coal Mining Settlement in Central Iowa. Paper co-
authored with Jason Titcomb and presented at 55th Annual Plains Anthropological Conference, Boulder, CO. 
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MITCH EVANS 
Cultural Resource Specialist/GIS Specialist 
 
 
EDUCATION 

In Progress Master of Arts, Anthropology, California State University, Los Angeles, CA 

2012 GIS Certificate, California State University, Los Angeles, CA 

2009 Bachelor of Arts, Anthropology, University of California, Los Angeles, CA 

EXPERIENCE 

June 2015–October 2015, Cultural Resource Specialist/GIS Specialist, Meridian Consultants, Westlake Village, CA 

September 2014–June 2015, Staff Archaeologist, Applied Earthworks, Pasadena, CA 

April 2013–Present, Archaeological Field Technician/GIS technician, SWCA, Pasadena, CA 

December 2012–January 2013, Cultural Monitor, Power Engineers, Los Angeles, CA 

September 2010–September 2012, Associate Archaeologist, Tierra Environmental, San Diego, CA 

August 2010–September 2010, Crew member, ASM Affiliates, San Diego, CA 

June 2010–September 2010, Paleontological Lab technician, Paleo Solutions, Costa Mesa, CA  

May 2010–June 2010, Archaeological technician, William Self Associates, in Beaver, UT   

May 3–May 6, 2010, Archaeological technician, ASM Affiliates, El Centro, CA 

October 2009–April 2010, Archaeological technician, Paleo Solutions, Angeles National Forest, CA and Twentynine 
Palms, CA 

August 2009–October 2009, Crew member, William Self Associates, UT 

July 2009, Volunteer technician, San Diego Mission, San Diego, CA 

June 2009, Crew member, Instituto Nacional de Anthropologia e Historia, Baja California, Mexico   

August 2008–June 2009, Research Assistant, Cotsen Institute, University of California, Los Angeles, CA  

July–August 2008, Student Researcher/Excavator, UCLA Summer Field School, University of Reading, UK 

TECHNICAL REPORTS, PUBLICATIONS, & PRESENTATIONS 

2013 Society for California Archaeology; Poster Presentation: Lithic Procurement at Tule Creek Village, San Nicolas 
Island 

2014 Society for California Archaeology; Poster Presentation: Poster: GIS Applications for Prehistoric Site Attribute 
Analysis of the Santa Monica Mountains Region 

2014 Society for California Archaeology; Co-Author: Points of Interest at Big Sycamore Canyon: Flake stone tool 
analysis 
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APPENDIX D 
Noise Measurement Data  
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LARC Ranch Water Pipeline Project

Noise Location 1 (Ranch Entrance)

Record # Date Time Duration Run Time LAeq LAE LASmin

LASmin 

Time LASmax

LASmax 

Time LApeak (max)

LApeak (max) 

Time

1 2015/10/24 10:59:28 00:00:32.0 00:00:32.0 56.9 72.0 48.2 10:59:37 65.6 10:59:59 83.7 10:59:44

2 2015/10/24 11:00:00 00:43:34.7 00:43:34.7 67.3 101.5 41.9 11:09:28 95.8 11:18:53 132.7 11:18:53

Prepared by Meridian Consultants LLC
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LARC Ranch Water Pipeline Project

Noise 2 Location (Ranch)

Record # Date Time Duration Run Time LAeq LAE LASmin

LASmin 

Time LASmax

LASmax 

Time

LApeak 

(max)

LApeak (max) 

Time

1 2015/10/24 12:11:19 00:15:13.9 00:15:13.9 50.8 80.4 43.2 12:16:30 64.5 12:15:04 90.6 12:15:04

Prepared by Meridian Consultants LLC
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LARC Ranch Water Pipeline Project

Noise Location 3 (Ranch TurnAround)

Record # Date Time Duration Run Time LAeq LAE LASmin

LASmin 

Time LASmax

LASmax 

Time LApeak (max)

LApeak (max) 

Time

1 2015/10/24 09:04:23 00:17:43.6 00:17:43.6 62.8 93.1 34.6 09:21:34 77.7 09:10:34 90.4 09:10:34

Prepared by Meridian Consultants LLC

371



LARC Ranch Water Pipeline Project
Noise Location 4 (Mobile Home Village)

Record # Date Time Duration Run Time LAeq LAE LASmin LASmin Time LASmax

LASmax 

Time LApeak (max) LApeak (max) Time

1 2015/10/24 09:41:49 00:15:04.1 00:15:04.1 67.5 97.1 32.9 09:52:46 81.7 09:47:39 96.2 09:47:39

Prepared by Meridian Consultants LLC
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LARC Ranch Water Pipeline Project

Noise Location 5 (Southern Potential Staging Area)

Record # Date Time Duration Run Time LAeq LAE LASmin

LASmin 

Time LASmax

LASmax 

Time

LApeak 

(max)

LApeak (max) 

Time

1 2015/10/24 10:12:14 00:18:21.6 00:18:21.6 70.3 100.7 45.1 10:27:08 87.2 10:21:33 106.1 10:21:32

Prepared by Meridian Consultants LLC

373



APPENDIX B 
LARC Ranch Water Pipeline NOI 
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