
 

 
 

 Board of Directors 
Engineering and Operations Committee  

3/13/2018 Board Meeting 

7-1 
Subject 

Adopt CEQA determination and authorize agreement with the Mountains Recreation and Conservation Authority 
in an amount not to exceed $1,121,000 for implementation of conservation actions and long-term management on 
mitigation lands in Soledad Canyon, Los Angeles County  

Executive Summary 

This action certifies environmental documentation to allow dewatering of the Foothill Feeder for needed pipeline 
inspections, and for ongoing maintenance and repair of the feeder.  This action also authorizes the General 
Manager to enter into an agreement with the Mountains Recreation and Conservation Authority (MRCA) for 
implementation of mitigation for potential impacts on the unarmored threespine stickleback (UTS) fish associated 
with dewatering the Foothill Feeder, as required by state and federal Endangered Species Acts. 

Timing and Urgency 

Metropolitan periodically dewaters its feeders for routine inspection, maintenance, or repairs.  A November 2015 
California Supreme Court ruling restricts Metropolitan’s ability to dewater the Foothill Feeder under certain 
conditions, including emergency shutdowns, when the dewatering into streams may result in incidental take of the 
UTS fish.  California Assembly Bill 2488 (AB 2488), signed into law by Governor Brown on September 16, 
2016, authorized the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) to issue an incidental take permit for 
UTS to Metropolitan for dewatering of the Foothill Feeder.   

State law requires approval of a California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) environmental document prior to 
issuance of an incidental take permit.  Accordingly, staff prepared a Supplemental Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR) to support Metropolitan’s incidental take permit application for a planned January 2019 shutdown of the 
Foothill Feeder.  The permit will require mitigation, which is proposed to be implemented on lands owned by the 
MRCA.  Staff recommends that the Supplemental EIR be certified at this time in order for the incidental take 
permit to be issued in advance of the planned shutdown; and that the General Manager be authorized to enter into 
an agreement with MRCA to implement mitigation required under state and federal Endangered Species Acts.

Details 

Background  

The Foothill Feeder conveys untreated water from the West Branch of the State Water Project into the western 
portion of Metropolitan’s service area.  The feeder extends south from Castaic Lake under the Santa Clara River 
and several of its tributaries to Magazine Canyon Shaft and the Joseph Jensen Water Treatment Plant.  The 
member agencies that rely on this supply include Calleguas Municipal Water District, Central Basin Municipal 
Water District, Las Virgenes Municipal Water District, West Basin Municipal Water District, and the cities of 
Beverly Hills, Burbank, Compton, Glendale, Long Beach, Los Angeles, San Fernando, Santa Monica, and 
Torrance.  
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The Foothill Feeder is 14.6 miles long, of which 5.9 miles are constructed of 201-inch-diameter prestressed 
concrete cylinder pipe (PCCP).  In 2013, Metropolitan initiated a comprehensive program to inspect, manage, and 
rehabilitate its PCCP feeders to maintain delivery reliability, and to identify any PCCP segments that may become 
distressed.  As part of this program, staff inspects the PCCP feeders every five to seven years.  Current state-of-
the-art inspection techniques require dewatering of the pipe.  The Foothill Feeder was last shut down and 
inspected in 2012, and the next inspection is planned for January 2019.  

The Foothill Feeder can only be dewatered completely by draining the lowest points of the pipeline through blow-
off structures into the Santa Clara River and several of its tributaries.  Under certain hydrologic conditions, those 
stream reaches may contain populations of UTS, a fish listed as a state and federal endangered species, and which 
is fully protected under Section 5515(b) of the California Fish and Game Code.  A recent California Supreme 
Court decision held that live relocation of stranded UTS back into a stream to protect the UTS is a form of 
incidental take, which is prohibited by the fully-protected species law (Center for Biological Diversity v. Cal. 
Department of Fish & Wildlife (2015) 62 Cal.4th 204, 234).  If left unaddressed, the ruling would pose a risk that 
Metropolitan could face liability for unauthorized take of UTS during the course of critical inspection and 
maintenance activities for the feeder, including dewatering in response to an emergency.  

In February 2016, Metropolitan’s Board authorized staff to seek legislation that would authorize CDFW to issue 
an incidental take permit under the California Endangered Species Act to allow for incidental take of UTS 
associated with dewatering of the Foothill Feeder for routine inspection and maintenance, as well as in response 
to an emergency.  A bill consistent with the Board’s direction, AB 2488 (Dababneh), was signed into law by the 
Governor on September 16, 2016.  AB 2488 changed the Fish and Game Code to allow CDFW to authorize, 
under the California Endangered Species Act, take of the UTS attributable to the periodic dewatering, inspection, 
maintenance, modification, or repair of Metropolitan’s Foothill Feeder if certain conditions are satisfied.  The 
conditions of an incidental take permit issued by the CDFW will require impacts associated with authorized take 
be minimized and fully mitigated; implementation of an adaptive management plan to monitor the effectiveness 
of, and adjustments as necessary, to the mitigation measures; and adequate funding to meet these requirements.  
Similar conditions will also be required under the federal Endangered Species Act. 

In October 2016, Metropolitan’s Board authorized consulting agreements for the preparation of environmental 
documentation and an application for an incidental take permit.  Staff submitted the application to CDFW for the 
incidental take of UTS in December 2017.  The CDFW, acting as a responsible agency under CEQA, will rely on 
information in the certified Supplemental EIR to issue the incidental take permit.  An application for an incidental 
take permit under the federal Endangered Species Act was submitted in July 2014.  However, the United States 
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) would not issue a permit at that time as this issue had not been resolved in 
the courts.  Due to the passage of AB 2488, the USFWS is now prepared to issue a permit.  Staff recommends 
certifying the Supplemental EIR at this time in order for the permit to be issued, which will enable the planned 
shutdown to proceed in January 2019.  

Certification of Supplemental Environmental Impact Report  

As required by CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines, Metropolitan released the Draft Supplemental EIR for a 
45-day public review period.  Staff filed a Notice of Completion with the State Clearinghouse, and a Notice of 
Availability of the Draft Supplemental EIR was published in local newspapers.  The Draft Supplemental EIR was 
also posted on Metropolitan’s website, and hard copies were made available at Metropolitan’s Headquarters 
Building in Los Angeles and at local libraries near the project site.  The public review period and state-level 
review of the Draft Supplemental EIR began on December 5, 2017, and ended on January 18, 2018.  Metropolitan 
received two letters: one from the CDFW regarding measures to protect biological resources and continued 
coordination to finalize the incidental take permit; and one from the Santa Clarita Valley Water Agency 
(SCVWA) requesting continued coordination for Foothill Feeder shutdowns, and information on mitigation 
implementation in the Santa Clara River Watershed upstream of SCVWA facilities.  These issues were addressed 
in the Final Supplemental EIR and in the Responses to Comments. 

CEQA requires that Metropolitan’s Board certify that the Final Supplemental EIR has been completed in 
compliance with CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines; that it has reviewed and considered the information 
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presented in the Final Supplemental EIR; and that the Final Supplemental EIR reflects the Board’s independent 
judgment and analysis.  CEQA also requires that public agencies adopt a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program (MMRP) when they approve a project that contains mitigation measures to reduce or avoid significant 
environmental impacts.  The Final Supplemental EIR evaluated potentially significant environmental impacts and 
proposed feasible mitigation measures, which are included in the MMRP.  The Final Supplemental EIR concluded 
that cumulative impacts to air quality and noise could not be mitigated to less-than-significant levels due to 
emissions of nitrogen oxides (NOx) during construction and sound levels that exceed local ordinance thresholds.  
These impacts can be reduced by the adoption of feasible mitigation measures.  However, because it was found 
that these impacts could not be feasibly mitigated to below a level of significance, the Board will need to consider 
adoption of a Statement of Overriding Considerations (SOC) for the project.  The SOC concludes that the benefits 
of the proposed project substantially outweigh the unavoidable significant adverse impacts that would result from 
project implementation.  Finally, the Board will also need to adopt the Findings of Fact (FOF).  The FOF contain 
conclusions about each significant impact, substantial evidence supporting Metropolitan’s conclusions, and an 
explanation of how the evidence supports the conclusions.  Findings are made at the time the Supplemental EIR is 
certified. 

Environmental Mitigation Services (Mountains Recreation and Conservation Authority) – New Agreement  

MRCA will provide mitigation services via a new agreement.  The MRCA is a public agency that was established 
in 1985.  It is dedicated to the preservation and management of local open space and parkland, watershed lands, 
trails, and wildlife habitat.  MRCA is authorized by the CDFW to hold title to and manage mitigation lands and 
associated endowment funding in accordance with Government Code Section 65967.  The MRCA will implement 
mitigation on MRCA-owned lands in Los Angeles County to satisfy the requirements of AB 2488, FGC 
Section 2081.10, and the conditions of Metropolitan’s UTS incidental take permits.  This action authorizes an 
agreement with MRCA to perform mitigation required by the incidental take permits.  The estimated cost for the 
mitigation services is $1,121,000, which includes $299,000 to perform restoration, enhancement, maintenance, 
and monitoring activities; and $822,000 for an endowment to provide annual funding to the MRCA for the 
long-term reporting, maintenance, and adaptive management of restored UTS habitat.  These funds are planned to 
be included within Metropolitan’s Fiscal Year 2018/19 operating budget. 

This action certifies the Supplemental EIR, adopts the FOF, MMRP, and SOC, approves the project in accordance 
with CEQA, and authorizes an agreement with MRCA in an amount not to exceed $1,121,000 to implement and 
maintain the required habitat mitigation for the long-term.  

See Attachment 1 for the Location Map; Attachment 2 for the Draft Supplemental EIR; Attachment 3 for the 
Final Supplemental EIR (including Responses to Comments); and Attachment 4 for the FOF, the SOC, and the 
MMRP. 

Project Milestone 

January 2019 — Foothill Feeder shutdown for inspection and maintenance

Policy 
Metropolitan Water District Administrative Code Section 8121: General Authority of the General Manager to 
Enter Contracts 

By Minute Item 50608, dated October 11, 2016, the Board authorized preparation of environmental 
documentation to enable dewatering of the Foothill Feeder. 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

CEQA determination for Option #1:  

Certify that the Final Supplemental EIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA and the State CEQA 
Guidelines; certify that the Board has reviewed and considered the information presented in the Final 
Supplemental EIR; certify that the Final Supplemental EIR reflects Metropolitan’s independent judgment and 
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analysis; and adopt the Findings of Fact (FOF), the Statement of Overriding Considerations (SOC), and the 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP).  

CEQA determination for Option #2:  

None required

Board Options 

Option #1 

Adopt the CEQA determination as follows: Certify the Final Supplemental EIR for planned shutdown and 
inspection of the Foothill Feeder; adopt the FOF, the SOC, and the MMRP; and  

a. Approve the Project for the purposes of CEQA; and

b. Authorize an agreement with Mountains Recreation Conservation Authority for implementation of
mitigation required by regulatory agency permits

Fiscal Impact: $1,121,000 of operating budget within Fiscal Year 2018/19  
Business Analysis: This option will enable regulatory agencies to issue incidental take permits to 
Metropolitan in order for planned shutdowns and inspections to move forward.  

Option #2 
Do not adopt the CEQA determination and do not enter into an agreement with Mountains Recreation and 
Conservation Authority at this time. 
Fiscal Impact: None  
Business Analysis: This option would not allow Metropolitan to obtain incidental take permits from 
regulatory agencies to perform needed inspections.  

Staff Recommendation 

Option #1 

2/26/2018 
Shane Chapman 
Assistant General Manager/CAO 

Date

2/28/2018 
Jeffrey Kightlinger 
General Manager 

Date

Attachment 1 – Location Map 

Attachment 2 – Draft Supplemental EIR 

Attachment 3 – Final Supplemental EIR 

Attachment 4 – Findings of Fact, Statement of Overriding Considerations, and Mitigation 

Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Ref# es12658629 
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ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS 

Acronym/Abbreviation Meaning 
AB Assembly Bill 

ACOE U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

AQMP Air Quality Management Plan 

ATCM Airborne Toxic Control Measure  

bhp brake horsepower 

BMP best management practice 

CAAQS California Ambient Air Quality Standards  

CAP Climate Action Plan 

CARB California Air Resources Board 

CCAP Community Climate Action Plan 

CDFG California Department of Fish and Game 

CDFW California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

CEQA California Environmental Quality Act  

CESA California Endangered Species Act 

CFL carbon fiber lining 

cfs cubic feet per second 

CH4 methane 

CI compression ignition  

CLAOTO County of Los Angeles Oak Tree Ordinance  

CO carbon monoxide 

CO2 carbon dioxide 

CNEL community noise equivalent level 

CSC California species of special concern 

CWA Clean Water Act 

dB decibel 

dBA A-weighted decibel 

dbh diameter at breast height 

DPM diesel particulate matter 

ECT eddy current testing 

EIR environmental impact report  

EPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

ESA federal Endangered Species Act 

FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency  

FP California fully protected 

GHG greenhouse gas 

gpm gallons per minute 

GWP global warming potential 

HAP hazardous air pollutant 

HMMP Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan  

Hz hertz 

I- Interstate 

ISTEA Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act  
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Foothill Feeder Repair and Future Inspections Project Supplemental EIR 10109 
December 2017 ACR-2 

Acronym/Abbreviation Meaning 
kg CO2/gallon kilograms carbon dioxide per gallon 

kg/MT CO2/gallon kilograms per metric tons carbon dioxide per gallon  

kW kilowatt 

LADPW Los Angeles County Department of Public Works 

Leq equivalent sound level 

Lmax maximum measured sound level 

Lmin minimum measured sound level 

LST localized significance threshold 

MBTA Migratory Bird Treaty Act 

Metropolitan The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 

mg/L milligrams per liter 

MM- Mitigation Measure 

MMRP Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

MRCA Mountains Recreation and Conservation Authority 

MS4 municipal separate storm sewer system 

MT CO2E metric tons carbon dioxide equivalent 

NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards  

NO nitric oxide 

NO2 nitrogen dioxide 

NOAA National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration  

NOx oxides of nitrogen 

NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 

O3 ozone 

OHWM ordinary high water mark 

PCCP pre-stressed concrete cylinder pipe  

PM2.5 fine particulate matter 

PM10 coarse particulate matter 

ppm parts per million by volume 

RWQCB Regional Water Quality Control Board  

SCAB South Coast Air Basin 

SCAQMD South Coast Air Quality Management District 

SCMLP South Coast Missing Linkages Project  

SCVSD Santa Clarita Valley Sanitation District 

SO2 sulfur dioxide 

SOx sulfur oxides 

SOAR Save Open Space and Agricultural Resources  

SRA source-receptor area 

SWP State Water Project 

SWPPP stormwater pollution prevention plan 

SWRCB State Water Resources Board 

TAC toxic air contaminant 

TEA-21 Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century  

TMDL total maximum daily load 
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Acronym/Abbreviation Meaning 
USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  

UTS unarmored threespine stickleback 

VOC volatile organic compound 

WDR Waste Discharge Requirement 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

ES.1  INTRODUCTION  

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires the preparation of an environmental 
impact report (EIR) for a discretionary action that may have the potential to result in significant 
environmental impacts. An EIR serves several purposes. The EIR can (1) be an informational 
document that serves to inform public agency decision makers and the general public of the 
potential environmental impacts of a project; (2) identify possible ways to minimize or avoid any 
potential significant impacts either through mitigation or the adoption of alternatives, and (3) 
disclose to the public required agency approvals.  

The following discussion summarizes the environmental analysis contained in this Supplemental 
EIR, which supplements the 2005 EIR for the Foothill Feeder Repair and Future Inspections 
Project (referred to herein as the 2005 EIR).  

ES.2  OVERVIEW AND SCOPE 

The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (Metropolitan) prepared an EIR in 2005 
for the proposed Foothill Feeder Repair and Future Inspections Project (proposed project), which 
addressed impacts associated with shutdown and inspection activities on the Foothill Feeder. 
Metropolitan is proposing to make certain modifications to the original project description 
contained in the 2005 EIR. These changes are as follows: potential for take of the unarmored 
threespine stickleback (UTS; Gasterosteus aculeatus williamsoni) that could occur during 
pipeline shutdowns and maintenance activities at dewatering locations along the pipeline; one 
additional work site; additional equipment to assist with shutdowns; potential for emergency 
repairs requiring partial or full pipeline shutdown; and a UTS conservation action. 

Section 15163 of the CEQA Guidelines states that a supplement to an EIR need contain only the 
information necessary to make the previous EIR adequate for the project as revised. This 
Supplemental EIR is a supplement to the 2005 Final EIR, and provides the minor additions 
necessary to make the EIR adequate for the project as revised.  

ES.3  PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The Foothill Feeder is an approximately 16-foot pre-stressed concrete cylinder pipe pipeline that 
conveys untreated water from Castaic Lake south to the Joseph Jensen Water Treatment Plant 
(Jensen Plant). From the Jensen Plant, State Water Project water is conveyed to the Sepulveda, 
West Valley, and East Valley feeders serving the central pool and western portions of 
Metropolitan’s service area. The Foothill Feeder was constructed in 1968. 
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Metropolitan is proposing to make certain modifications to the originally proposed repair and 
inspections project as described in the 2005 EIR. These changes include potential take of UTS, an 
additional work site, additional shutdown equipment, potential for shutdown for emergency 
repairs, and a habitat restoration site. 

Take of UTS  

Operations and maintenance activities associated with the project, including periodic dewatering 
of the pipeline, have the potential to result in impacts to UTS in the Upper Santa Clara River 
watershed. The UTS is listed as endangered under both the federal and California Endangered 
Species Acts and is fully protected under California Fish and Game Code Section 5515. Based 
on current taxonomic understanding, UTS is limited to three areas: the Upper Santa Clara River 
watershed in Los Angeles County, Shay Creek in San Bernardino County, and San Antonio 
Creek on Vandenberg Air Force Base in Santa Barbara County. Another subspecies of threespine 
stickleback, the partially plated threespine stickleback (Gasterosteus aculeatus microcephalus), 
occurs in the Lower Santa Clara River, in Ventura County. Several agencies are involved in 
management of UTS and its habitat. The California Department of Fish and Wildlife is the lead 
agency for many aspects of management on private lands, whereas the U.S. Air Force and U.S. 
Forest Service are the lead agencies on federal lands.  

Sudden increases in river flows, both natural and human-induced, can result in UTS being 
flushed downstream and seeking refuge in slower margins of the channel to hold their location in 
a stream. When waters recede quickly, there is a chance of stranding UTS in adjacent channels or 
pools, which could result in incidental take. Although dewatering under certain conditions can be 
carried out without causing any incidental take of UTS, the project would include obtaining an 
incidental take permit to cover incidental take that may occur as a result of dewatering, 
inspection, maintenance, repair or modification of the Foothill Feeder if UTS are present in the 
area of take. The proposed project modifications include the provisions and requirements of 
Assembly Bill 2488 and the California Fish and Game Code Section 2080.10. Provisions and 
requirements for take authorization are summarized in Section 2.6.1, Incidental Take of 
Unarmored Threespine Stickleback, of this Supplemental EIR. 

Shutdown, Inspections, and Additional Work Site 

As previously described in the 2005 EIR, the Foothill Feeder will continue to be shut down for 
inspections and maintenance approximately every 5 years. This interval could be longer or 
shorter, depending on scheduling, results of inspections, and priority of maintenance needs. 
Planned shutdowns and the associated inspection, maintenance, and repair activities would occur 
in the manner described in the 2005 EIR as supplemented in 2011 and 2012, with minor 
modifications. The 2005 EIR specified that shutdowns would occur between December and 
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February (the wet season). This will be expanded to November through March for greater 
flexibility in planning and scheduling with cities and member agencies. Additionally, inspection 
and maintenance activities would take place at one location that was not specifically described in 
the 2005 EIR. In addition to the 18 work sites identified in the 2005 EIR, Metropolitan also 
typically uses an additional work site, Station 342+12 (pumpwell north of the Rejection Tower) 
along the Foothill Feeder to assist with water discharge during a typical shutdown. Station 
342+12 is located on a landscaped hillside in a residential community. If this station is used for 
shutdown activities, up to 5.8 acre-feet of water would be pumped and released into a nearby 
concrete V-ditch that connects to the local storm drain. Work at this location would require one 
125-kilowatt (kW) generator and one submersible pump. Other equipment and work force at this 
blow-off location would consist of a utility truck to install and remove the submersible pump and 
three workers. Station 342+12 was inadvertently left out of the 2005 EIR. This station already 
currently exists along the Foothill Feeder and is configured to allow water discharge. This 
Supplemental EIR describes the location and activities at this work site to support a typical 
shutdown of the Foothill Feeder.  

Use of Additional Equipment at Santa Clara River Blow-Off  

The 2005 EIR described equipment (two 125 kW generators and three submersible pumps) used 
at the Santa Clara River Blow-Off site (Station No. 383+90) to assist with dewatering. This 
equipment is used to pump out remaining water in the pipeline following gravity discharge at 
this location. Additional equipment that was not previously identified in the 2005 EIR includes 
up to two additional generators (1,000 kW each) and two submersible pumps. The work at this 
location may require two additional workers to assist with dewatering activities and to install and 
remove the submersible pumps.  

Dewatering for Emergency Repairs 

Emergency situations in the project region, such as an earthquake or other unforeseen event, 
could affect all or parts of the Foothill Feeder. An emergency scenario would have the potential 
to necessitate an unplanned emergency pipeline dewatering and repair, including replacement of 
damaged segments of the facility. It should be noted that minor pipeline leaks are monitored 
closely and would be resolved during the routine shutdown, inspection, and maintenance 
process. A minor leak does not constitute an emergency situation if it can be monitored and 
resolved according to planned maintenance procedures. Rather, an emergency situation would 
involve unexpected pipeline damage that endangers safety and/or water supply, requiring 
immediate attention and resolution.  

In the case of an emergency, partial or full shutdown of the Foothill Feeder may be required as 
soon as possible and as rapidly as possible. Although Metropolitan cannot control the timing and 
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scheduling of dewatering in an emergency scenario, the flow would be up to 100% valve 
opening, similar to standard dewatering flow prior to the development of the 2005 Release Plan. 
Thus, such discharges would differ from planned shutdowns in that the flow would be at 100% 
valve opening instead of the valves being opened incrementally, as described in the Release Plan. 
Equipment used for emergency repairs would be similar to that used for dewatering for inspection 
and planned maintenance. The extent of the shutdown (either a full shutdown or partial 
shutdown) would depend on the location and scope of the emergency. For example, repairs 
within a single pipeline segment may require dewatering of that segment only. The analysis of 
the shutdown scenario described in the 2005 EIR assumes that shutdowns would occur only 
during the rainy season. Under an emergency scenario, a full or partial shutdown could occur 
outside of the rainy season.  

UTS Conservation Action 

Impacts for permitted incidental take of UTS would require implementation of conditions 
specified in California Fish and Game Code Section 2081.10, including “measures to minimize 
and fully mitigate” per 2081.10(a)(3) the impacts of the authorized take and to satisfy the 
conservation standard in Section 2805(d) of the California Fish and Game Code. To meet these 
standards, conservation measures are proposed in the form of preserving, enhancing, or restoring 
a suitable site to provide natural riverine fluvial processes supporting UTS habitat, hereinafter 
referred to as a “conservation action.”  

If deemed appropriate to fulfill the terms and conditions required by CDFW under California 
Fish and Game Code Section 2081.10 and USFWS requirements under Section 10 of the 
Endangered Species Act, Metropolitan may instead provide a financial contribution to an 
existing facility for the establishment, operation, and maintenance of a UTS conservation 
facility, which would support populations of UTS for research, display, and public education on 
UTS. Such a facility could support emergency rescue of UTS, maintaining UTS populations 
identified as being at risk so that they could be reintroduced to the wild. This facility may also be 
used for fish propagation and population reestablishment of UTS. 

Implementation of the conservation action in the form of restoration or enhancement may result 
in direct and indirect physical impacts to the environment; therefore, to ensure consistency with 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(1)(D), Metropolitan has prepared the following 
description of the proposed conservation action to form a common basis from which to evaluate 
potential impacts to any affected resources, including air quality, biological resources, hydrology 
and water quality, and noise.  

Although the specific UTS conservation action site has not been selected, it would be located in 
the Upper Santa Clara River watershed, along the Santa Clara River, San Francisquito Creek, 
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Soledad Canyon, or a tributary of these, where restoration of natural riverine fluvial processes 
would support UTS habitat (see Section 3.2.2, Existing Setting, in the Biological Resources 
section). Conservation action activities may include recontouring channels to create new clean 
pools and slow-moving channels with connection to existing perennial flowing water, thus 
increasing the total area of suitable habitat for UTS.  

One suitable location for the UTS conservation action is a property in Soledad Canyon known as 
the Stickleback Movie Ranch. The Stickleback Movie Ranch is an example of a potential 
conservation site in which appropriate conservation measures can be implemented in order to 
comply with California Fish and Game Code 2081.10 (for the potential incidental take of UTS). 
In order to assess the environmental impacts for a UTS conservation action site, Metropolitan 
evaluated the environmental effects of habitat restoration at the Stickleback Movie Ranch. Based 
on the criteria for conservation action (further described in Section 2.6.5, UTS Conservation 
Action, and Section 3.2, Biological Resources), Metropolitan assumes that similar impacts to air 
quality, biological resources, hydrology and water quality, and noise would occur at the 
Stickleback Movie Ranch property or other alternative conservation sites within the Upper Santa 
Clara River watershed. Should Metropolitan decide to pursue a UTS conservation action 
opportunity in a different location within this watershed, the environmental analysis will be 
similar to that used for the Stickleback Movie Ranch site.  

ES.4  PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

The proposed project is designed to maintain the reliability and water quality of the Foothill 
Feeder water supply by enabling Metropolitan to dewater, inspect, repair, or modify the Foothill 
Feeder as needed to maintain its structural integrity and capacity. The objectives of the proposed 
project are as follows: 

 Continue to repair and/or replace damaged segments of the Foothill Feeder in order to 
ensure continued public safety and reliability of the pipeline. 

 Continue to periodically dewater during the wet season for inspection and maintenance 
activities to occur when water demands are typically low to ensure that the reliability of 
the Foothill Feeder is maintained while avoiding disruption of service to water users. 

 Respond to emergency situations within the project region, which may result in 
unexpected pipeline damages that could require an unplanned pipeline shutdown, 
necessitating dewatering as quickly as possible. 

 Provide feasible measures to avoid and minimize incidental take of the unarmored 
threespine stickleback (UTS; Gasterosteus aculeatus williamsoni) that could occur during 
pipeline shutdowns and maintenance activities at dewatering locations along the pipeline. 
Note: this issue was not discussed in the 2005 EIR.  
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 Incorporate one additional work site that was not discussed in the 2005 EIR. 

 Incorporate additional equipment to assist with shutdowns, including two generators and 
two submersible pumps to assist with shutdowns. 

 Implement a UTS conservation action that will contribute to species recovery and satisfy 
the requirements of California Fish and Game Code Section 2081.10. 

ES.5  AREAS OF CONTROVERSY 

Take of UTS is a concern for state and federal wildlife agencies. The potential for incidental take of 
UTS during operations and maintenance and the associated UTS conservation action may be a 
potential area of controversy. There are no other known areas of controversy for the proposed project.  

ES.6  SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND  
MITIGATION MEASURES 

This section of the Supplemental EIR summarizes the environmental impacts analyzed in 
Chapter 3 (Environmental Analysis) and Chapter 4 (Other CEQA Considerations). The results of 
the evaluation are provided in Table ES-1. 
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Table ES-1 
Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Topic 

In the 2005 EIR In This Supplemental EIR 
New Significant 

Increase in Severity? 
Level of Significance Absent/With 

Mitigation (if applicable) 
Level of Significance 

Absent Mitigation Mitigation Measure (if applicable) 
Level of Significance 

With Mitigation 
Air Quality 

Threshold 3.1-1: Would the project conflict with or 
obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality 
plan? 

Significant and unavoidable Significant and 
unavoidable 

Supplemental Mitigation Measure 
SMM-AQ-1 For off-road equipment with engines rated at 75 horsepower or greater, no construction 

equipment will be used that is less than Tier 4 Final at the commencement of construction of 
the mitigation site (2018). An exemption from these requirements may be granted by The 
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (Metropolitan) in the event that there is 
documentation that (1) equipment with the required tier is not reasonably available (e.g., 
reasonability factors to be considered include those available within the region within the 
scheduled construction period) and (2) corresponding reductions in criteria air pollutant 
emissions are achieved from other construction equipment. 

Significant and unavoidable No 

Threshold 3.1-2: Would the project violate any air 
quality standard or contribute substantially to an 
existing or projected air quality violation? 

Significant and unavoidable Significant and 
unavoidable 

Supplemental Mitigation Measure 
SMM-AQ-1 (described above) 

Significant and unavoidable No 

Threshold 3.1-3: Would the project result in a 
cumulatively considerable net increase of any 
criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-
attainment under an applicable federal or state 
ambient air quality standard (including releasing 
emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for 
ozone precursors)? 

Significant and unavoidable Significant and 
unavoidable 

Supplemental Mitigation Measure 
SMM-AQ-1 (described above) 

Significant and unavoidable No 

Threshold 3.1-4: Would the project expose sensitive 
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? 

Significant and unavoidable Significant and 
unavoidable 

Supplemental Mitigation Measure 
SMM-AQ-1 (described above) 

Significant and unavoidable No 

Threshold 3.1-5: Would the project create 
objectionable odors affecting a substantial number 
of people? 

No Impact Less than significant  None required. Less than significant No 

Threshold 3.1-6: Would the project have air quality 
impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable?  

Significant and unavoidable Significant and 
unavoidable 

Supplemental Mitigation Measure 
SMM-AQ-1 (described above) 

Significant and unavoidable No 

Biological Resources 

Threshold 3.2-1: Would the project have a substantial 
adverse effect, either directly or through habitat 
modifications, on any species identified as a 
candidate, sensitive, or special status species in 
local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by 
the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service? 

Special-Status Plant Species 

Potentially significant/less than 
significant 

Special-Status Plant 
Species 

Significant direct impacts 
to individuals 

 

Special-Status Plant Species 

Measures from 2005 EIR 
MM-BR-1  A qualified biologist shall assess the potential of special-status plant and wildlife species to 

occur immediately adjacent to all proposed preparation and dewatering blow-off and work 
stations, as well as staging and storage areas, once these have been identified and 
delineated. The assessment shall be based on overall suitability of habitat to support such 
species, and known or historical occurrences of these species in the immediate vicinity. 

MM-BR-2  If special-status species are determined to potentially occur immediately adjacent to any of 
the locations identified in MM-BR-1 above, such work areas shall be fenced with appropriate 
materials to exclude suitable habitat areas, and approved by a qualified biologist following 
the installation. All preparation and dewatering activities, as well as equipment and materials 
staging and storage, shall be confined to within the fenced area. Stationary equipment such 
as motors, pumps, and generators shall be positioned over drip pans. 

Less than significant No 

3/13/2018 Board Meeting 7-1 Attachment 2, Page 21 of 855



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Foothill Feeder Repair and Future Inspections Project Supplemental EIR 10109 
December 2017 ES-8 

Table ES-1 
Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Topic 

In the 2005 EIR In This Supplemental EIR 
New Significant 

Increase in Severity? 
Level of Significance Absent/With 

Mitigation (if applicable) 
Level of Significance 

Absent Mitigation Mitigation Measure (if applicable) 
Level of Significance 

With Mitigation 
MM-BR-3  Prior to a complete shutdown of the Foothill Feeder pipeline, a qualified biologist shall 

conduct a training/education session to all construction, grading, and/or field managers 
responsible for work or activities conducted within the workstation areas. The biologist shall 
address the particular species that could occur within the adjacent habitat and measures to 
minimize adverse impacts to adjacent habitat areas. Actions to be taken should any special-
status species be observed within work station areas or immediately adjacent to such area 
shall also be addressed. Any equipment or vehicles driven and/or operated adjacent to 
natural open space areas shall be checked and maintained daily to prevent leaks of 
materials/liquids into these areas. 

MM-BR-4  Metropolitan shall use best management practices to ensure that no debris, oil, petroleum 
products, or other organic material from any dewatering or associated activity, or equipment 
storage, repair, or maintenance, shall be allowed to enter into, or be placed where it may be 
washed by rainfall or runoff into, adjacent natural habitat areas, including watercourses. 
When shutdown operations are completed, any excess materials or debris shall be removed 
from all work areas. 

MM-BR-5  A qualified biologist shall periodically monitor all activities at blow-off and other work stations 
during the preparation, dewatering, inspection, and maintenance/repair periods to ensure 
that impacts to adjacent habitat areas are being minimized/avoided and to assess the 
success of all mitigation measures. 

Supplemental Mitigation Measures 
SMM-BR-2A  Pre-construction surveys for special-status plant species shall be conducted prior to 

vegetation removal and site grading within the potential unarmored threespine stickleback 
(UTS) conservation site. Surveys shall be conducted by a qualified biologist during a time 
when the plant species with potential to occur are identifiable (i.e., during their blooming 
period for annual species). Surveys shall be conducted by a qualified biologist. Surveys will 
involve mapping any areas within the conservation site that would be subject to direct or 
indirect impacts. Surveys shall conform to the 2001 Botanical Survey Guidelines from the 
California Native Plant Society; the 2009 Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to 
Special Status Native Populations and Natural Communities from the California Department 
of Fish and Game (CDFG); and the 2002 General Rare Plant Survey Guidelines from the 
Endangered Species Recovery Program. All plant species encountered during the field 
surveys shall be identified to subspecies or variety, if applicable, to determine sensitivity 
status. 

 If feasible, populations and individuals of any special-status plant species found during pre-
construction surveys will be avoided during implementation of restoration or enhancement 
activities. Installation of protective fencing, and erosion and sediment control measures, as 
appropriate, will be implemented to protect special-status plant populations found near 
construction zones within the conservation site. Refer to SMM-BR-2B and SMM-BR-7 for 
additional details if special-status species are found within the potential conservation site.  

SMM-BR-2B  In cases where disturbances to special-status plant species within the UTS conservation 
action site cannot be avoided, viable populations will be identified and transplanted to 
established preservation and conservation areas. Prior to transplantation, a mitigation and 
monitoring plan shall be submitted to CDFW for review and approval prior to ground 
disturbance to occupied habitat. Upon approval, the plan will be implemented by the 
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Table ES-1 
Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Topic 

In the 2005 EIR In This Supplemental EIR 
New Significant 

Increase in Severity? 
Level of Significance Absent/With 

Mitigation (if applicable) 
Level of Significance 

Absent Mitigation Mitigation Measure (if applicable) 
Level of Significance 

With Mitigation 
applicant or its designee. Habitat replacement/enhancement will be at a 1:1 ratio (occupied 
acres restored/enhanced to occupied acres impacted). 

 The mitigation and monitoring plan for the transplanted special-status plant(s) will describe 
habitat improvement/restoration measures to be completed prior to introducing transplanted 
special-status plants. Habitat improvement/restoration will be based on native special-status 
plant occupied habitat. The plan will specify (1) the location of mitigation sites; (2) a 
description of “target” vegetation that includes estimated cover and abundance of native 
shrubs and grasses in occupied habitat; (3) site preparation measures to include topsoil 
treatment, soil decompaction, erosion control, temporary irrigation systems, or other 
measures as appropriate; (4) methods for the removal of non-native plants (e.g., mowing, 
weeding, raking, herbicide application, or burning); (5) the source of all plant propagules 
(seed, potted nursery stock, etc.) and the quantity and species of seed or potted stock of all 
plants to be introduced or planted into the restoration/enhancement areas; (6) a schedule 
and action plan to maintain and monitor the enhancement/restoration areas, to include, at 
minimum, qualitative annual monitoring for revegetation success and site degradation due to 
erosion, trespass, or animal damage for a period of no less than 2 years; (7) as needed 
where sites are near trails or other access points, measures such as fencing, signage, or 
security patrols to exclude unauthorized entry into the restoration/enhancement areas; and 
(8) contingency measures such as replanting, weed control, or erosion control to be 
implemented if habitat improvement/restoration efforts are not successful. In addition, the 
plan will specify methods to collect special-status plants and introduce them into this 
mitigation site.  

 Annual monitoring reports will be prepared and submitted to CDFW until the success criteria 
are met. Monitoring reports will describe all restoration/enhancement measures taken in the 
preceding year, describe success and completion of those efforts and other pertinent site 
conditions (erosion, trespass, animal damage) in qualitative terms, and describe special-
status plant survival or establishment in quantitative terms. 

 Take of any listed species, or collection and transplantation of any individuals and 
populations of any listed species, will require approval by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) and/or CDFW and issuance of an incidental take permit. 

SMM-BR-6  Prior to any ground-disturbing activities, a qualified biologist shall be retained to monitor 
activities related to the UTS conservation action site habitat restoration or enhancement. 
The biological monitor shall be present during ground disturbance activities to monitor for 
the presence of special-status vegetation communities, special-status species, including 
fish, amphibians, reptiles, birds, and mammals, to ensure that no impacts occur to these 
resources. The qualified biological monitor shall ensure that all BMPs are properly installed 
and performing as designed, to prevent any sediment, debris, and pollutants from entering 
stream channels, wetlands, or sensitive habitat. The monitor shall also ensure that fencing 
associated with the restoration area is installed properly. Finally, the qualified biological 
monitor shall provide a training/education session to all workers participating in UTS 
conservation action site restoration activities. The session shall address the particular 
species that could occur within the restoration and adjacent habitat and measures to 
minimize adverse impacts to adjacent habitat areas. Actions to be taken should any special-
status species be observed within work sites or immediately adjacent to such areas shall 
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Table ES-1 
Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Topic 

In the 2005 EIR In This Supplemental EIR 
New Significant 

Increase in Severity? 
Level of Significance Absent/With 

Mitigation (if applicable) 
Level of Significance 

Absent Mitigation Mitigation Measure (if applicable) 
Level of Significance 

With Mitigation 
also be addressed. 

SMM-BR-7  If special-status vegetation communities or species are determined to occur immediately 
adjacent to a UTS conservation action site, fencing shall be located between the work area 
and special-status vegetation communities as well as occupied habitat, using appropriate 
materials, to protect the special-status resources. Fencing shall be approved by a qualified 
biologist following the installation. All UTS conservation action site habitat restoration or 
enhancement activities, as well as equipment and materials staging and storage, shall be 
confined within the work area, outside the suitable occupied habitat.  

Invertebrates 

No impact 

Invertebrates 

No impact 

Invertebrates 

None required. 

No impact No 

Fish1 

Less than significant 

 

Fish 

Potentially significant 

 

Fish 

Supplemental Mitigation Measures 
SMM-BR-4 For any impacts to jurisdictional waters containing vegetation associated with the UTS 

conservation action, revegetation will be performed in accordance with a habitat mitigation 
and monitoring plan (HMMP) that describes proposed functions and services, rationale for 
expecting success, implementation schedule, and specifics of revegetation implementation. 
The revegetation component of the HMMP will describe, as applicable to the site, grading, 
erosion control and best management practices (BMPs), initial weed control, planting 
design, container planting, seeding installation, site irrigation, 120-day monitoring period, 
and any required construction monitoring. Restoration maintenance described in the HMMP 
may include weed control by hand removal or chemical treatment, hand watering, trash 
removal, and remedial planting/seeding. Biological monitoring described in the HMMP will 
include mitigation area performance standards, contingency measures, and annual 
monitoring report requirements. Implementation of the HMMP will mitigate any impacts to 
jurisdictional waters and wetlands associated with the UTS conservation action such that the 
project will be self-mitigating. 

SMM-BR-5  Prior to conducting any dewatering activities related to inspection and maintenance 
activities, emergency repairs (to the extent feasible), and channel activities at the UTS 
conservation action site that may adversely affect UTS, The Metropolitan Water District of 
Southern California (Metropolitan) shall prepare an Unarmored Threespine Stickleback 
Monitoring, Rescue, and Relocation Plan (Plan) in consultation with CDFW and USFWS. 
The Plan shall describe procedures for monitoring for stranded UTS and for rescuing 
stranded or potentially stranded fish and relocating them to waters connected with stream 
flows. The Plan shall include, at a minimum, the following: 

 Methods and requirements for pre-construction surveys for UTS and determining the 
presence and extent of aquatic habitat 

 Procedures for monitoring for stranded UTS in the Santa Clara River and San 

Less than significant No 

                                                 
1  Although the 2005 EIR concluded that project would not result in take of UTS or impacts to other special-status fish species, as noted in Section 2.4, this Supplemental EIR describes new information since the 2005 EIR, including t he information on the potential for the project to result in incidental take of 

UTS during rescue and relocation. Therefore, direct impacts to individual UTS, Santa Ana sucker, and arroyo chub (due to stranding and to mortality from handling) during s hutdown releases, for scheduled inspections and maintenance, during any month of the modified window for repairs, and during 
emergency repairs would be potentially significant. 
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Table ES-1 
Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Topic 

In the 2005 EIR In This Supplemental EIR 
New Significant 

Increase in Severity? 
Level of Significance Absent/With 

Mitigation (if applicable) 
Level of Significance 

Absent Mitigation Mitigation Measure (if applicable) 
Level of Significance 

With Mitigation 
Francisquito Creek (if flows from the latter reach the Santa Clara River) during shutdown 
releases and at the UTS conservation action site 

 The stipulation that under no circumstances shall UTS be collected or relocated, unless 
CDFW and USFWS personnel or their agents implement this measure pursuant to 
applicable permit requirements 

 Criteria for determining when stranded or potentially stranded UTS shall be rescued 

 The specification that UTS shall only be relocated to nearby waters connected with flows 
in the Santa Clara River (or other stream from which the fish are rescued) 

 Habitat parameters for where rescued UTS shall be relocated, such as flow velocity and 
water depth 

 Procedures for capturing, handling, and transporting stranded fish 

 Procedures for decontamination of any equipment used in the rescue and relocation of 
UTS 

 Reporting of the results of any relocation efforts to CDFW and USFWS, including: 

o Dates and times 

o Whether or not relocated UTS were rescued from clearly isolated pools or moved as a 
precaution from pools that may have been connected to stream flows 

o Location(s) where stranded or potentially stranded UTS were rescued 

o Location where UTS were released 

o Total UTS relocated 

o Total mortality of UTS (if any) 

o Estimated numbers of any other native species relocated 

SMM-BR-6 (described above) 

SMM-BR-8  At sites being restored or enhanced as part of the UTS conservation action, Metropolitan 
shall use BMPs to ensure that no debris, oil, petroleum products, or other organic material 
associated with restoration, or equipment storage or maintenance shall be allowed to enter 
into, or be placed where it may be washed by rainfall or run off into, adjacent natural habitat 
areas, including watercourses. Stationary equipment such as motors, pumps, and 
generators shall be positioned over drip pans. When restoration or enhancement activities 
are completed, any excess materials or debris shall be removed from all work areas. 

SMM-BR-9  Should the UTS conservation action site result in impacts to aquatic habitat, no less than 30 
days prior to initiation of habitat restoration or enhancement activities, Metropolitan shall 
conduct a special-status fish habitat assessment and, if necessary, a survey for UTS, Santa 
Ana sucker, and arroyo chub. The survey shall be conducted in aquatic habitat within 300 
feet of proposed impacts to suitable aquatic habitat. Should Santa Ana sucker and/or arroyo 
chub occur within the survey area, Metropolitan may initiate exclusion measures and, in 
consultation with CDFW and USFWS, relocation measures. Exclusion measures may 
include use of block nets upstream and/or downstream of the location of ground 
disturbances, to ensure that neither Santa Ana sucker nor arroyo chub enter the work area. 
If either of these special-status fish species occurs within or adjacent to the work area, 
Metropolitan may consult with CDFW and USFWS to initiate measures to relocate the fish to 
a safe location outside the UTS conservation action site. If UTS are observed during the 
survey, Metropolitan shall implement the Unarmored Threespine Stickleback Monitoring, 
Rescue, and Relocation Plan, as described in SMM-BR-5. 
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Table ES-1 
Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Topic 

In the 2005 EIR In This Supplemental EIR 
New Significant 

Increase in Severity? 
Level of Significance Absent/With 

Mitigation (if applicable) 
Level of Significance 

Absent Mitigation Mitigation Measure (if applicable) 
Level of Significance 

With Mitigation 
Reptile – Low Mobility 

Less than significant 

 

Reptile – Low Mobility 

Potentially significant 

Reptile – Low Mobility 

Supplemental Mitigation Measures 
SMM-BR-6  (described above) 

SMM-BR-7  (described above)  

SMM-BR-10  Thirty days prior to ground-disturbing activities associated with the UTS conservation action, 
and in vegetation communities potentially supporting Blainville’s horned lizard, silvery 
legless lizard, San Diegan tiger western whiptail, coast patch-nosed snake, and California 
glossy snake, a qualified biologist shall conduct surveys to capture and relocate individuals 
of these species. Suitable vegetation communities include coastal scrub, chaparral, oak 
woodland, riparian habitats, riverwash, or other areas potentially supporting these species. 
The biologist shall conduct a minimum of three surveys during the time of year/day when 
each species is most likely to be observed. Individuals shall be relocated to nearby 
undisturbed areas with suitable habitat. If construction is scheduled to occur during the low-
activity period (generally December through February), the surveys shall be conducted prior 
to this period, if possible, and exclusion fencing shall be placed to limit the potential for 
recolonization of the site prior to construction. During all days when ground-disturbing 
activities occur, the biological monitor shall conduct a pre-work survey to clear the area of 
two-striped gartersnake and south coast gartersnake. 

Less than significant No 

Reptile and Amphibian – 
Semi-Aquatic 

Potentially significant indirect impacts; 
less than significant direct impact 

 

Reptile and Amphibian – 
Semi-Aquatic 

Potentially significant  

 

Reptile and Amphibian – Semi-Aquatic 

Measures from 2005 EIR 
MM-BR-1 (described above) 

MM-BR-3 (described above) 

Supplemental Mitigation Measures 
SMM-BR-6  (described above) 

SSM-BR-7  (described above) 

SMM-BR-8  (described above) 

SMM-BR-11  Prior to initiating ground disturbances associated with the UTS conservation action, 
Metropolitan shall conduct a habitat assessment for arroyo toad and California red-legged 
frog and, if necessary, shall conduct protocol surveys for these special-status species. 
Surveys shall be conducted by a qualified biologist in suitable habitat in all work areas and 
access roads within the streambed, as well as all streambed areas within 1,000 feet of the 
restoration or enhancement area and access roads. The timing and methods for arroyo toad 
surveys shall follow the requirements in the 1999 USFWS Survey Protocol for Arroyo Toad. 
These surveys would include six daytime and nighttime surveys between March 15 and July 
1, with at least one survey per month during April, May, and June.  

 The timing and methods for California red-legged frog surveys shall adhere to the 
specifications in the 2005 USFWS Revised Guidance on Site Assessments and Field 
Surveys for the California Red-Legged Frog. A site assessment for suitability of habitat for 
California red-legged frog may be submitted to USFWS before conducting protocol surveys, 
to determine whether site conditions support the need to complete surveys. If surveys are 
necessary, eight surveys should be completed between February 25 and September 30, 
including surveys conducted during the breeding and non-breeding periods, as outlined in 
the USFWS 2005 Revised Guidance. If either arroyo toad or California red-legged frog is 
detected in or adjacent to the restoration/enhancement site, no work will be authorized 

Less than significant No 
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Table ES-1 
Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Topic 

In the 2005 EIR In This Supplemental EIR 
New Significant 

Increase in Severity? 
Level of Significance Absent/With 

Mitigation (if applicable) 
Level of Significance 

Absent Mitigation Mitigation Measure (if applicable) 
Level of Significance 

With Mitigation 
within 500 feet of occupied habitat without additional consultation with USFWS.  

SMM-BR-12  Prior to initiating ground disturbances associated with the UTS conservation action, all work 
areas and access roads within the streambed, as well as all streambed areas within 500 feet 
of restoration or enhancement sites and access roads, shall be surveyed at the appropriate 
season for western pond turtle. Focused surveys shall consist of a minimum of two daytime 
surveys of any aquatic habitat, to be completed between April 1 and June 1. Surveys shall 
follow survey techniques described for “visual encounter” in the U.S. Geological Survey’s 
2006 Western Pond Turtle (Emys marmorata) Visual Survey Protocol for the Southcoast 
Ecoregion. If western pond turtles are detected in or adjacent to the restoration or 
enhancement area, nesting surveys shall be conducted. Focused surveys for evidence of 
western pond turtle nesting shall be conducted in, or adjacent to, the project area when 
suitable nesting habitat exists within 500 feet of occupied aquatic habitat in an area where 
ground disturbance will occur. If both of those conditions are met, a qualified biologist shall 
conduct focused, systematic surveys for western pond turtle nesting sites. The survey area 
shall include all suitable nesting habitat within 500 feet of occupied habitat in which ground 
disturbance will occur. This area may be adjusted based on the existing topographical 
features on a case-by-case basis. Surveys will entail searching for evidence of pond turtle 
nesting, including remnant eggshell fragments, which may be found on the ground following 
nest depredation. If a western pond turtle nesting area would be adversely impacted by 
ground disturbances associated with restoration, Metropolitan shall avoid the nesting area 
until the nest is empty. If non-nesting western pond turtles are found within areas subject to 
ground disturbance, and avoidance is not feasible, Metropolitan shall consult with CDFW on 
appropriate methods to relocate individual western pond turtles. 

SMM-BR-13  Prior to initiating ground disturbances associated with the UTS conservation action, all work 
areas and access roads within the streambed, as well as all streambed areas within 300 feet 
of restoration or enhancement sites and access roads, shall be surveyed at the appropriate 
season for two-striped gartersnake and south coast gartersnake. A qualified biologist shall 
conduct the focused surveys, which shall consist of minimum of two daytime surveys 
completed between April 1 and September 1. If a gartersnake is located, the biologist will 
make a best effort to capture the individual, using a snake stick or snake tongs. Any 
captured individual shall be relocated to a suitable area in the vicinity where it is not in 
danger of injury from project activities. During all days when ground-disturbing activities 
occur, the biological monitor shall conduct a pre-work survey to clear the area of two-striped 
gartersnake and south coast gartersnake.. 

Bird – Foraging Raptor 

No direct impact; less than significant 
indirect impact 

 

Bird – Foraging Raptor 

No direct impact; less 
than significant indirect 
impact 

Bird – Foraging Raptor 

None required. 

Less than significant No 

Bird – Nesting/Foraging Raptor 

No impact 

 

Bird – Nesting/Foraging 
Raptor 

Potentially significant 

Bird – Nesting/Foraging Raptor 

Measures from 2005 EIR 
MM-BR-3  (described above) 

MM-BR-5  (described above) 

 

Less than significant No 
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Table ES-1 
Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Topic 

In the 2005 EIR In This Supplemental EIR 
New Significant 

Increase in Severity? 
Level of Significance Absent/With 

Mitigation (if applicable) 
Level of Significance 

Absent Mitigation Mitigation Measure (if applicable) 
Level of Significance 

With Mitigation 
Supplemental Mitigation Measures 
SMM-BR-1  For emergency repairs, should these activities occur between March 1 and August 31, the 

biological monitor shall be present during all daytime hours to monitor potential impacts to 
nesting birds, in addition to other monitoring duties described in MM-BR-5. The biologist 
shall visually survey for nesting birds that may be impacted by activities in the vicinity of 
work locations and by water releases and, to the extent feasible, ensure that nesting 
activities are not disrupted. The biologist shall provide recommendations and feasible 
actions including coordination with work crews on the location of equipment used in project 
activities, temporary placement of sandbags to protect nests on the ground that are in 
danger of inundation during dewatering, and additional measures that may be permitted 
under an emergency situation. 

SMM-BR-6  (described above) 

SMM-BR-7  (described above) 

SMM-BR-14  Nesting bird surveys shall be conducted for inspection and maintenance activities, 
emergency repairs (to the extent feasible), and prior to the initiation of ground disturbances 
for restoration associated with the UTS conservation action, if these activities occur during 
the nesting bird season (March 1 to August 31).  

 For activities related to scheduled inspection and maintenance and beginning on March 1 or 
later, Metropolitan shall contract with a qualified biologist to conduct a survey to determine 
whether active nests of bird species protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and/or the 
California Fish and Game Code are present within 100 feet (300 feet for raptors) of project 
activities at dewatering sites. The qualified biologist shall conduct the survey no more than 7 
days prior to the initiation of activities associated with site preparation, dewatering, and 
maintenance, and shall survey all suitable bird nesting habitat within 300 feet of scheduled 
vegetation clearing, noise-producing activities, and nighttime lighting. If active nests are 
found, no hand clearing of vegetation supporting a nest, or that would otherwise result in 
disturbing a nest, shall take place until the nest is vacated and there is no evidence of a 
second nesting attempt. In consultation with the qualified biologist, Metropolitan shall 
postpone or halt work activities producing noise and nighttime lighting within 100 feet of the 
nest (300 feet for raptors) until the nest is vacated and juveniles have fledged, and there is 
no evidence of a second attempt at nesting. Such noise-producing activities include use of 
pumps, generators, compressors, and ventilation blowers, and use of any heavy equipment 
for repairs. Should the qualified biologist determine that activities producing noise and 
nighttime lighting will not result in impacts to bird nesting, Metropolitan may establish a 
smaller buffer around active nests, and work activities may proceed. The qualified biologist 
shall monitor the progress of the nest daily until work activities producing noise and 
nighttime lighting are completed, to ensure that no inadvertent impacts to the nests occur.  

 In the case of emergency repairs initiated during the nesting bird season (March 1 to August 
31), and depending on the nature of the emergency, Metropolitan shall follow the above 
procedures to the extent feasible. Depending on the nature of the emergency and 
associated time constraints, Metropolitan shall contract with a qualified biologist to conduct 
the pre-construction nesting bird survey. As described in SMM-BR-1, a biological monitor 
shall be on site during work activities to ensure that no impacts to nesting birds occur, to the 
extent permitted by the nature of the emergency.  
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Table ES-1 
Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Topic 

In the 2005 EIR In This Supplemental EIR 
New Significant 

Increase in Severity? 
Level of Significance Absent/With 

Mitigation (if applicable) 
Level of Significance 

Absent Mitigation Mitigation Measure (if applicable) 
Level of Significance 

With Mitigation 
 No more than 7 days prior to initiation of ground disturbances associated with the UTS 

conservation action, Metropolitan shall contract with a qualified biologist to conduct a pre-
construction nesting bird survey within 300 feet (500 feet for raptors) of project activities. 
The surveys shall otherwise follow procedures outlined above for surveys conducted prior to 
inspection and maintenance of the Foothill Feeder. 

Bird – Upland Scrub and Chaparral 

No impact 

 

Bird – Upland Scrub and 
Chaparral 

Potentially significant 

Bird – Upland Scrub and Chaparral 

Supplemental Mitigation Measures 
SMM-BR-1  (described above) 

SMM-BR-6  (described above) 

SMM-BR-7  (described above) 

SMM-BR-14 (described above) 

SMM-BR-15  Prior to initiating ground disturbances associated with the UTS conservation action, 
Metropolitan shall contract with a qualified biologist to provide a habitat assessment and, if 
necessary, conduct protocol surveys for least Bell’s vireo, southwestern willow flycatcher, 
western yellow-billed cuckoo, and coastal California gnatcatcher.  

 For listed riparian birds (least Bell’s vireo, southwestern willow flycatcher, western yellow-
billed cuckoo), USFWS protocol surveys shall be conducted where suitable habitat occurs. If 
a nest is present, a 500-foot disturbance-free buffer shall be established and demarcated by 
fencing or flagging. No restoration activities may occur in these areas until the nest is 
vacated and juveniles have fledged and there is no evidence of a second nesting attempt, 
unless otherwise authorized by USFWS and CDFW. If no active nests are observed, 
construction may proceed. If active nests are found, work may proceed, provided that 
construction activity is located at least 500 feet from active nests.  

 For coastal California gnatcatcher, Metropolitan shall conduct USFWS protocol surveys in 
suitable habitat within the range of the species, in all areas within 500 feet of access or 
construction-related disturbance areas. Suitable habitats, according to the protocol, include 
“coastal sage scrub, alluvial fan, chaparral, or intermixed or adjacent areas of grassland and 
riparian habitats.” A permitted qualified biologist shall perform these surveys according to 
the 1997 USFWS Coastal California Gnatcatcher Presence/Absence Survey Guidelines. If a 
territory or nest is confirmed, USFWS and CDFW shall be notified immediately. If a nest is 
present, a 500-foot disturbance-free buffer shall be established and demarcated by fencing 
or flagging. No restoration activities may occur in these areas unless otherwise authorized 
by USFWS and CDFW. Restoration activities in suitable gnatcatcher habitat will be 
monitored regularly by a qualified biologist. The monitoring shall be of a sufficient intensity to 
ensure that the qualified biologist could detect the presence of a bird in the construction 
area. 

Less than significant No 

Bird – Riparian 

No impact 

 

Bird – Riparian 

Potentially significant 

Bird – Riparian 

Measures from 2005 EIR 
MM-BR-1  (described above) 

MM-BR-2  (described above) 

MM-BR-3  (described above) 

 

Less than significant No 
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Table ES-1 
Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Topic 

In the 2005 EIR In This Supplemental EIR 
New Significant 

Increase in Severity? 
Level of Significance Absent/With 

Mitigation (if applicable) 
Level of Significance 

Absent Mitigation Mitigation Measure (if applicable) 
Level of Significance 

With Mitigation 
Supplemental Mitigation Measures 
SMM-BR-1  (described above) 

SMM-BR-6  (described above) 

SMM-BR-7  (described above) 

SMM-BR-14  (described above) 

SMM-BR-15  (described above) 

Bat 

Less than significant 

 

Bat 

Potentially significant 

Bat 

Supplemental Mitigation Measures 
SMM-BR-6  (described above) 

SMM-BR-7  (described above) 

SMM-BR-16  No more than 30 days prior to the commencement of ground disturbance or tree removal 
activities associated with the UTS conservation action, a pre-construction survey shall be 
conducted by a qualified biologist to determine whether active roosts of bats are present on 
or within 300 feet of the tree removal or ground disturbance activities. Should an active 
maternity roost be identified (in California, the breeding season of native bat species is 
generally from April 1 through August 31), the roost shall not be disturbed and restoration 
within 300 feet shall be postponed or halted until the roost is vacated and juveniles have 
fledged. Surveys shall include rocky outcrops, caves, structures, and large trees (particularly 
trees 12 inches in diameter or greater at 4.5 feet above grade with loose bark or other 
cavities). Trees and rocky outcrops shall be surveyed by a qualified bat biologist (i.e., a 
qualified biologist holding a CDFW collection permit and a Memorandum of Understanding 
with CDFW allowing the qualified biologist to handle bats). If active maternity roosts or 
hibernacula are found, the structure, rock outcrop, or tree occupied by the roost shall be 
avoided (i.e., not removed).  

 If non-breeding bat hibernacula are found in trees or structures scheduled to be removed, 
the individuals shall be safely evicted, under the direction of a qualified bat biologist, by 
opening the roosting area to allow airflow through the cavity or other means determined 
appropriate by the qualified bat biologist (e.g., installation of one-way doors). In situations 
requiring one-way doors, a minimum of 1 week shall pass after doors are installed and 
temperatures should be sufficiently warm for bats to exit the roost, because bats do not 
typically leave their roost daily during winter months in southern coastal California. This 
action should allow all bats to leave during the course of 1 week. Roosts that need to be 
removed in situations where the use of one-way doors is not necessary in the judgment of 
the qualified bat biologist in consultation with CDFW shall first be disturbed by various 
means at the direction of the qualified bat biologist at dusk to allow bats to escape during the 
darker hours, and the roost tree shall be removed or the grading shall occur the next day 
(i.e., there shall be no less or more than 1 night between initial disturbance and the grading 
or tree removal). These actions should allow bats to leave during nighttime hours, thus 
increasing their chance of finding new roosts with a minimum of potential predation during 
daylight. 

Less than significant No 

Mammal – Low to Moderate Mobility 

No impact 

 

Mammal – Low to 
Moderate Mobility 

Potentially significant 

Mammal – Low and Moderate Mobility 

Supplemental Mitigation Measures 
SMM-BR-6  (described above) 

SMM-BR-7  (described above) 

SMM-BR-17  No more than 30 days prior to initiation of ground disturbance activities associated with the 

Less than significant No 
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Table ES-1 
Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Topic 

In the 2005 EIR In This Supplemental EIR 
New Significant 

Increase in Severity? 
Level of Significance Absent/With 

Mitigation (if applicable) 
Level of Significance 

Absent Mitigation Mitigation Measure (if applicable) 
Level of Significance 

With Mitigation 
UTS conservation action, Metropolitan shall conduct surveys for the American badger, San 
Diego black-tailed jackrabbit, San Diego desert woodrat, and ringtail. A qualified biologist 
shall conduct the surveys for American badger, San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit, and San 
Diego desert woodrat in grassland, scrub, chaparral, oak woodland, and riverbank with 200 
feet of ground disturbances. If American badgers are present, occupied habitat shall be 
flagged and ground-disturbing activities avoided within 50 feet of the occupied den. 
Maternity dens shall be avoided during the pup-rearing season (February 15 through July 1) 
and a minimum 200-foot buffer established. If San Diego black-tailed jackrabbits are 
present, non-breeding rabbits shall be flushed from areas to be disturbed. Dens, 
depressions, nests, or burrows occupied by pups shall be flagged and ground-disturbing 
activities avoided within a minimum of 200 feet during the pup-rearing season (February 15 
through July 1). If active San Diego desert woodrat nests (stick houses) are identified within 
the disturbance zone or within 100 feet of the disturbance zone, a fence shall be erected 
around the nest site adequate to provide the woodrat sufficient foraging habitat at the 
discretion of the qualified biologist in consultation with CDFW. Clearing and construction 
within the fenced area will be postponed or halted until young have left the nest. The 
qualified biologist shall serve as a construction monitor during those periods when 
disturbance activities will occur near active nest areas to ensure that no inadvertent impacts 
to these nests will occur. If avoidance is not possible, Metropolitan shall consult with CDFW 
for appropriate measures to relocate San Diego desert woodrat nests. 

 The survey area for ringtail shall include suitable riparian and woodland habitat (southern 
coast live oak riparian forest, southern cottonwood–willow riparian forest, southern willow 
scrub, coast live oak woodland, valley oak woodland, and mixed oak woodland) within the 
ground disturbance zone and a 300-foot buffer. Should any ringtail be observed, no 
construction-related activities shall occur within 300 feet of the occupied area for the period 
of February 1 through August 31 or until a qualified biologist (in consultation with CDFW) 
has determined that the ringtail no longer occupies the area and/or that restoration activities 
would not adversely affect the successful rearing of young. If any ringtail is observed within 
the ground disturbance zone or 300-foot buffer in the nonbreeding/rearing period of 
September 1 through January 31, and avoidance is not possible, denning ringtail shall only 
be evicted by a qualified biologist in consultation with CDFW. 

Threshold 3.2-2: Would the project have a substantial 
adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other 
sensitive natural community identified in local or 
regional plans, policies, regulations or by the 
California Department of Fish and Game or US Fish 
and Wildlife Service? 

No impact Potentially significant Supplemental Mitigation Measures  
SMM-BR-3  Pre-construction surveys for special-status vegetation communities shall be conducted prior 

to vegetation removal and site grading within the potential conservation site. Vegetation 
mapping will be consistent with the 2009 CDFW Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating 
Impacts to Special Status Native Populations and Natural Communities and vegetation 
communities will be identified by keying them out in the 2009 Sawyer et al. Manual of 
California Vegetation, Second Edition.  

 Any special-status vegetation communities found during pre-construction surveys will be 
avoided during restoration or enhancement activities. Installation of protective fencing, and 
erosion and sediment control measures, as appropriate, will be implemented to protect 
special-status vegetation communities found near construction zones within the 
conservation site.  

SMM-BR-6  (described above) 

SMM-BR-7  (described above) 

Less than significant No 
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Table ES-1 
Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Topic 

In the 2005 EIR In This Supplemental EIR 
New Significant 

Increase in Severity? 
Level of Significance Absent/With 

Mitigation (if applicable) 
Level of Significance 

Absent Mitigation Mitigation Measure (if applicable) 
Level of Significance 

With Mitigation 
Threshold 3.2-3: Would the project 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? 

No impact No direct impact; less 
than significant indirect 
impact  

Supplemental Mitigation Measures  
SMM-BR-4  (described above) 

SMM-BR-6  (described above) 

SMM-BR-7  (described above) 

 

Less than significant No 

Threshold 3.2-4: Would the project interfere 
substantially with the movement of any native 
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with 
established native resident or migratory wildlife 
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife 
nursery sites? 

Wildlife Movement 
Less than significant 

Wildlife Movement 
Less than significant 

Wildlife Movement 
None required. 

Less than significant No 

Use of Native Nurseries 
No Impact 

Use of Native Nurseries 
Potentially significant 

Use of Native Nurseries  
Supplemental Mitigation Measures  
SMM-BR-1  (described above) 

SMM-BR-14  (described above) 

Less than significant No 

Threshold 3.2-5: Would the project conflict with any 
local policies or ordinances protecting biological 
resources, such as a tree preservation policy or 
ordinance? 

Less than significant  Potentially significant Supplemental Mitigation Measures  
SMM-BR-6  (described above) 

SMM-BR-7  (described above) 

SMM-BR-18  Metropolitan shall comply with the County of Los Angeles Oak Tree Ordinance (CLAOTO) 
no. 22.56.2050. The ordinance requires replacement of any impacted oak trees (measuring 
8 inches in diameter or greater, or with a combined diameter of 12 inches for multi-stem 
oaks) at a ratio of 2:1. Additionally, CLAOTO states that oak trees meeting the criteria for 
classification as a Heritage Tree (defined by CLAOTO as “any oak tree measuring 36 inches 
or more in diameter”) will be replaced at a ratio of 10:1. Whether they are planted in 
dedicated open space areas or developed areas, replacement oak trees planted in 
conformance with CLAOTO shall adhere to the following standards: 

1. Replacement oak trees shall be exclusively indigenous species, shall be at least a 15-
gallon size specimen, and measure at least 1 inch in diameter 1 foot above the base, 
unless otherwise approved by the County Forester. 

2. Replacement trees shall be properly cared for and maintained for a period of 2 years and 
replaced by Metropolitan if mortality occurs within that period. 

3. Following completion of the 2-year maintenance period, the County Forester shall provide 
final authorization that CLAOTO standards have been met. 

Less than significant No 

Threshold 3.2-6: Would the project conflict with the 
provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, 
Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other 
approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan? 

No impact Less than significant None required.  Less than significant No 

Threshold 3.2-7: Would the project have impacts on 
biological resources that are individually limited, but 
cumulatively considerable? 

Less than significant Less than significant None required. Less than significant No 

Hydrology/Water Quality 

Threshold 3.3-1: Would the project violate any water 
quality standards or waste discharge requirements? 

No impact Less than significant None required. Less than significant No 

Threshold 3.3-2: Would the project substantially 
deplete groundwater supplies and interfere with 
groundwater recharge such that there would be a 

No impact Potentially significant Supplemental Mitigation Measure 
SMM-H-1 In the event the mitigation plan for take of unarmored threespine stickleback involves the 

use of groundwater resources from an existing well to augment surface water supplies, such 

Less than significant No 
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Table ES-1 
Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Topic 

In the 2005 EIR In This Supplemental EIR 
New Significant 

Increase in Severity? 
Level of Significance Absent/With 

Mitigation (if applicable) 
Level of Significance 

Absent Mitigation Mitigation Measure (if applicable) 
Level of Significance 

With Mitigation 
net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local 
groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of 
pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which 
would not support existing land uses or planned 
uses for which permits have been granted)? 

use shall be quantified to the extent possible (i.e., frequency and volume) and compared 
against the prior use of the same well(s). If the anticipated use exceeds the existing 
demands on the well(s) (or if the existing use cannot be documented), Metropolitan shall 
provide an analysis of the proposed water demand and its potential effects, if any, on 
surrounding groundwater users/wells, and the volume of groundwater in the target aquifer 
generally. If the analysis concludes that there may be impacts, Metropolitan shall either 
adjust the amount of groundwater required to meet mitigation site performance standards (to 
a level that would not produce significant impacts) or institute a groundwater monitoring and 
mitigation plan to adaptively manage groundwater resources. The groundwater monitoring 
and mitigation plan, if implemented, would include installation of flow meters on the 
proposed production well, deployment of pressure transducers in surrounding wells, and 
periodic (i.e., monthly) monitoring of water levels, so that if any impacts are observed, use of 
the well could be curtailed or ceased until groundwater levels recover. 

Threshold 3.3-3: Would the project substantially alter 
the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, 
including through the alteration of the course of a 
stream or river, in a manner which would result in 
substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site? 

Less than significant with mitigation Potentially significant Measure from 2005 EIR 
MM-H-1 To mitigate bank erosion, deep cutting, and scouring of the Charlie Canyon Creekbed, San 

Franciscquito Canyon Creekbed (high-rise location), Santa Clara Riverbed, Placerita 
Creekbed, and Bull Creekbed, sandbags or another form of water diversion from the 
discharge pipes into these creeks shall be in place prior to dewatering. Valves shall be 
opened gradually and flows monitored to ensure the integrity of the sandbags or other form 
of water diversion. The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (Metropolitan) 
personnel shall be in place to observe discharges into the creeks and to ensure that the 
diversion is not breached. If the sandbags or other form of water diversion are breached 
causing erosive flooding of the creek banks, the valve openings shall be reduced to 
decrease the erosive velocity of the outflow until the diversion can be modified to stop the 
erosion. 

Less than significant No 

Threshold 3.3-4: Would the project substantially alter 
the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, 
including through the alteration of the course of a 
stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or 
amount of surface runoff in a manner which would 
result in flooding on- of off-site?  

Less than significant Less than significant None required Less than significant No 

Threshold 3.3-5: Would the project Create or contribute 
runoff water which would exceed the capacity of 
existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or 
provide substantial additional sources of polluted 
runoff? 

No impact Less than significant None required  Less than significant No 

Threshold 3.3-6: Would the project otherwise 
substantially degrade water quality? 

Less than significant Less than significant None required Less than significant No 

Threshold 3.3-7: Would the project 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? 

No impact No impact None required No impact No 

Threshold 3.3-8: Would the project place within a 100-
year flood hazard area structures which would 
impede or redirect flood flows? 

No impact Less than significant None required Less than significant No 
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Table ES-1 
Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Topic 

In the 2005 EIR In This Supplemental EIR 
New Significant 

Increase in Severity? 
Level of Significance Absent/With 

Mitigation (if applicable) 
Level of Significance 

Absent Mitigation Mitigation Measure (if applicable) 
Level of Significance 

With Mitigation 
Threshold 3.3-9: Would the project 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? 

No impact No impact None required No impact No 

Threshold 3.3-10: Would the project cause inundation 
by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? 

No impact Less than significant None required Less than significant No 

Threshold 3.3-11: Would the project have impacts on 
hydrology and water quality that are individually 
limited, but cumulatively considerable? 

No impact Less than significant None required Less than significant No 

Noise 

Threshold 3.4-1: Would the project 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? 

Significant and unavoidable Potentially significant Measure from 2005 EIR 
MM-N-1  A noise control plan shall be prepared for work sites, including the future unarmored threespine 

stickleback habitat restoration site, the additional work site (pumpwell north of the Rejection 
Tower (Station 342+12)), and the Santa Clara River Blow-Off (Station No. 383+90), and for 
emergency repair sites. A noise control plan shall be prepared for all work sites associated with 
the Repair Project and Future Inspections Project, The noise control plan shall include, but not 
be limited to, the following: 

 Stockpiling and vehicle staging areas shall be located as far away from occupied residences as 
possible, and screened from these uses by a solid noise attenuation barrier. 

 All stationary construction equipment (e.g., air compressor, generators, impact wrenches) 
shall be operated as far away from residential uses as possible and shall be shielded with 
temporary sound barriers, sound aprons, or sound skins. 

 To the extent feasible, haul routes for removing excavated materials or delivery of 
aggregate materials from the site shall be designed to avoid residential areas and areas 
occupied by noise sensitive receptors (e.g., hospitals, schools, convalescent homes, etc.). 

 Idling equipment shall be turned off when not in use for periods longer than 20 minutes. 

 If feasible, the following types of construction equipment shall be used: 

o Electrical instead of diesel powered equipment; 

o Hydraulic tools instead of pneumatic tools; and 

o Electric welders powered by remote generators. 

Supplemental Mitigation Measure 

SMM-N-1 Residences within 500 feet of work sites, including the additional work site (Station 342+12), the 
Santa Clara River Blow-Off (Station No. 383+90), and emergency repair sites, which could 
include 24-hour, continuous activities, shall be notified of the construction schedule in writing. For 
non-emergency situations, notification shall be at least 48 hours prior to construction; for 
emergency repair sites, the notification shall be provided as early as possible during the planning 
and mobilization of construction crews. The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 
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 point of contact will be written into the construction 
notification schedule that is sent to nearby residences. 

Significant and unavoidable No 
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Table ES-1 
Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Topic 

In the 2005 EIR In This Supplemental EIR 
New Significant 

Increase in Severity? 
Level of Significance Absent/With 

Mitigation (if applicable) 
Level of Significance 

Absent Mitigation Mitigation Measure (if applicable) 
Level of Significance 

With Mitigation 
Threshold 3.4-2: Would the project result in exposure 

of persons to or generation of excessive 
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? 

 No impact No impact None required. No impact No 

Threshold 3.4-3: Would the project result in a 
substantial permanent increase in ambient noise 
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project? 

No impact No impact None required. No impact No 

Threshold 3.4-4: Would the project result in a 
substantial temporary or periodic increase in 
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above 
levels existing without the project? 

Significant and unavoidable Potentially significant Measure from 2005 EIR 
MM-N-1  (described above) 

Supplemental Mitigation Measure 
SMM-N-1  (described above) 

Significant and unavoidable No 

Threshold 3.4-5: 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 expose people 
residing or working in the project area to excessive 
noise levels? 

No impact No impact None required. No impact No 

Threshold 3.4-6: 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? 

No impact No impact None required. No impact No 

Threshold 3.4-7: Would the project have noise 
impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable?  

No impact Potentially significant  Measure from 2005 EIR 
MM-N-1  (described above) 

Supplemental Mitigation Measure 
SMM-N-1  (described above) 

Significant and unavoidable Yes 

Energy Consumption 

Threshold 4.3.1-1:  Would the project result in wasteful, 
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy? 

Not analyzed Less than significant None required. Less than significant N/A1 

Threshold 4.3.1-2:  Would the project conflict with 
existing energy standards and regulations? 

Not analyzed Less than significant None required. Less than significant N/A1 

Threshold 4.3.1-3:  Would the project place a 
significant demand on local and regional energy 
supplies or require a substantial amount of 
additional capacity? 

Not analyzed Less than significant None required. Less than significant N/A1 

Threshold 4.3.1-4: Would the project have energy 
consumption impacts that are individually limited, 
but cumulatively considerable? 

Not analyzed Less than significant None required. Less than significant N/A1 

1 Comparison is not applicable because the 2005 EIR did not analyze impacts to energy consumption. 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 

This introduction is included to provide the reader with a general overview of (1) proposed 
modifications to the previously approved Foothill Feeder Repair and Future Inspections Project 
(project; proposed project); (2) a description of the environmental review process conducted for 
this project and the proposed modifications to date; (3) the lead, responsible, and trustee agencies 
for the proposed modifications; and (4) the general format and purpose of this Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Report (Supplemental EIR). The intent of this section is to familiarize the 
reader with the purpose, content, and format of the Supplemental EIR and its relationship to the 
planning process.  

The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (Metropolitan) prepared an EIR for the 
project in 2005 (2005 EIR) that addressed impacts associated with shutdown and inspection 
activities on the Foothill Feeder (Metropolitan 2005a) for necessary repairs to the pipeline; and 
future shutdowns and inspections on an approximate 5-year cycle. In 2011, Metropolitan 
prepared a Supplemental EIR (2011 EIR; Metropolitan 2011) to make certain modifications to 
the project consisting of replacement of existing carbon fiber lining to new carbon fiber lining 
standards in two sections of the pre-stressed concrete cylinder pipe. The repair projects described 
in each of these documents have been completed.  

This Supplemental EIR is a supplement to the 2005 EIR to provide information on minor 
additional changes to the project related to shutdowns and inspection activities. These changes 
consist of a reevaluation of potential incidental take of unarmored threespine stickleback (UTS; 
Gasterosteus aculeatus williamsoni) and how take of UTS would be addressed by Metropolitan 
pursuant to Assembly Bill 2488 and California Fish and Game Code Section 2081.10; one 
additional work site; additional equipment to assist with shutdowns; the potential for emergency 
repairs requiring an unplanned shutdown and rapid dewatering of the pipeline; and a UTS 
conservation action.  

1.1 BACKGROUND – THE METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT OF 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA 

Metropolitan is composed of 26 cities and water districts that provide drinking water to 
approximately 19 million people in six counties throughout Southern California. The mission of 
Metropolitan is to provide its service area with adequate and reliable supplies of high-quality water 
to meet present and future needs in an environmentally and economically responsible way. 
Metropolitan is a wholesale water agency that imports water from the Colorado River and northern 
California to supplement local supplies, and it provides incentives to its member agencies to 
develop increased water conservation, recycling, storage, and other resource management 
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programs. Metropolitan currently delivers an average of 1.7 billion gallons of water per day 
through over 800 miles of pipelines and tunnels within a 5,200-square-mile service area.  

The Foothill Feeder is a water conveyance pipeline owned and operated by Metropolitan that is 
located in the northwestern portion of Los Angeles County. For the safety and reliability of the 
pipeline, Metropolitan conducts regularly scheduled inspections and associated preventive and 
corrective maintenance of the Foothill Feeder. Inspection and maintenance activities typically 
require full or partial dewatering and shutdown of the pipeline.  

1.2  PURPOSE AND LEGAL AUTHORITY 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires environmental review for activities 
and approvals that involve discretionary actions by a public agency (i.e., state or local). 
Metropolitan will serve as the lead agency. “Lead agency,” as defined in Section 15367 of the 
CEQA Guidelines, means the public agency that has the principal responsibility for carrying out or 
approving the project. The lead agency is also responsible for preparing the environmental 
documents on the project pursuant to the full disclosure requirements of CEQA. As described in 
Section 1.3, Scope and Content, the lead agency has determined that a supplement to the 2005 EIR 
is appropriate to ensure that the EIR adequately applies to the project in the changed situation.  

“Responsible agency,” as defined in Section 15381 of the CEQA Guidelines, means a public 
agency other than the lead agency that has discretionary approval power over the project. 
Responsible agencies include, but are not limited to, the City of Santa Clarita Public Works 
Department and the County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works. “Trustee agency,” as 
defined in Section 15386 of the CEQA Guidelines, means a state agency having jurisdiction by 
law over natural resources affected by a project which are held in trust for the people of the State 
of California. The California Department of Fish and Wildlife is considered a trustee agency. 

Metropolitan is proposing to make certain modifications to the project to mitigate for the take of 
UTS, to prepare for emergency repairs, including full or partial pipeline shutdown, and 
maintenance activities at pipeline access locations.  

This Supplemental EIR to the 2005 EIR has been prepared in accordance with the CEQA Statute 
(California Public Resources Code, Section 21000 et seq.) and the CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 
15000 et seq.), as amended. This Supplemental EIR identifies and discusses potential specific 
and cumulative environmental impacts that may occur should the proposed project modifications 
be implemented.  

The intent of this Supplemental EIR is to be an informational document that serves to inform 
public agency decision makers and the public of the potential environmental impact of the 
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project and to identify possible ways to minimize or avoid any potential significant impacts 
through mitigation.  

1.3  SCOPE AND CONTENT  

When a Final EIR has been certified for a project, CEQA provides for the update of the 
information in the certified EIR to address changes to a project or changes to the circumstances 
under which a project will occur. Section 15162 of the CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15162) 
provides that the lead agency may prepare a Subsequent or Supplemental EIR if:  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Section 15163 of the CEQA Guidelines provides that the lead or responsible agency may choose 
to prepare a supplement to an EIR, referred to as a Supplemental EIR, rather than a Subsequent 
EIR if any of the conditions described in Section 15162 would require the preparation of a 
Subsequent EIR and if only minor additions or changes would be necessary to make the previous 
EIR adequately apply to the project in the changed situation. The CEQA Guidelines require that 
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a Supplemental EIR contain only the information necessary to make the previous EIR adequate 
for the project as revised.  

This document describes minor changes that have been proposed to the original project, as 
described in the 2005 EIR. As the lead agency, Metropolitan has determined that a Supplemental 
EIR should be prepared for the proposed project modifications to the original project. The 
Supplemental EIR will address potential for take of UTS that could occur during pipeline 
shutdowns and maintenance activities at access locations along the pipeline; the addition of one 
new work site; additional equipment to assist with shutdowns; potential for emergency repairs 
requiring partial or full pipeline shutdown; and a UTS conservation action.  

In accordance with requirements in the CEQA Guidelines, this Supplemental EIR addresses 
impacts considered potentially significant for the proposed modifications to the project. The 
environmental issues being evaluated in this Supplemental EIR are as follows: 

 Air Quality 

 Biological Resources 

 Hydrology and Water Quality 

 Noise 

Metropolitan has determined that impacts to other resource areas as a result of the proposed 
modifications would not be significant. These impacts are discussed in Chapter 4, Other 
CEQA Considerations.  

1.4 PROJECT BACKGROUND 

The 2005 EIR analyzed the environmental effects associated with preparation, shutdown and 
dewatering, and refilling activities of the Foothill Feeder. The Foothill Feeder is an approximately 
16-foot pre-stressed concrete cylinder pipe pipeline that conveys untreated water from Castaic 
Lake to the Joseph Jensen Water Treatment Plant (Jensen Plant) located in the Granada Hills area 
in the City of Los Angeles. The Foothill Feeder was constructed in 1968. 

1.4.1 Presence of Unarmored Threespine Stickleback  

Operations and maintenance activities associated with the project, including periodic dewatering 
of the pipeline, have the potential to result in impacts to UTS in the Upper Santa Clara River 
watershed. UTS is listed as endangered under both the federal and California Endangered 
Species Acts and is fully protected under California Fish and Game Code Section 5515. Based 
on current taxonomic understanding, UTS is limited to three areas: the Upper Santa Clara River 
watershed in Los Angeles County, Shay Creek in San Bernardino County, and San Antonio 
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Creek on Vandenberg Air Force Base in Santa Barbara County. Another subspecies of threespine 
stickleback, the partially plated threespine stickleback (Gasterosteus aculeatus microcephalus), 
occurs in the Lower Santa Clara River, in Ventura County. Several agencies are involved in 
management of UTS and its habitat. The California Department of Fish and Wildlife is the lead 
agency for many aspects of management on private lands, whereas the U.S. Air Force and U.S. 
Forest Service are the lead agencies on federal lands (Dudek 2016).  

1.4.2 Shutdowns and Inspections 

As described in the Section 3.5.3 of the 2005 EIR, the Foothill Feeder is shut down for 
inspections and maintenance approximately every 5 years. In order to accommodate inspections 
of the Foothill Feeder and various maintenance activities, Metropolitan will continue to conduct 
future shutdowns on an approximately 5-year cycle during the wet season (November to March). 
This is necessary to ensure the continued structural integrity of the pipeline. The following 
sections describe the activities that would be associated with the proposed project.  

1.4.2.1 Preparation Activities 

Prior to dewatering and inspecting the pipeline, a number of site preparation activities would 
potentially occur at 19 locations (stations) along the Foothill Feeder, including the additional 
work site evaluated in this Supplemental EIR. These activities include the grading of existing 
access roads, placement of aggregate (e.g., crushed rock used for road base or road surfacing) base 
on existing access roads or work areas, weed abatement around existing structures and along 
access roads, minor maintenance of valves and electrical components, and material and 
equipment staging. 

1.4.2.2 Dewatering Activities 

To allow workers to enter the pipeline for inspection, water entering the pipeline would be shut 
off. Due to the varying topography in this region, the pipeline cannot be drained or pumped from 
a central location. Therefore, water would be discharged by gravity from areas of the pipeline 
located at lower elevations—known as “blow-off sites”—to drain the upper elevations of the 
pipeline. Water remaining in the pipeline below the blow-off sites would be pumped out and 
discharged at the blow-off sites. Collectively, the gravity discharge and pumping are referred to 
as “dewatering.” Dewatering of the pipeline would involve discharging water from six blow-off 
sites either directly into the Santa Clara River or to tributaries that drain into the Santa Clara 
River. Once the valves are completely closed, an initial and partial dewatering of the Foothill 
Feeder would be undertaken by gravity flow through the Los Angeles Department of Water and 
Power connection LA35 and through the Jensen Plant. From there, the water would be 
discharged into Bull Creek, an open wash located adjacent to the Jensen Plant, and the plant 
would be completely shut down. After securing and isolating the inlet valves, water then would 
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be discharged by gravity from six blow-off sites and the discharge at the Jensen Plant into Bull 
Creek to drain the remaining upper elevations of the pipeline. 

1.4.2.3 Inspection of the Foothill Feeder 

Eddy Current Testing Inspection 

Once dewatering is completed and entrance/exit and ventilation locations established, an 
inspection team would enter the Foothill Feeder to conduct an eddy current testing inspection of 
portions of the entire 17.8-mile length of the pipeline to check for potential breaks in the wire 
wrapping. “Eddy current testing” is a nondestructive testing method that uses the principal of 
electromagnetism as the basis for conducting examinations. This allows for the testing of the 
pipeline to detect any defects without damaging the pipeline. Eddy currents are induced electrical 
currents that flow in a circular path through the center of the pipeline and are able to detect 
breaks in the embedded wire wrapping of the pipeline.  

Entrance and Exit/Ventilation Locations 

Entrance and exit/ventilation locations would be located near blow-off sites and other locations, 
as needed, along the length of the pipeline. Entrance and exit or ventilation could be provided at 
any of the 19 stations, including the additional work site evaluated in this Supplemental EIR. 
Following dewatering and eddy current testing inspections, the Foothill Feeder would be refilled 
with water over approximately 12 hours.  

Refilling the Foothill Feeder 

Following dewatering and inspection, the Foothill Feeder would then be sealed by securing all 
access flanges and blow-off locations. The Foothill Feeder would then be refilled with water by 
opening the Foothill Pressure Control Structure to allow flow into the pipeline at a rate of 100 
cubic feet per second (cfs) until the Castaic Valley portion of the pipeline is filled, and then the 
flow would be increased to approximately 700 cfs for the remainder of the filling process. 

1.4.2.4 Biological Avoidance Plan for Foothill Feeder Inspection  

and Maintenance 

In the 2005 EIR, Metropolitan included a shutdown/release plan for the project to avoid 
significant impacts to and take of UTS, arroyo toad (Anaxyrus californicus), and other sensitive 
biological resources. 

1.4.3 Emergency Repairs 

An emergency scenario would have the potential to necessitate an unplanned emergency pipeline 
shutdown, dewatering, and repair, including replacement of badly damaged segments of the 
facility. Emergency repairs would have the potential to involve entry into the pipeline and/or 
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may involve excavation of a trench around the affected area of pipeline. Emergency situations 
are difficult to predict and Metropolitan is prepared to perform any emergency repairs to the 
Foothill Feeder in an expedited and safe manner. Although emergency repairs may be exempt 
from CEQA under Article 18, Statutory Exemption, Section 15269, Emergency Projects, and 
other environmental statutes and regulations include procedures to address emergencies, there is 
no emergency exemption from the California Endangered Species Act or Section 5515 of the 
California Fish and Game Code. Thus, to obtain an incidental take permit with maximum 
coverage, Metropolitan is including an analysis of emergency dewatering to provide CDFW with 
adequate analysis to support issuance of an incidental take permit that covers both planned and 
emergency dewatering. 

1.5 DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL EIR ORGANIZATION 

This Draft Supplemental EIR is organized into the following chapters so the reader can easily 
obtain information about the project:  

Chapter 1, Introduction, describes the purpose and use of the Supplemental EIR, provides a 
brief overview of the proposed project, and outlines the organization of the Supplemental EIR. 

Chapter 2, Project Description, describes the project location, project details, and 
Metropolitan’s overall objectives for the proposed project. 

Chapter 3, Environmental Analysis, describes proposed mitigation measures that would 
eliminate or reduce significant impacts; the environmental issues, including the existing 
conditions, or setting, before project implementation; methods and assumptions used in impact 
analysis; thresholds of significance; both project-level and cumulative impacts that would result 
from the proposed project modifications; and the level of impact after mitigation. 

Chapter 4, Other CEQA Considerations, includes a discussion of issues required by CEQA 
that are not covered in other chapters. This discussion includes effects found not be significant, 
growth-inducing impacts, and an energy conservation analysis.  

Chapter 5, List of Preparers, lists the individuals involved in preparing this Supplemental EIR 
and the organizations and persons consulted.  

Chapter 6, References, provides full citations for the references cited throughout the 
Supplemental EIR. 

Appendices present data supporting the analysis or contents of the Supplemental EIR. 

1.6 AVAILABILITY OF THE DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL EIR 

This Draft Supplemental EIR is being circulated to the public and affected agencies for review 
and comment during a 45-day public review period beginning December 5, 2017, and ending 
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January 18, 2018. All written comments must be received no later than 5:00 p.m. on January 18, 
2018, at the following address: 

Sean Carlson, Environmental Specialist  
Environmental Planning Section 
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 
PO Box 54153  
Los Angeles, California 90054-0153  

Or by email at EP@mwdh2o.com (please indicate “Foothill Feeder” in the subject line). 

The Draft Supplemental EIR will be available for public review at the following locations: 

Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 
Reference and Research Center 
700 North Alameda Street  
Los Angeles, California 90012 

Los Angeles Public Library – Granada Hills Branch 
10640 Petit Avenue 
Granada Hills, California 91344 

City of Santa Clarita – Newhall Library 
22704 West Ninth Street 
Santa Clarita, California 91321 

City of Santa Clarita –Valencia Branch Library 
23743 West Valencia Boulevard 
Santa Clarita, California 91351 

All written comments received by the close of the public review period that address 
environmental issues related to the proposed project will be responded to and incorporated into 
the Final Supplemental EIR. Pursuant to Section 15092 of the CEQA Guidelines, 
Metropolitan’s Board of Directors will consider the following actions: certification of the Final 
Supplemental EIR; adoption of the Findings of Fact, Statement of Overriding Considerations, 
and the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP); and either denial or approval 
of the proposed project modifications.  

1.7 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Pursuant to Section 21081.6(a)(1) of CEQA and Section 15097 of the CEQA Guidelines, an 
MMRP would be prepared to ensure that the mitigation measures identified in the Draft 
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Supplemental EIR for the proposed project would be implemented. Metropolitan’s Board of 
Directors will consider the MMRP in conjunction with the actions previously mentioned. The 
MMRP would include the following: 

 The mitigation measures identified in the EIR 

 The party or parties responsible for carrying out and implementing each mitigation measure 

 The criteria to verify the implementation of each mitigation measure 

 The documentation and reporting procedure for the MMRP 

1.8 INCORPORATION BY REFERENCE 

This document incorporates by reference the analysis presented in Metropolitan’s certified 
2005 EIR, along with the original Findings of Fact, Statement of Overriding Considerations, 
and MMRP that were adopted by Metropolitan’s Board of Directors for the original project 
(Metropolitan 2005a, 2005b). These documents are available at Metropolitan’s Reference 
and Research Center at the address identified in Section 1.6, Availability of the Draft 
Supplemental EIR. 
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CHAPTER 2 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

2.1 INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of the project description is to describe the proposed modifications to the original 
Foothill Feeder Repair and Future Inspections Project (proposed project; project) in a way that 
will be meaningful to the public, reviewing agencies, and decision makers. For this Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Report (Supplemental EIR), the description first provides the backdrop 
for prior dewatering and shutdown and then focuses on details of the proposed project 
modifications. The following description serves as the basis for the environmental analysis 
contained in this Supplemental EIR in sufficient detail so as to update the original 2005 Foothill 
Feeder Repair and Future Inspections Project Final EIR (2005 EIR; Metropolitan 2005a).  

The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (Metropolitan) is proposing to make 
certain modifications to the original project description contained in the 2005 EIR related to 
dewatering and shutdown of the pipeline for future inspections and maintenance. These changes 
are as follows: potential for take of the unarmored threespine stickleback (UTS; Gasterosteus 
aculeatus williamsoni) that could occur during pipeline shutdowns and maintenance activities at 
dewatering locations along the pipeline; one additional work site; additional equipment to assist 
with shutdowns; potential for emergency repairs requiring partial or full pipeline shutdown; and 
a UTS conservation action. This modified project would not include any expansion of the 
maximum capacity of the Foothill Feeder.  

2.2 REGIONAL AND LOCAL SETTING 

The Foothill Feeder traverses three jurisdictions: unincorporated northwestern Los Angeles County 
east of Interstate 5 (Golden State Freeway), the City of Santa Clarita, and the City of Los Angeles 
(Figure 2-1, Regional Map). The Foothill Feeder, which was constructed in 1968 and is 
approximately 17.8 miles in length, consists of 6.3 miles of 16-foot-diameter pre-stressed concrete 
cylinder pipe (PCCP) and 11.5 miles of 20-foot-diameter tunnel (cast in place). The Foothill 
Feeder transports untreated water from Castaic Lake to the Joseph Jensen Water Treatment Plant 
(Jensen Plant), which is located in the community of Granada Hills (Figure 2-2, Project Vicinity). 
At the Jensen Plant, water is treated for introduction into the potable water system.  

The Foothill Feeder conveys untreated water from the West Branch of the State Water Project to 
the Jensen Plant, which then distributes treated water into the western portion of Metropolitan’s 
service area. The feeder extends south from Castaic Lake under the Santa Clara River and 
several of its tributaries to Magazine Canyon Shaft and the Jensen Plant. The member agencies 
that rely on this supply include Calleguas Municipal Water District, Central Basin Municipal 
Water District, Las Virgenes Municipal Water District, West Basin Municipal Water District, 
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and the cities of Beverly Hills, Burbank, Compton, Glendale, Long Beach, Los Angeles, San 
Fernando, Santa Monica, and Torrance. 

Beginning from the Castaic Lake Dam, the Foothill Feeder runs underground to the south on the 
east side of the Wayside Honor Rancho/Pitchess Detention Center for approximately 4.4 miles, 
then through the community of Valencia near Decoro Drive and McBean Parkway. Near the 
intersection of Railroad Avenue and Magic Mountain Parkway, the Foothill Feeder parallels the 
east side of Railroad Avenue and crosses Placerita Canyon Road, near Master’s College. The 
Foothill Feeder veers south near the intersection of Newhall Avenue and Pine Street and 
generally parallels Pine Street for approximately 2.6 miles. The Foothill Feeder intersects State 
Route 14 (Antelope Valley Freeway) near Sierra Highway and veers in a southeasterly direction 
for approximately 0.80 miles to Magazine Canyon station (Station No. 778+05). At this junction, 
the Balboa Inlet Tunnel begins and flow continues in a southeasterly direction past Interstate 5 
and toward the Jensen Plant.  

The Foothill Feeder crosses beneath a series of natural creeks and waterways that are tributaries to 
the main stem of the Santa Clara River, as well as the main stem itself. The pipeline also crosses 
beneath a tributary to Bull Creek in the Los Angeles River watershed, located just south of the Santa 
Clara River watershed. Regionally, the Foothill Feeder is located to the southwest of the Mount 
Pinos and Los Padres National Forests, and to the north of the Santa Susana Mountains and Simi 
Hills, an area characterized by gently rolling hills and sharp, steep-walled canyons.  

2.3 PROJECT OBJECTIVES  

The proposed project is designed to maintain the reliability and water quality of the Foothill 
Feeder water supply by enabling Metropolitan to dewater, inspect, repair, or modify the Foothill 
Feeder as needed to maintain its structural integrity and capacity. The objectives of the proposed 
project are as follows: 

 Continue to repair and/or replace damaged segments of the Foothill Feeder in order to 
ensure continued public safety and reliability of the pipeline. 

 Continue to periodically dewater during the wet season for inspection and maintenance 
activities to occur when water demands are typically low to ensure that the reliability of 
the Foothill Feeder is maintained while avoiding disruption of service to water users. 

 Respond to emergency situations within the project region, which may result in 
unexpected pipeline damages that could require an unplanned pipeline shutdown, 
necessitating dewatering as quickly as possible. 

 Provide feasible measures to avoid and minimize incidental take of the unarmored 
threespine stickleback (UTS; Gasterosteus aculeatus williamsoni) that could occur during 
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pipeline shutdowns and maintenance activities at dewatering locations along the pipeline. 
Note: this issue was not discussed in the 2005 EIR.  

 Incorporate one additional work site that was not discussed in the 2005 EIR. 

 Incorporate additional equipment to assist with shutdowns, including two generators and 
two submersible pumps to assist with shutdowns. 

 Implement a UTS conservation action that will contribute to species recovery and satisfy 
the requirements of California Fish and Game Code Section 2081.10. 

2.4 PROPOSED PROJECT OVERVIEW 

The Foothill Feeder requires periodic maintenance and repair to ensure continued public safety 
and pipeline reliability. Several previous environmental documents analyzed the potential for 
impacts to the environment related to dewatering the pipeline during routine shutdowns. 

The Foothill Feeder Inspection and Maintenance Project EIR was certified by Metropolitan’s 
Board of Directors in December 2004 (2004 EIR; Metropolitan 2004). The project involved 
shutdown, dewatering, and inspection of the Foothill Feeder. As part of the 2004 EIR, a 
Shutdown Water Release Plan (Release Plan) was developed by Metropolitan to avoid impacts to 
endangered and fully protected species, including UTS, during dewatering. The shutdown 
proposed in the 2004 EIR was conducted in February 2005, and the subsequent inspections 
resulted in identification of three pipe sections that were in need of repair. Metropolitan then 
proposed the Foothill Feeder Repair and Future Inspections Project EIR (2005 EIR) to perform 
repairs on the three pipe sections and to conduct routine inspections in a cycle of approximately 
5 years. That EIR was released for public review in September 2005 and finalized and certified 
in December 2005. The future inspections portion of the project described in the 2005 EIR is 
ongoing. It consists of complete pipeline shutdown and dewatering roughly every 5 years during 
the wet season (December through February) to accommodate inspections and maintenance 
activities during the time of year when water supply demands are typically at their lowest to 
avoid service disruptions.  

Activities proposed in association with the shutdowns, as described in the 2005 EIR, consist of 
preparation, dewatering, inspections, and refilling activities. Preparation involves grading of 
existing access roads, placement of aggregate (e.g., crushed rock used for road base or road 
surfacing) base on existing access roads or work areas, weed abatement around existing 
structures and along access roads, minor maintenance of valves and electrical components, and 
material and equipment staging. Shutdowns and subsequent refilling involve isolating water in 
the system, blowing off water in the pipeline segments through gravity and subsequently 
pumping out the remaining water in the system, providing entrance and exit/ventilation locations, 
conducting eddy current testing (ECT) inspections, conducting maintenance and upgrade 
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activities, and refilling the pipeline. The 2005 EIR also included the Release Plan developed for 
the 2004 EIR, along with an updated analysis of effects to UTS, arroyo toad (Anaxyrus 
californicus), and other sensitive biological resources. The 2005 EIR depicted a typical 
shutdown schedule over an approximately 10-day period. The maximum amount of time the 
Foothill Feeder can be out of service depends on water demand and reserves from member 
agencies, which can vary from year to year. The time to dewater at each blow-off site was 
developed in order to reduce maximum flows and avoid incidental take of UTS downstream. 
Any additional time added to the shutdown period may be required for inspection and/or repair 
activities. For example, in 2007 a shutdown was completed consistent with the future inspections 
scenario described in the 2005 EIR and in accordance with the Release Plan and lasted 
approximately 14 days to incorporate additional time needed for a repair activity.  

Subsequent to the certification of the 2005 EIR, a Supplemental EIR was prepared and certified 
in 2011 to allow for two additional pipeline repairs that were not analyzed in the 2005 EIR (2011 
EIR; Metropolitan 2011). The additional repairs involved updates to the carbon fiber lining in 
two sections of PCCP. These repairs were completed during a planned shutdown in February 
2012. This shutdown lasted approximately 18 days in order to incorporate the repair activity. 
Metropolitan prepares a shutdown manual for every shutdown. In preparation for the 2012 
shutdown, Metropolitan prepared a manual called the 2012 Foothill–Sepulveda Feeder Shutdown 
Manual (Shutdown Manual; Metropolitan 2012). This manual is considered to be the most recent 
and relevant and will therefore be used as a reference. It contains a description of the sequence of 
events involved with the shutdown, necessary construction crews and equipment, anticipated 
dewatering flows and durations, and locations along the pipeline that would be used for 
dewatering and access. It is anticipated that future shutdowns would occur in a manner similar to 
the shutdowns that are characterized in the 2005 EIR, the 2011 EIR, and the Shutdown Manual, 
with the exception that in an emergency, shutdown and dewatering may need to proceed as 
rapidly as possible.  

Unarmored Threespine Stickleback  

UTS is a federally and state-listed endangered and state fully protected fish species found in the 
Upper Santa Clara River watershed. With a few narrow exceptions, incidental take of a fully 
protected species is prohibited under state law (California Fish and Game Code Section 5515). 
Sudden increases in river flows, both natural and human-induced, can result in UTS being 
flushed downstream and seeking refuge in slower margins of the channel to hold their location in 
a stream. When waters recede quickly, there is a chance of UTS becoming stranded in adjacent 
channels or pools, which could result in incidental take. To avoid stranding UTS during previous 
shutdowns, Metropolitan developed a release plan to modify the timing and volume of 
dewatering and retained expert fisheries biologists to monitor the extent of dewatering 
downstream and the resultant effects on habitat and flow, to direct modifications of flow releases 
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in response to real-time monitoring, and to monitor for the potential for fish to be stranded in 
areas adjacent to the flow. For example, during the 2012 shutdown, water was released in 
accordance with the Release Plan while biologists monitored the downstream extent of the 
discharged water and the potential for any effects on species. Within the Santa Clara River, the 
discharge rate was modified slightly to prevent flow from continuing downstream of McBean 
Parkway Bridge, in order to avoid impacting a suspected population of UTS (ACS 2012). No 
UTS were affected by that shutdown. 

In 2015, a California Supreme Court decision1 reversed a Court of Appeals decision regarding a 
permit issued by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) to The Newhall Land 
and Farming Company. The Supreme Court held that handling and relocating UTS, a fully 
protected species, back into a stream to mitigate or avoid impacts constitutes take of that species, 
even if no harm to any UTS occurred as a result of the live relocation. Therefore, if UTS became 
stranded as a result of dewatering the Foothill Feeder, biologists would be prohibited from 
rescuing and repatriating them.  

The Foothill Feeder and the Jensen Plant, which it serves, are critical to Metropolitan’s water 
treatment and distribution system. Periodic dewatering and inspections of the Foothill Feeder are 
therefore necessary to ensure the continued safety and reliability of Metropolitan’s system.  

As a result, Assembly Bill (AB) 2488 was signed into law by Governor Brown on September 16, 
2016, with an effective date of January 1, 2017. AB 2488 amended Section 5515 of the 
California Fish and Game Code and added Section 2081.10. Section 2081.10 authorizes CDFW 
to issue a permit to Metropolitan authorizing the incidental take of UTS attributable to the 
periodic dewatering, inspection, maintenance, modification, or repair, including emergency 
repair, of the Foothill Feeder as described in the 2005 EIR and this Supplemental EIR. Once 
permitted, if any UTS are present in the area that may be impacted by future dewatering 
activities, incidental take, including live repatriation of stranded fish back into the stream, would 
be permissible pursuant to the terms and conditions of the California Endangered Species Act 
permit issued by CDFW.  

Purpose 

The purpose of this Supplemental EIR is to describe new information and changes to the original 
project consisting of (1) the potential for the project to result in incidental take of UTS and how 
take of UTS would be addressed by Metropolitan pursuant to California Fish and Game Code 
Section 2081.10, (2) an additional work site that was not previously included in the 2005 EIR, 
(3) two additional generators and two submersible pumps to assist with shutdowns that were not 

                                                 
1  Center for Biological Diversity v. Department of Fish & Wildlife (2015) 62 Cal. 4th 204. 

3/13/2018 Board Meeting 7-1 Attachment 2, Page 51 of 855



2 – PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Foothill Feeder Repair and Future Inspections Project Supplemental EIR 10109 
December 2017 2-6 

previously included in the 2005 EIR, (4) the potential for emergency repairs requiring an 
unplanned shutdown and rapid dewatering of the pipeline, and (5) a UTS conservation action.  

2.5 PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION 

The 2005 EIR described activities related to a carbon fiber repair project and the future 
shutdowns and inspections project. The Initial Study (IS) and Notice of Preparation (NOP) from 
the 2005 EIR are included as Appendix A of this Supplemental EIR. The comments 
Metropolitan received during the NOP period are included in Appendix B of this Supplemental 
EIR. The carbon fiber repair project was completed in 2007. The project description details from 
the 2005 EIR related to future shutdowns and inspections are included here for reference. It is 
important to note that the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) does not require that 
the activities outlined in the 2005 EIR be re-analyzed in a supplemental EIR; thus, they are not 
being analyzed in this Supplemental EIR, which focuses on any new potentially significant 
impacts from the additions to the prior project description. However, for ease of reference and 
full disclosure, this section summarizes the scope of the 2005 EIR project description.  

The 2005 EIR addressed Metropolitan’s need to conduct future shutdowns on an approximately 
5-year cycle during the wet season (December to February) to accommodate inspections of the 
Foothill Feeder and various maintenance activities. These activities would require a complete 
shutdown and dewatering of the Foothill Feeder roughly every 5 years to ensure the continued 
structural integrity of the pipeline. The following discussion describes the activities that would 
be associated with the original project and that will continue to occur for future shutdowns and 
dewaterings, the effects of which have already been analyzed. The following discussion, which is 
summarized from the 2005 EIR, has been updated to clarify and correct some inaccuracies. 
Figure 2-3, 2005 EIR Figure 3-5: Future Inspection Site Locations, identifies the work sites that 
would be associated with any future inspection project. 

2.5.1 Preparation Activities 

Metropolitan’s Administrative Code requires that member agencies have sufficient supplies or 
storage for a 7-day shutdown. As such, except in cases of emergency, notice of suspension of 
service shall be given to the member public agencies in advance if scheduled interruption of 
delivery of water should occur to ensure that each member agency has sufficient resources, such 
as local reservoir storage, groundwater production capacity, system interconnections, or 
alternative supply sources, to sustain its patrons during the 7-day shutdown period. Metropolitan 
works with member agencies to produce a shutdown schedule for the annual shutdown season as 
well as a 3-year shutdown schedule for proposed shutdowns greater than 7 days. Prior to 
dewatering and inspecting the pipeline, there are a number of site preparation activities that 
would occur at 18 locations (stations) along the Foothill Feeder, which are illustrated on Figure 
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2-4, 2005 EIR Figure 3-3: Repair Project and Work Site Locations. Although not all stations may 
be used during the shutdown, these locations would require site preparation activities to occur in 
case problems arise (see Figure 2-5, 2005 EIR Figure 3-4: Foothill Feeder Station Profile, for 
relative elevations and positions of all 18 stations). Grading of existing access roads and hand 
weed-abatement around structures would occur at any of the 18 stations as needed along the 
pipeline. After completing the grading of existing roads, aggregate (e.g., crushed rock used for 
road base or road surfacing) would be placed as needed at the 18 stations to create an all-weather 
driving surface. This activity would require the use of a single front-end loader, a single grader, a 
truck to deliver the grader and loader, a water truck for dust suppression, and a truck to deliver 
aggregate at each of the 18 stations. These activities would require two workers at all 
substructure locations along the feeder over a 2-week period in the month leading to the 
shutdown of the Foothill Feeder. Additionally, approximately four two-way truck trips would be 
needed on a daily basis at each of the work site locations to support these activities. 

Water flows from Castaic Lake entering the Foothill Feeder would be gradually reduced by the 
Metropolitan Operations Control Center during the 24 hours leading up to the complete 
shutdown of the feeder. The reduction in water flows would be accomplished by incrementally 
closing valves at the Foothill Pressure Control Structure located at the Castaic Lake Dam. The 
reduction in water flows would allow operations at the Jensen Plant to be scaled down in 
anticipation of a minimum plant influent flow. Both the Operations Control Center and plant 
personnel would monitor system changes and pressures as needed. Ultimately, minimum water 
flow conditions would be achieved and maintained until the scheduled shutdown. With the 
initiation of the shutdown, the valves would be completely closed and the flows on the Foothill 
Feeder dropped to zero. 

Minor maintenance of valves and electrical equipment would occur at all locations along the 
pipeline. Maintenance activities would require a two-man crew on a daily basis. Additionally, 
approximately four two-way truck trips would be needed on a daily basis. 

Materials needed for shutdown activities would be stored at staging locations located at Castaic 
Lake and Magazine Canyon/Balboa Inlet Tunnel area (Station Nos. 0+00 and 778+05). In 
addition, equipment staging areas would be provided at the Santa Clara River Blow-Off and 
Magazine Canyon/Balboa Inlet Tunnel area (Station Nos. 383+87 and 778+05) for both 
preparation and shutdown activities. The delivery and transport of materials and equipment 
would require approximately two to three two-way truck trips on daily basis. 

2.5.2 Dewatering Activities 

To permit the entrance of workers into the pipeline for inspection, water entering the pipeline 
would be shut off as described previously. Pipeline is defined as the entire Foothill Feeder, 
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incorporating sections of the pipe as well as tunnel sections. Due to the varying topography in 
this region, the pipeline cannot be drained or pumped from a central location. Therefore, water 
would be discharged by gravity from areas of the pipeline located at lower elevations—blow-off 
sites—to drain the upper elevations of the pipeline. Water remaining in the pipeline below the 
blow-off sites would be pumped out and discharged at the blow-off sites. Collectively, the 
gravity discharge and pumping are referred to as “dewatering.” Dewatering of the pipeline would 
involve discharging water from six blow-off sites either directly into the Santa Clara River or to 
tributaries that drain into the Santa Clara River. Once the valves are completely closed, an initial 
and partial dewatering of the Foothill Feeder would be undertaken by gravity flow through the 
Los Angeles Department of Water and Power connection LA35 and through the Jensen Plant. 
The first dewatering of the Foothill Feeder requiring discharge beyond Metropolitan’s 
distribution system would be a controlled discharge initiated at the Jensen Plant into Bull Creek, 
an open wash located adjacent to the plant, (which would be completely shut down). Discharge 
into Bull Creek would dewater the upper elevations of the Foothill Feeder along the Magazine 
Canyon/ Balboa Inlet Tunnel area. Discharge into Bull Creek would be approximately 166 acre-
feet over a period of approximately 15 hours. Personnel would then isolate and secure the inlet 
valves at the Foothill Pressure Control Structure, the Castaic Lake Water Agency service 
connection, the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power’s LA35 service connection slide 
gate, the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power/Metropolitan Interconnection at 
Magazine Canyon, and the influent slide gates at the Jensen Plant. 

After securing and isolating the inlet valves, water then would be discharged by gravity from 
six blow-off sites and the discharge at the Jensen Plant into Bull Creek, to drain the remaining 
upper elevations of the pipeline. Plug valves at blow-off sites would be opened incrementally 
to maintain an average valve opening of 50% during gravity flow. The dewatering of the 
pipeline would involve the discharge of raw water from the pipeline into storm drains that 
discharge directly to San Francisquito Creek, a tributary to the Santa Clara River; natural 
stream channels; and the Santa Clara River and its tributaries (illustrated in Figure 2-2, Project 
Vicinity) at the blow-off sites. In addition, best management practices (BMPs) such as 
sandbags, Aqua Dam, riprap, or similar devices would be implemented to reduce and dissipate 
the water energy exiting the pipeline.  

Because inspection crews would need to be able to walk the entire length of the pipeline during 
the Future Inspections Project, any remaining water left in the pipeline following the gravity 
discharge would need to be pumped out and discharged at the blow-off sites through the use of 
submersible pumps. Table 2-1 presents the amount of gravity flow and pumping discharge 
proposed at each of the six locations for planned shutdowns for routine inspection, maintenance, 
and repair. As noted in the table, pumping of the pipeline would be required at all of the blow-off 
locations with the exception of the Castaic Valley Blow-Off site. 
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Table 2-1 
Future Inspections Gravity Flow and Pumping Discharge 

Blow-Off Location 
Gravity Flow Pumpinga 

AF cfs Duration AF gpm Duration 

Castaic Valley – Station No. 17+40 12.1 18.1 4 hours — — — 

Charlie Canyon – Station No. 97+34 54.2 15.3 43 hours 4.6 1,200 21 hours 

San Francisquito Canyon High-Rise – 
Station No. 287+70 

18.2 16.6 13.2 hours 31.9 2,400 48.1 hours 

San Francisquito Canyon Low-Rise – 
Station No. 321+40 

10.7 16.6 7.79 hours 31.9 1,200 48.1 hours 

Santa Clara River – Station No. 383+90 116 31.5 31 hours 50 3,600 75 hours 

42.5 11 hours 

Placerita Canyon – Station No. 521+20 32 10.7 31 hours 12.5 1,200 31 hours 

Source:  Metropolitan 2005b. 
Notes:  AF= acre-feet; cfs = cubic feet per second; gpm = gallons per minute. 
Either the San Francisquito Canyon High-Rise Blow-Off or the San Francisquito Canyon Low-Rise Blow-Off, or both, will be used to dewater 
the San Francisquito Canyon portion of the pipeline. Operational considerations made prior to the commencement of the dewatering activities 
will dictate which location is used to dewater the San Francisquito Canyon portion of the pipeline. 
a  No pumping is needed at Castaic Valley due to the full gravity discharge of the line. In addition, the pumping acre-feet for the San 

Francisquito Canyon Low-Rise and High-Rise is a shared volume.  

The first blow-off site (Station No. 17+40) is located in Castaic Valley at the Castaic Lagoon. 
This blow-off drains the northernmost portion of the Foothill Feeder from Castaic Lake Dam. At 
this location, discharge from the Foothill Feeder is directed into the waters of the Castaic 
Afterbay Lagoon with no overland flow. It is anticipated that gravity flow would occur over a 
4-hour period. No pumping of the pipeline would be required at this location following the 
gravity discharge. This location would, however, contain trailer-mounted outdoor light stands. 
The work force at this blow-off site would consist of a two-man crew during the 4-hour 
discharge period. 

The second blow-off site (Station No. 97+34) is located in an ephemeral reach of lower Charlie 
Canyon, east of Castaic Creek and in Castaic Valley. This facility dewaters the Foothill Feeder 
between Castaic Tunnels No. 1 and No. 2. Water from the Foothill Feeder at this location would 
be discharged through a pipe into an unpaved, scrub-lined upland ditch that directs water toward 
the natural, sandy-bottomed Charlie Canyon Creek, approximately 50 feet to the north. Charlie 
Canyon Creek flows toward Castaic Creek, which is approximately 1.25 miles to the southwest 
of this blow-off site. Equipment needed at this location during dewatering would include trailer-
mounted outdoor light stands. The work force at this location would consist of two-man crews on 
12-hour shifts during dewatering.  

Pumping would also be required following the gravity discharge of the line. The equipment 
needed at this location to pump the pipeline would include trailer-mounted outdoor light stands, 
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a 125-kilowatt (kW) trailer-mounted generator, a 6-inch submersible pump, and a utility truck to 
install and remove the submersible pump.  

The third and fourth blow-off sites (Station Nos. 287+70 and 321+40) are located in an 
ephemeral reach of lower San Francisquito Canyon, and are referred to as the “San Francisquito 
Canyon High-Rise Blow-Off” and the “San Francisquito Canyon Low-Rise Blow-Off.” Either of 
these locations can be used to dewater the San Francisquito Canyon portion of the pipeline, south 
of Castaic Tunnel No. 2, and north of the Santa Clara Rejection Tower. The San Francisquito 
Canyon High-Rise Blow-Off is located on a built-up pad constructed of PVC-coated gabions 
placed and buried within a terrace of San Francisquito Creek.2 San Francisquito Canyon High-
Rise Blow-Off is located east of San Francisquito Creek and approximately 0.5 miles north of 
the intersection of Decoro Drive and McBean Parkway. Water flows out of the blow-off and into 
a short (30-foot-long) gabion-lined ditch within the pad prior to entering the San Francisquito 
Creek Channel. The San Francisquito Canyon Low-Rise Blow-Off is located southeast of the 
intersection of McBean Parkway and Decoro Drive. At this location, the Foothill Feeder 
discharges would be piped into the storm drain under McBean Parkway, which discharges 
directly to San Francisquito Creek to the west. Operational considerations made prior to the 
commencement of the dewatering activities will dictate which location is used to dewater the San 
Francisquito Canyon portion of the pipeline. Up to 18.2 acre-feet of water would be discharged 
from the San Francisquito Canyon High-Rise Blow-Off or 10.7 acre-feet would be discharged 
from the San Francisquito Canyon Low-Rise Blow-Off by gravity flow. The work force at these 
blow-off sites would consist of two-man crews during the dewatering.  

Pumping would also be required following the gravity discharge of the line. The equipment 
needed at the San Francisquito Canyon High-Rise Blow-Off site during dewatering would 
include trailer-mounted outdoor light stands, a 30-ton crane to install and remove the 
submersible pumps, a 125 kW trailer-mounted generator, two 8-inch submersible pumps, and a 
utility truck to support the pumping operations. The work force at this blow-off location would 
consist of two-man crews on 12-hour shifts during dewatering operations, and a three-man crew 
to install and remove the submersible pumps. The equipment needed at the San Francisquito 
Canyon Low-Rise Blow-Off during dewatering would include trailer-mounted outdoor light 
stands, a 30-ton crane to support dewatering operations, a 125 kW trailer-mounted generator, a 
6-inch submersible pump, and a utility truck to install and remove the submersible pump. The 
work force at this blow-off location would consist of two-man crews on 12-hour shifts during 
dewatering, and a three-man crew to install and remove the submersible pumps. 

                                                 
2  Note: This is an improved pad constructed in 2005 under the regulatory permits from CDFW, the Regional 

Water Quality Control Board, and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 
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The fifth blow-off site is located in Saugus (Station No. 383+90) along a portion of the Santa 
Clara River considered a dry gap, and is known as the Santa Clara River Blow-Off. This facility 
drains the pipeline from south of the Santa Clara Rejection Tower to the Saugus Tunnel near the 
intersection of San Fernando Road and Circle J Ranch Road. This blow-off is located at the 
northern edge of the Santa Clara River, south of Bridgeport Lane, and east of Bridgeport Park. 
Due to high water pressure at this location, discharge from the Foothill Feeder is first directed to 
an energy dissipation chamber before being released directly into the Santa Clara River. The 
gravity flow discharge is anticipated to occur over a 42-hour period. Following completion of the 
gravity flow, pumping of water remaining in low spots in the pipeline would occur for an 
additional 75 hours. Equipment needed at this location during dewatering would include trailer-
mounted outdoor light stands, two 125 kW trailer-mounted generators, three submersible pumps 
(one 12-inch pump and two 8-inch pumps), a 30-ton crane to support dewatering operations and 
remove roof slabs, and a boom truck to install and remove the submersible pumps. The work 
force at this location would consist of two-man crews on 12-hour shifts during the dewatering 
activities, and a three-man crew to install and remove the submersible pumps. Dewatering 
activities at the Santa Clara River Blow-Off site would occur continuously over the 5 days that 
are required to empty the pipeline at this location. 

The sixth blow-off site (Station No. 521+21) is located in an ephemeral reach of lower 
Placerita Canyon approximately 0.25 miles east of San Fernando Road and at the northern 
terminus of Alderbrook Drive in Newhall, and it is used to dewater the Saugus Tunnel, 
Placerita Tunnel, the Newhall Siphon, and the Newhall Tunnel areas of the Foothill Feeder.  
The Placerita Canyon Blow-Off is located at the top of the northern bank of Placerita Creek. At 
this location, water from the Foothill Feeder is discharged through a pipe and then cascades 
down the slope of the bank over energy-dissipating rock prior to entering Placerita Creek. 
Placerita Creek runs west into Newhall Creek, which then runs north into the south fork of the 
Santa Clara River. Equipment needed at this location during dewatering would include trailer-
mounted outdoor light stands. The work force at this location would consist of two-man crews 
on 12-hour shifts during dewatering.  

Pumping would also be required following the gravity discharge of the line. Equipment needed 
at this location during dewatering would include trailer-mounted outdoor light stands, a 125 kW 
trailer-mounted generator, two 8-inch submersible pumps, a utility truck to support dewatering 
operations, and a 30-ton crane to install and remove the submersible pumps. The work force at 
this location would consist of two-man crews on 12-hour shifts during dewatering, and a three-
man crew to install and remove the submersible pumps. 

Eddy Current Testing Inspection 

Once dewatering is completed and entrance/exit and ventilation locations established, an inspection 
team would enter the Foothill Feeder to conduct an ECT inspection of portions of the entire 17.8-
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mile length of the pipeline to check for potential breaks in the wire wrapping of the PCCP segments. 
Tunnel portions are visually inspected by workers, who walk the entire length of the pipeline. ECT 
inspection is a nondestructive testing method that uses the principal of electromagnetism as the basis 
for conducting examinations. This allows for the testing of the pipeline to detect any defects without 
damaging the pipeline. Eddy currents are induced electrical currents that flow in a circular path 
through the center of the pipeline and that are able to detect breaks in the embedded wire wrapping of 
the PCCP segments. Personnel inside the pipeline during inspections would total a maximum of six, 
including three ECT contractors, one Corrosion Control Team member, one safety representative, 
and one Pipeline Design Team member. Topside support during inspections would include a total of 
seven people: three Metropolitan staff members performing traffic control, assistance with entrance 
and exit, and the opening and closing of manholes along the feeder; one ECT staff member 
performing topside support; two Metropolitan staff members providing ventilation; and one 
Metropolitan staff member coordinating the work being performed. 

Entrance and Exit/Ventilation Locations 

Entrance and exit/ventilation locations would be located near blow-off sites and other locations, as 
needed, along the length of the pipeline. Entrance and exit or ventilation could be provided at any 
of the 18 stations. Inspection teams would use these entrance and exit locations for emergencies 
and for normal day-to-day entering and exiting of the pipeline. Ventilation is necessary to provide 
safe conditions for workers entering the pipeline to perform ECT inspections. Ventilation would be 
provided either by opening portals or by pumping fresh air through portals into the pipeline. 
Pumping of fresh air would include the use of portable gas-powered fresh air ventilation blowers. 
Equipment to be provided at these locations would include a ventilation blower and trailer-
mounted outdoor light stands. In addition, a 30-ton crane would be required at Station Nos. 82+24, 
103+28, 232+95, 290+40, 383+87, 597+00, and 778+05 to remove roof slabs. During shutdowns 
these locations would be monitored by two-man crews, which would work 12-hour shifts.  

Dewatering at blow-off locations, pumping of excess water, and fresh air pumping ventilation 
activities would involve the use of temporary light sources at some of these locations. Such light 
sources would include overhead floodlights used during nighttime activities.  

Once dewatering activities are completed, an inspection team would enter the Foothill Feeder to 
conduct an ECT inspection of the entire 17.8-mile length of the pipeline. The purpose of the ECT 
inspection is to check for breaks in the wire wrapping of the PCCP. Although the ECT inspection 
is for PCCP segments along the pipeline, it nevertheless requires the complete dewatering of the 
Foothill Feeder. 

Following dewatering and ECT inspections, the Foothill Feeder would be refilled with water 
over an approximately 12-hour period.  

3/13/2018 Board Meeting 7-1 Attachment 2, Page 58 of 855



2 – PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Foothill Feeder Repair and Future Inspections Project Supplemental EIR 10109 
December 2017 2-13 

Refilling of Foothill Feeder 

Following dewatering and inspection, the Foothill Feeder would then be sealed by securing all 
access flanges and blow-off locations. The Foothill Feeder would then be refilled with water by 
opening the Foothill Pressure Control Structure to allow flow into the pipeline at a rate of 100 
cubic feet per second (cfs) until the Castaic Valley portion of the pipeline is filled, and then the 
flow would be increased to approximately 700 cfs for the remainder of the filling process. The 
estimated time needed to fill the pipeline when it is completely empty is about 12 hours. Crews 
would remain at various points along the feeder to monitor the fill and address any abnormalities 
should they occur. Crews would also monitor the feeder during the following weeks to address 
any leakage or potential issues that may occur along the entire pipeline. After refilling, patrollers 
inspect all the valves and other structures along the pipeline for any leaks. This also occurs on a 
weekly basis as part of routine procedure.  

2.5.3 Biological Avoidance Plan for Foothill Feeder Inspection and 
Maintenance Project 

In the 2004 EIR, Metropolitan developed a shutdown/release plan (Release Plan) for the 
project to avoid significant impacts to and take of UTS and arroyo toad, and to avoid any 
potentially significant impacts to other biological resources. Additionally, the 2004 EIR 
provided analysis of the potential for impacts to these resources using this Release Plan. The 
Release Plan was again documented in the 2005 EIR (Metropolitan 2005b, Appendix C), along 
with an updated analysis of effects to UTS, arroyo toad, and other sensitive biological resources.  

The Release Plan was developed using the following assumptions (Metropolitan 2005b, 
Appendix C, page 3-20): 

1. Potential for take or significant impacts to unarmored threespine stickleback 
and arroyo toad from stranding could be avoided if releases in the vicinity of 
these populations were made in such a way as to produce a hydrograph that 
did not spike up or down rapidly; 

2. A gradual ramping of the hydrograph up and down could be accomplished 
using a lower discharge rate over a longer period; and 

3. Flooding is not inherently adverse either to unarmored threespine stickleback or 
arroyo toad, or their habitats, depending on the season and recent hydrology. 
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Based on these assumptions, Metropolitan included the following components in its Release 
Plan. These avoidance and minimization measures were implemented during the initial planned 
shutdown and release. Since then, Metropolitan continues to incorporate these measures as 
standard practice (Metropolitan 2005b, Appendix C, page 3-20): 

1. Dewatering of the Foothill Feeder would be accomplished at a reduced rate of 
release over a longer period to avoid strandings. Metropolitan would 
incrementally open valves at each of the blow-off locations to control the 
discharges. The goal is to maintain an average valve opening of 50 percent of 
maximum as shown on the rating curves. This would result in a discharge 
flow rate that is on average 22–29 percent of what would otherwise result 
from an initial valve opening of 100 percent at each of the locations (refer to 
Table 3-3, Foothill Feeder Release Plan [see Table 2-2 in this Supplemental 
EIR chapter]). This would yield a flatter hydrograph (lower amplitude with a 
more gradual rise and fall). These release rates have been calculated to 
accomplish both avoidance of potential impacts, and completion of the 
necessary repairs and future inspections;  

2. To maintain the prescribed release rates, valve operators at each blow-off 
location would need to make time-based adjustments to the valves. Valve 
operators would be provided with written time-based instructions to maintain 
prescribed average valve openings and would maintain a log to ensure 
adherence with the Plan; 

3. Metropolitan field staff would receive training prior to the shutdowns to 
educate them on the biological and regulatory sensitivity of the resources and 
on the importance of following the Release Plan; 

4. Biological monitors would look for stranded fish to help determine the 
effectiveness of the Plan during the February 20063 Repair and Future 
Inspections Project. Reports would be provided to Metropolitan, the 
California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG),4 and the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS); and 

5. Following the shutdown, Metropolitan would coordinate with CDFG and 
USFWS biologists to determine the efficacy of the Release Plan. 

                                                 
3 Since the certification of the 2005 EIR, this project was moved from February 2006 to January 2007. During 

this time, a report was prepared and shared with the agencies.  
4  Because this is quoted material from the 2005 EIR, the name of the California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

(CDFW) is retained as it was at the time of publication (California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG)). 
CDFG is also used in non-quoted text where referring specifically to materials or guidance that pre-date the 
official name change (January 1, 2013); all other references to CDFW in non-quoted text use the current name.  
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Table 2-2 
Foothill Feeder Release Plan 

Blow-Off Location 

Average Blow-Off Flow (cfs) 
Average Plug Valve Opening 

45° (50%) 

Average Plug Valve Opening 

90° (100%)  

Castaic Valley – Station No. 17+40 18 78 

Charlie Canyon – Station No. 97+40 15 64 

San Francisquito Canyon High-Rise – Station No. 
287+70 

33 141 

San Francisquito Canyon Low-Rise – Station No. 
321+40a 

17 69 

San Francisquito Canyon Low-Rise – Station No. 
321+40b 

4 18 

Santa Clara River – Station No. 383+90a 

Santa Clara River – Station No. 383+90b 

32 

42 

108 

146 

Placerita Canyon – Station No. 521+20 11 45 

Source: Based on Metropolitan 2005b, Appendix C, Table 1, p. 2. 
Notes: cfs = cubic feet per second. 
a  Shared volume with another blow-off site. 
b  Remaining volume drained through one blow-off site.  

2.6 REVISED PROJECT DESCRIPTION FOR THIS 
SUPPLEMENTAL EIR 

2.6.1 Incidental Take of UTS 

As described in Section 2.4, Proposed Project Overview, a Supreme Court decision in November 
2015 held that live repatriation of stranded UTS into the stream channel is a form of incidental 
take, prohibited under existing law. AB 2488 amended Section 5515 of the California Fish and 
Game Code and added Section 2081.10 to authorize CDFW to issue an incidental take permit to 
Metropolitan specifically for take of UTS attributable to Foothill Feeder dewatering, inspection, 
maintenance, modification, or repair, including emergency repair, as well as any mitigation or 
conservation required in the incidental take permit. Although dewatering under certain conditions 
can be carried out without causing any incidental take of UTS, the project will include applying for 
an incidental take permit to cover incidental take, including live relocation, that may occur as a 
result of dewatering, inspection, maintenance, modification, or repair, including emergency repair 
of the Foothill Feeder, as well as channel activities at the UTS conservation action site, if UTS are 
present in the area affected by discharges. It would also cover any incidental take that may occur as 
a result of mitigation or conservation, including habitat restoration or enhancement, or other 
activities implemented to fulfill the terms and conditions of the incidental take permit. The 
proposed project modifications include the provisions and requirements of California Fish and 
Game Code Section 2081.10, which are summarized in the sections that follow.  
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Required Conditions for Incidental Take Authorization 

California Fish and Game Code Section 2081.10 sets forth conditions for incidental take 
authorization, which include the following: 

 Take authorization shall provide for the development and implementation, in cooperation 
with CDFW, of an adaptive management plan for monitoring the effectiveness of, and 
adjusting as necessary, the “measures to minimize and fully mitigate” per Section 
2081.10(a)(3) the impacts of the authorized take and to satisfy the conservation standard 
in subdivision (d) of Section 2805 of the California Fish and Game Code. 

 A biologist who has substantial relevant experience evaluating impacts to inland fisheries 
shall be on duty whenever an activity is conducted that may affect the UTS. 

 Metropolitan shall consult with CDFW to consider feasible measures to avoid and 
minimize incidental take of UTS. 

 The take permit issued shall include conditions that cover biological and scientific 
considerations including, but not limited to, criteria for the handling of stranded fish and 
their relocation into suitable habitat, the dewatering of the Foothill Feeder, channel 
activities at the UTS conservation action site, and reasonable and feasible mimicking of 
stream flows. 

 If Metropolitan receives a permit, Metropolitan shall report to the CDFW within 6 
months after every dewatering of the Foothill Feeder. The report shall address 
compliance with the permit conditions and the effectiveness of the adaptive management 
plan in contributing to the conservation of UTS, and the report shall be made available to 
the public. 

Area of Authorized Incidental Take 

As stated in California Fish and Game Code Section 2081.10, the take authorization shall cover 
any incidental take of UTS attributable to the periodic dewatering, inspection, maintenance, 
modification, or repair, including emergency repair, of the Foothill Feeder that may occur in the 
locations listed below. The areas defined in the list below constitute the “Area of Take” due to 
dewatering, inspection, maintenance, modification, or repairs. Refer to Figure 2-6, Unarmored 
Threespine Stickleback Area of Take, for the affected areas. 

 Within the Santa Clara River, from the Bouquet Canyon Road Bridge to a point located 
4,000 feet downstream of where Commerce Center Drive (as of January 1, 2016) dead- 
ends adjacent to the Santa Clara River 
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 From the confluence with the Santa Clara River upstream to the following locations: 

o In Charlie Canyon to a point 1,000 feet upstream of the Foothill Feeder facility 
dewatering structure 

o In San Francisquito Creek to the Copper Hill Drive bridge 

o In Placerita Creek to the Hacienda Lane crossing 

o In Bouquet Creek to the Newhall Ranch Road Bridge 

The take authorization shall also cover any incidental take of UTS that may occur in the course 
of implementing mitigation or conservation actions required in the permit, regardless of where 
incidental take associated with mitigation and conservation may occur. 

2.6.2 Shutdown, Inspections, and Additional Work Site 

As previously described in the 2005 EIR, the Foothill Feeder will continue to be shut down for 
inspections and maintenance approximately every 5 years. This frequency could be longer or 
shorter, depending on scheduling, results of inspections, and priority of maintenance needs. 
Planned shutdowns and the associated inspection, maintenance, and repair activities would occur 
in the manner described in the 2005 EIR as supplemented in 2011 and 2012, with the following 
two minor modifications.  

First, the 2005 EIR specified that shutdowns would occur between December and February (the 
wet season). This will be modified to include the months of November and March for greater 
flexibility in planning and scheduling with cities and member agencies.  

Second, inspection and maintenance activities would take place at one location that was not 
specifically described in the 2005 EIR. In addition to the 18 work sites identified in the 2005 EIR 
(shown on Figures 2-3 and 2-4), Metropolitan also typically uses an additional work site, Station 
342+12 (pumpwell north of the Rejection Tower), along the Foothill Feeder to assist with water 
discharge during a typical shutdown (see Figure 2-7, Additional Work Site Location (Station 
342+12)). Station 342+12 is located on a landscaped hillside in a residential community. If this 
station is used for shutdown activities, up to 5.8 acre-feet of water would be pumped and 
released into a nearby concrete V-ditch that connects to the local storm drain. Work at this 
location would require one 125 kW generator and one submersible pump. Other equipment and 
work force at this blow-off location would consist of a utility truck to install and remove the 
submersible pump, and three workers. Station 342+12 was inadvertently left out of the 2005 
EIR. However, this station currently exists along the Foothill Feeder and is configured to allow 
water discharge. This Supplemental EIR describes the location and activities at this work site to 
support a typical shutdown of the Foothill Feeder.  

3/13/2018 Board Meeting 7-1 Attachment 2, Page 63 of 855



2 – PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Foothill Feeder Repair and Future Inspections Project Supplemental EIR 10109 
December 2017 2-18 

2.6.3 Use of Additional Equipment at Santa Clara River Blow-Off  

The 2005 EIR described equipment (two 125 kW generators and three submersible pumps) used 
at the Santa Clara River Blow-Off site (Station No. 383+90) to assist with dewatering. This 
equipment is used to pump out remaining water in the pipeline following gravity discharge at 
this location. Additional equipment that was not previously identified in the 2005 EIR would be 
added as part of the proposed project to further assist with dewatering activities. If needed, this 
equipment includes up to two additional generators (1,000 kW each) and two additional 
submersible pumps (see Figure 2-8, Additional Equipment at Santa Clara River Blow-Off 
(Station 383+90), for location). The work at this location also may require two additional 
workers to assist with dewatering activities and to install and remove the submersible pumps.  

2.6.4 Dewatering for Emergency Repairs 

Emergency situations in the project region, such as an earthquake or other unforeseen event, 
could affect all or parts of the Foothill Feeder. An emergency scenario would have the potential 
to necessitate an unplanned, emergency pipeline dewatering and repair, including replacement of 
badly damaged segments of the facility. It should be noted that minor pipeline leaks are 
monitored closely and would be resolved during the routine shutdown, inspection, and 
maintenance processes. A minor leak does not constitute an emergency situation if it can be 
monitored and resolved according to planned maintenance procedures. Rather, an emergency 
situation would involve unexpected pipeline damage that endangers human health and safety 
and/or water supply, requiring immediate attention and resolution. 

In the case of an emergency, partial or full shutdown of the Foothill Feeder may be required as 
soon as possible and as rapidly as possible. Although Metropolitan cannot control the timing and 
scheduling of dewatering in an emergency scenario, the flow would be up to 100% valve opening, 
similar to standard dewatering flow prior to the development of the 2004 Release Plan. Thus, such 
discharges may differ from planned shutdowns in that the flow could be up to 100% valve opening 
from the outset, instead of being opened incrementally, as described in the Release Plan. The 
extent of the shutdown (either a full shutdown or partial shutdown) would depend on the location 
and scope of the emergency. For example, repairs within a single pipeline segment may require 
shutdown and dewatering of that segment only. The analysis of the shutdown scenario described in 
the 2005 EIR assumes that shutdowns would occur only during the rainy season. Under an 
emergency scenario, a full or partial shutdown could occur outside of the rainy season. Equipment 
used for emergency repairs would be similar to that used for dewatering for inspection and 
planned maintenance, as described in Section 2.5.2, Dewatering Activities. 

Emergency situations are difficult to predict, and Metropolitan is prepared to perform any 
emergency repairs to the Foothill Feeder in an expedited and safe manner. For example, after the 
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Northridge Earthquake of 1994, Metropolitan was able to assemble the Operations and 
Maintenance crew, identify the location of the pipeline breakage and leakage, dewater the 
pipeline, perform the necessary repairs, and return the pipeline to service in less than 10 days (a 
typical planned and scheduled Foothill Feeder shutdown ranges from 10 to 14 days). As 
described earlier, four member agencies and various cities rely on the Foothill Feeder as their 
primary drinking water source. Any shutdowns of the Foothill Feeder, whether planned or 
unplanned, would affect local jurisdictions’ water planning supplies, and Metropolitan makes 
every effort to ensure safe and reliable drinking water.  

Breakage of the pipe could occur anywhere and would require coordination with Metropolitan’s 
lead communication center, the Operation Control Center at the Eagle Rock facility. Eagle Rock 
would evaluate the pressures throughout the entire system, not just the Foothill Feeder, and then 
will prescribe how to quickly and safely dewater the pipeline.  

Although emergency repairs may be exempt from CEQA under Article 18, Statutory Exemption, 
Section 15269, Emergency Projects, and other environmental statutes and regulations include 
procedures to address emergencies, there is no emergency exemption from the California 
Endangered Species Act or Section 5515 of the California Fish and Game Code. Thus, to obtain 
an incidental take permit with maximum coverage, Metropolitan is including an analysis of 
emergency dewatering to provide CDFW with adequate analysis to support issuance of an 
incidental take permit that covers both planned and emergency dewatering. 

In regard to CEQA, a statutorily exempt project would not require mitigation. Emergency projects, 
as defined by Article 18, Section 15269, of the CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15000 et seq.), include 
the following: 

 Projects that maintain, repair, restore, demolish, or replace property or facilities damaged 
or destroyed as a result of a disaster where a state of emergency has been declared 

 Emergency repairs to publicly or privately owned service facilities necessary to maintain 
service essential to public health, safety, or welfare 

 Specific actions necessary to prevent or mitigate an emergency, not including long-term 
projects undertaken for the purpose of preventing or mitigating a situation that has a low 
probability of occurrence in the short term 

 Projects undertaken to maintain, repair, or restore an existing highway damaged by fire, 
flood, storm, earthquake, land subsidence, gradual earth movement, or landslide 

According to CEQA Section 21060.3, a situation is considered an emergency if it is a “sudden, 
unexpected occurrence, involving clear and imminent danger, demanding immediate action to 
prevent or mitigate loss of, or damage to, life, health, property, or essential public services” 
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(California Public Resources Code, Section 21000 et seq.). An emergency would include such 
occurrences as fire, flood, earthquake, or other soil or geologic movements, as well as such 
occurrences as riot, accident, or sabotage.  

2.6.5 UTS Conservation Action 

As briefly indicated in Section 2.6.1, Incidental Take of UTS, impacts for permitted incidental 
take of UTS would require implementation of conditions specified in California Fish and Game 
Code Section 2081.10, including “measures to minimize and fully mitigate” (California Fish and 
Game Code Section 2081.10(a)(3)) the impacts of the authorized take and to satisfy the 
conservation standard in Section 2805(d) of the California Fish and Game Code. To meet these 
standards, conservation measures are proposed in the form of preserving, enhancing, or restoring 
a suitable site to provide natural riverine fluvial processes supporting UTS habitat, hereinafter 
referred to as a “conservation action.”  

If deemed appropriate to fulfill the terms and conditions required by CDFW under California 
Fish and Game Code Section 2081.10 and USFWS requirements under Section 10 of the 
Endangered Species Act, Metropolitan may instead provide a financial contribution to an 
existing facility for the establishment, operation, and maintenance of a UTS conservation 
facility, which would support populations of UTS for research, display, and public education on 
UTS. Such a facility could support emergency rescue of UTS, maintaining UTS populations 
identified as being at risk so that they could be reintroduced to the wild. This facility may also be 
used for fish propagation and population reestablishment of UTS. 

Implementation of the conservation action in the form of restoration or enhancement may result 
in direct and indirect physical impacts to the environment; therefore, to ensure consistency with 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(1)(D), Metropolitan has prepared the following 
description of the proposed conservation action to form a common basis from which to evaluate 
potential impacts to any affected resources, including biological resources, air quality, hydrology 
and water quality, and noise.  

Although the specific UTS conservation action site has not been selected, it likely would be 
located in the Upper Santa Clara River watershed, along the Santa Clara River, San Francisquito 
Creek, Soledad Canyon, or a tributary of these, where preservation, enhancement, or restoration 
of natural riverine fluvial processes would support UTS habitat. Conservation action activities 
may include recontouring channels to create new clean pools and slow-moving channels with 
connection to existing perennial flowing water, thus increasing the total area of suitable habitat 
for UTS. This would be achieved in accordance with a plan that specifies the following:  

 Natural processes that support UTS habitat characteristics along the stream channels 
(e.g., hydrology, sediment deposition, and scour)  
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 Site preparation procedures, including removal of non-native plants and wildlife 

 Measures for revegetating the site with native plants appropriate to support UTS habitat 

 Measures to exclude unauthorized entry into restored/enhanced areas  

 Contingency measures such as erosion control, replanting, or weeding to implement in 
the event that performance criteria are not met  

 Long-term site protection through a conservation easement (if applicable to the site) and 
management funding 

 A long-term management plan that provides in-perpetuity management of the 
conservation site, describes adaptive management measures, and includes a Property 
Assessment Record for the funding mechanism 

One such suitable location is a property in Soledad Canyon known as the Stickleback Movie 
Ranch. The Stickleback Movie Ranch is located in unincorporated Los Angeles County. The site 
is generally bounded by Soledad Canyon Road to the south, as well as undeveloped parcels to 
the north, east, south, and west. The Southern Pacific Railroad crosses the site to the north. The 
Stickleback Movie Ranch is largely characterized by waste dump sites interspersed with invasive 
wetland species and multiple abandoned vehicles, equipment, dwellings, and facilities, and parts 
of the property were burned in the 2016 Sand Fire. Natural channels also are present on site and 
would be restored to provide for UTS habitat. At the Stickleback Movie Ranch, natural fluvial 
processes would be restored in support of UTS habitat characteristics (e.g., hydrology, sediment 
deposition, and scour). Additional UTS conservation measures would include removal of non-
native vegetation and wildlife (Appendix D, Biological Technical Report for the Foothill Feeder 
Study Area). 

The Stickleback Movie Ranch property is an example of a potential conservation, restoration, or 
enhancement site within the Upper Santa Clara River watershed in which appropriate conservation 
measures can be implemented in order to comply with California Fish and Game Code 2081.10 
(for the potential incidental take of UTS). Activities would necessitate a crew of five to seven 
workers, using a mini-excavator, a front loader, two dump trucks, two pick-up trucks, a hand 
auger, and a water truck. The crew would stage all materials and park equipment and vehicles 
either on site or nearby in an area that does not support special-status species, critical habitat, 
wetlands, and/or water. It is anticipated that the crew would work Monday through Friday, 7:00 
a.m. to 5:00 p.m., and that it would take approximately 3 months to complete the work effort. 
Depending on the specifics of the project site, it is possible (and therefore assumed for purposes of 
this document) that dewatering of groundwater may be necessary during habitat restoration or 
enhancement. This would depend on the depth of groundwater at the time of construction. Any 
extracted groundwater would be placed in a Baker tank to remove suspended sediments and then 
released back into the River or used for dust control.  

3/13/2018 Board Meeting 7-1 Attachment 2, Page 67 of 855



2 – PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Foothill Feeder Repair and Future Inspections Project Supplemental EIR 10109 
December 2017 2-22 

The potential conservation activity on the Stickleback Movie Ranch property is simply an 
example of an appropriate measure to comply with California Fish and Game Code 2081.10 for 
the potential incidental take of UTS. In order to assess the environmental impacts for a UTS 
conservation action site, Metropolitan evaluated the environmental effects of habitat restoration 
at the Stickleback Movie Ranch. Based on the criteria for a UTS conservation action as outlined 
in the plan described above, Metropolitan assumes that similar impacts to biological resources, 
air quality, hydrology and water quality, and noise would occur at the Stickleback Movie Ranch 
property or other alternative conservation sites within the Upper Santa Clara River watershed. 
Should Metropolitan decide to pursue a UTS conservation opportunity in a different location 
within this watershed, the environmental analysis will be similar to that used for the Stickleback 
Movie Ranch site.  

Impacts to the conservation area will vary depending on site selection. If actual impacts are 
within the range analyzed in this Supplemental EIR, no additional CEQA documentation would 
be needed. However, if the impacts are greater than analyzed, subsequent CEQA analysis may be 
required, resulting in an addendum or further supplement consistent with the requirements of 
CEQA Guidelines Sections 15162, 15163, and 15164. 

2.7 AGENCY APPROVALS AND PERMITS 

Pursuant to AB 2488, codified in California Fish and Game Code Sections 2081.10 and 5515, 
Metropolitan would apply to CDFW for an incidental take permit for the proposed project, 
including any activity necessary to provide for conservation of UTS. 

A streambed alteration agreement may be required by CDFW for any activity that would 
substantially divert or obstruct the natural flow of, or substantially change or use any material 
from the bed, channel, or bank of, any river, stream, or lake, or deposit or dispose of debris, 
waste, or other material containing crumbled, flaked, or ground pavement where it may pass into 
any river, stream, or lake. 

An incidental take permit may also be required under the federal Endangered Species Act. 
Metropolitan previously submitted a draft Low-Effect Habitat Conservation Plan and application 
for incidental take to USFWS in August 2014. This agency permit is pending.  

Habitat restoration or enhancement activities in an existing drainage area, such as described in 
the proposed conservation action (see Section 3.2, Biological Resources, of this Supplemental 
EIR), may require permits from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and Regional Water Quality 
Control Board to ensure compliance with the Clean Water Act and from CDFW to ensure 
compliance with California Fish and Game Code Sections 1600 through 1616. Once a 
conservation site is selected, confirmation of the specific permits needed from each of these 
agencies can be clarified.  
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To dewater to the Los Angeles County Flood Control District storm drain system, Metropolitan 
is also required to obtain a Flood Control Permit from the Los Angeles County Department of 
Public Works. In addition, Metropolitan’s dewatering to the storm drain is permitted and 
regulated under the Los Angeles County Municipal Storm Water National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System Permit, Board Order R4-2012-0175, Permit No. CAS004001 (Municipal 
Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Permit).  

Dewatering, inspection, and maintenance activities associated with the proposed project would 
occur for 24-hour periods. As a public water agency performing construction work on a water 
transmission facility, Metropolitan is not subject to the local construction permit process 
administered by the City of Santa Clarita; therefore, construction performed by Metropolitan is 
exempt from the City of Santa Clarita’s construction noise ordinance (California Government 
Code Section 53091). Nevertheless, Metropolitan has used the City of Santa Clarita’s noise 
ordinance thresholds as thresholds of significance in the noise impact analysis, and will 
implement all feasible mitigation measures to substantially lessen any potentially significant 
noise impacts. Emergency operations associated with the proposed project are exempt from the 
City of Santa Clarita noise standards pursuant to Section 11.44.080 of the City’s Municipal 
Code. Although Metropolitan’s work on the Foothill Feeder is defined as construction work 
under the Los Angeles County Code, and construction work on a water transmission facility is 
exempt from local building and zoning ordinances (California Government Code Section 53091), 
Metropolitan will obtain a variance from the Los Angeles County health officer prior to any non-
emergency project activities between 7:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. or on Sundays or holidays.  
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CHAPTER 3 
ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 

The environmental impact analysis chapter of this Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report 
(Supplemental EIR) presents proposed mitigation measures intended to reduce potentially significant 
environmental impacts to the greatest extent feasible, provides a comprehensive discussion of the 
existing local and regional environmental conditions, lays out the regulatory framework and 
applicable thresholds of significance, evaluates expected impacts that would result from the proposed 
modification to the original project, and determines the level of significance of reasonably 
foreseeable impacts before and after mitigation.  

The following sections contain an analysis, by issue area, of the potentially significant 
environmental effects of the proposed project. The environmental issue areas analyzed in this 
section are as follows: 

 Air Quality (Section 3.1) 

 Biological Resources (Section 3.2) 

 Hydrology and Water Quality (Section 3.3) 

 Noise (Section 3.4) 

The discussions of each environmental issue area includes a comparison to impacts determined 
in the previous EIR for the Foothill Feeder Repair and Future Inspections Project (project; 
proposed project) in 2005 (2005 EIR; Metropolitan 2005). The discussions of each 
environmental issue area include the following subsections: 

 Mitigation Measures 

 Existing Setting 

 Regulatory Framework 

 Thresholds of Significance 

 Project Impacts 

UTS Conservation Action 

As briefly indicated in Section 2.6.1, Incidental Take of UTS, impacts for permitted incidental 
take of unarmored threespine stickleback (UTS; Gasterosteus aculeatus williamsoni) would 
require implementation of conditions specified in California Fish and Game Code Section 
2081.10, including “measures to minimize and fully mitigate” (California Fish and Game Code 
Section 2081.10(a)(3)) the impacts of the authorized take and to satisfy the conservation standard 
in Section 2805(d) of the California Fish and Game Code. To meet these standards, conservation 
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measures are proposed in the form of preserving, enhancing, or restoring a suitable site to 
provide natural riverine fluvial processes supporting UTS habitat, hereinafter referred to as a 
“conservation action.”  

If deemed appropriate to fulfill the terms and conditions required by the California Department 
of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) under California Fish and Game Code Section 2081.10 and U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service requirements under Section 10 of the Endangered Species Act, The 
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (Metropolitan) may instead provide a 
financial contribution to an existing facility for the establishment, operation, and maintenance of 
a UTS conservation facility, which would support populations of UTS for research, display, and 
public education on UTS. Such a facility could support emergency rescue of UTS, maintaining 
UTS populations identified as being at risk so that they could be reintroduced to the wild. This 
facility may also be used for fish propagation and population reestablishment of UTS. 

Implementation of the conservation action in the form of restoration or enhancement may result 
in direct and indirect physical impacts to the environment; therefore, to ensure consistency with 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(1)(D), 
Metropolitan has prepared the following description of the proposed conservation action to form 
a common basis from which to evaluate potential impacts to any affected resources, including 
biological resources, air quality, hydrology and water quality, and noise.  

Although the specific UTS conservation action site has not been selected, it likely would be 
located in the Upper Santa Clara River watershed, along the Santa Clara River, San Francisquito 
Creek, Soledad Canyon, or a tributary of these, where preservation, enhancement, or restoration 
of natural riverine fluvial processes would support UTS habitat. Conservation action activities 
may include recontouring channels to create new clean pools and slow-moving channels with 
connection to existing perennial flowing water, thus increasing the total area of suitable habitat 
for UTS. This would be achieved in accordance with a plan that specifies the following:  

 Natural processes that support UTS habitat characteristics along the stream channels 
(e.g., hydrology, sediment deposition, and scour)  

 Site preparation procedures, including removal of non-native plants and wildlife 

 Measures for revegetating the site with native plants appropriate to support UTS habitat 

 Measures to exclude unauthorized entry into restored/enhanced areas  

 Contingency measures such as erosion control, replanting, or weeding to implement in 
the event that performance criteria are not met  

 Long-term site protection through a conservation easement (if applicable to the site) and 
management funding 
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 A long-term management plan that provides in-perpetuity management of the 
conservation site, describes adaptive management measures, and includes a Property 
Assessment Record for the funding mechanism 

One such suitable location is a property in Soledad Canyon known as the Stickleback Movie 
Ranch (Figure 3-1, Stickleback Movie Ranch). The Stickleback Movie Ranch is located in 
unincorporated Los Angeles County. The site is generally bounded by Soledad Canyon Road to 
the south, as well as undeveloped parcels to the north, east, south, and west. The Southern 
Pacific Railroad crosses the site to the north. The Stickleback Movie Ranch is largely 
characterized by waste dump sites interspersed with invasive wetland species and multiple 
abandoned vehicles, equipment, dwellings, and facilities, and parts of the property were burned 
in the 2016 Sand Fire. Natural channels also are present on site and would be restored to provide 
for UTS habitat. At the Stickleback Movie Ranch, natural fluvial processes would be restored in 
support of UTS habitat characteristics (e.g., hydrology, sediment deposition, and scour). 
Additional UTS conservation measures would include removal of non-native vegetation and 
wildlife (Appendix D, Biological Technical Report). 

The Stickleback Movie Ranch property is an example of a potential conservation, restoration, or 
enhancement site within the Upper Santa Clara River watershed in which appropriate 
conservation measures can be implemented in order to comply with California Fish and Game 
Code 2081.10 (for the potential incidental take of UTS). Activities would necessitate a crew of 
five to seven workers, using a mini-excavator, a front loader, two dump trucks, two pick-up 
trucks, a hand auger, and a water truck. The crew would stage all materials and park equipment 
and vehicles either on site or nearby in an area that does not support special-status species, 
critical habitat, wetlands, and/or water. It is anticipated that the crew would work Monday 
through Friday, 7:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., and that it would take approximately 3 months to 
complete the work effort. Depending on the specifics of the project site, it is possible (and 
therefore assumed for purposes of this document) that dewatering of groundwater may be 
necessary during habitat restoration or enhancement. This would depend on the depth of 
groundwater at the time of construction. Any extracted groundwater would be placed in a Baker 
tank to remove suspended sediments and then released back into the Santa Clara River or used 
for dust control.  

The potential conservation activity on the Stickleback Movie Ranch property is simply an 
example of an appropriate measure to comply with California Fish and Game Code Section 
2081.10 for the potential incidental take of UTS. In order to assess the environmental impacts for 
a UTS conservation action site, Metropolitan evaluated the environmental effects of habitat 
restoration at the Stickleback Movie Ranch. Based on the criteria for a UTS conservation action 
as outlined in the plan described above, Metropolitan assumes that similar impacts to biological 
resources, air quality, hydrology and water quality, and noise would occur at the Stickleback 
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Movie Ranch property or other alternative conservation sites within the Upper Santa Clara River 
watershed. Should Metropolitan decide to pursue a UTS conservation opportunity in a different 
location within this watershed, the environmental analysis will be similar to that used for the 
Stickleback Movie Ranch site.  

Impacts to the conservation area will vary depending on site selection. If actual impacts are 
within the range analyzed in this Supplemental EIR, no additional CEQA documentation would 
be needed. However, if the impacts are greater than analyzed, subsequent CEQA analysis may be 
required, resulting in an addendum or further supplement consistent with the requirements of 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15162, 15163, or 15164. 

Cumulative Impacts 

In accordance with CEQA, the discussion of cumulative impacts must reflect the severity of the 
impacts and the likelihood of their occurrence; however, the discussion need not be as detailed as 
the discussion of environmental impacts attributable to the project modifications alone. 
According to the CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15355):  

“Cumulative impacts” refers to two or more individual effects which, when considered 
together, are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts. 

(a) The individual effects may be changes resulting from a single project or a 
number of separate projects. 

(b) The cumulative impact from several projects is the change in the 
environment which results from the incremental impact of the project 
when added to other closely related past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable probable future projects. Cumulative impacts can result from 
individually minor but collectively significant projects taking place over a 
period of time.  

Section 15130(a)(1) of the CEQA Guidelines further states that a “cumulative impact consists of 
an impact which is created as a result of the combination of the project evaluated in the EIR 
together with other projects causing related impacts” (14 CCR 15130(a)(1)). 

Section 15130(a) of the CEQA Guidelines also requires that EIRs discuss the cumulative impacts 
of a project “when the project’s incremental effect is cumulatively considerable.” Further, where “a 
lead agency is examining a project with an incremental effect that is not ‘cumulatively 
considerable,’ a lead agency need not consider the effect significant but shall briefly describe the 
basis” for its conclusion. As further clarified by Section 15065(a)(3) of the CEQA Guidelines, 
“‘cumulatively considerable’ means that the incremental effects of an individual project are 
significant when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current 
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projects, and the effects of probable future projects.” If the “combined cumulative impact 
associated with the project’s incremental effect and the effects of other projects is not significant,” 
Section 15130(a)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines only requires a brief indication in the EIR of “why 
the cumulative impact is not significant and is not discussed in further detail.” Section 15130(a)(3) 
of the CEQA Guidelines requires supporting analysis in the EIR if a determination is made that a 
“project’s contribution to a significant cumulative impact will be rendered less than cumulatively 
considerable and thus is not significant.” CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b) recognizes that the 
analysis of cumulative impacts need not be as detailed as the analysis of project-related impacts, 
but instead should “be guided by the standards of practicality and reasonableness.” The discussion 
of cumulative impacts in this Supplemental EIR focuses on whether the impacts of the proposed 
modifications are cumulatively considerable. 

Cumulative Study Area 

The areas analyzed for this cumulative study analysis incorporate all areas of take for UTS. In 
addition, projects within approximately 0.25 miles of the new work site (Station 342+12) as well 
as within 0.25 miles of the additional equipment at the Santa Clara River Blow-Off will be 
analyzed in the cumulative discussion in terms of their impacts on air quality, biological 
resources, hydrology and water quality, and noise.  

The cumulative study area of take for UTS that was analyzed in this Supplemental EIR includes the 
Upper Santa Clara River watershed, which is composed of four watersheds: Castaic Creek, Upper 
Santa Clara River, Bouquet Canyon, and Headwaters Santa Clara River. A recognized natural barrier 
to fish migration within the Santa Clara River, the dry gap, exists downstream of the Los 
Angeles/Ventura County line. The dry gap is an ephemeral reach of the Santa Clara River where 
surface flows in the river are lost to the Piru groundwater basin during dry periods (Dudek 2016).  

This analysis also includes projects in the vicinity of the new work site (Station 342+12) and the 
Santa Clara River Blow-Off location. Projects included in this analysis include all projects that 
are within 0.25 miles of both locations.  

Selection of Related Plans and Projects 

The list of related projects in Table 3-1 was obtained through numerous sources. A search was 
conducted using the California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research’s CEQAnet, an 
online searchable environmental database of the State Clearinghouse for information from 
CEQA documents, with queries that focused the results on projects in Santa Clarita. The list 
obtained from CEQAnet was subsequently augmented and refined using information from EIRs 
and mitigated negative declarations that have been produced for projects in the area that have 
potential to impact UTS, as well as information from personal contacts.  
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Related Projects 

Cumulative projects are presented in Table 3-1 and the locations of these projects are shown on 
Figure 3-2, Cumulative Projects within the Watershed Study Area. 
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Table 3-1 
Related Projects 

Map Identifier Project Name Lead Agency/Project Proponent Location Project Description Status 
Projects That May Affect UTS 

1 Bouquet Canyon Creek 
Restoration Project 

County of Los Angeles Department of Public 
Works/same 

Bouquet Canyon Creek, which is in the unincorporated area of 
northern Los Angeles County and within the southern part of the 
Santa Clara portion of U.S. Forest Service’s Santa Clara/Mojave 
Rivers Rangers District of the Angeles National Forest  

Restoration project to restore instream flow capacity and improve riparian 
habitat for UTS at several locations between the southern boundary of 
the Angeles National Forest and the vicinity of Bouquet Reservoir within 
Bouquet Canyon Creek (County of Los Angeles 2016a). 

Approved August 2016 

2 Los Angeles Residential 
Community (LARC) Ranch 
Water Pipeline Project 

Santa Clarita Water, a Division of Castaic Lake 
Water Agency/same  

Shadow Valley Lane and Bouquet Canyon Road, City of Santa 
Clarita 

Construction of a new 12-inch ductile iron water transmission line. 
Suitable habitat for UTS exists within Bouquet Canyon Creek. UTS has a 
potential to occur within the project area when water is present within 
Bouquet Canyon Creek (Castaic Lake Water Agency 2016).  

Approved April 21, 2017 
-- currently under 
construction 

3 Castaic Lake Water Agency’s 
Recycled Water Master Plan  

Castaic Lake Water Agency/same City of Santa Clarita Development and construction of a recycled water system to serve the 
Santa Clarita Valley area in an attempt to reduce the present and future 
demands on its potable water supplies (Castaic Lake Water Agency 
2006). Project would result in reduction in discharge of treated effluent 
into the Santa Clara River, which is known to support UTS.  

Approved March 29, 
2007 

4 Santa Clarita Valley 
Sanitation District Chloride 
Compliance  

Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County/same Santa Clarita Valley, Angeles National Forest, and Santa Susana 
and San Gabriel Mountain ridgelines 

Compliance with chloride total maximum daily load for Santa Clarita Valley 
Sanitation District wastewater treatment and discharge facilities. Under the 
previously approved 2013 EIR and Facilities Plan, UTS could be affected by 
lower flows downstream of the water reclamation plants (Sanitation Districts 
of Los Angeles County 2013). In response to a recent court ruling, Santa 
Clarita Valley Sanitation District is recirculating a revised version of the 2013 
EIR, which separates the Chloride Compliance Project from the Recycled 
Water Project. The modified project would move forward with only the 
Chloride Compliance Project portion of the previous project, which would 
reduce impacts on UTS to on-site construction, facility operation and 
maintenance, and a 52,000-gallon per day reduction in discharge flow 
(Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County 2017).  

Approved August 2017  

5 Soledad to Fish Canyon 
Creek Rescue 

CDFW/same Fish Canyon Creek in the upper Castaic drainage UTS were rescued by CDFW from Soledad Creek in October 26, 2016. The 
151 UTS were released into Fish Canyon Creek in the upper Castaic 
drainage on April 14, 2017 (Hovey, pers. comm. 2017; CDFW 2017).  

Completed April 2017 

6 Newhall Ranch Resource 
Management and 
Development Plan (RMDP)a 

California Department of Fish and Game under 
CEQA, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers under 
NEPA 

Northern portion of unincorporated Los Angeles County in the Santa 
Clara River Valley 

Conservation, mitigation, and long-term management of sensitive biological 
resources within the RMDP area, which would be implemented in 
conjunction with the development of the Specific Plan. The project area lies 
within the Santa Clara River watershed, which supports highly sensitive 
riparian communities and species such as the UTS (ACOE and CDFG 
2009). With respect to UTS, the project applicant has proposed modified 
design and construction methods for bridges and bank stabilization in or 
near the Santa Clara River to respond to a Supreme Court decision 

(CEQAnet 2017).  

Certified/Approved 
December 3, 2010; 
additional environmental 
analysis approved June 
2017  

7 Entrada North Project Los Angeles County/The Newhall Land and 
Farming Company 

Santa Clarita – West of The Old Road and South of Henry Mayo Drive Development of residential units, commercial uses, office uses, hospitality 
uses, and commercial retail uses. The project area lies within the Santa 
Clara River watershed and has the potential to affect UTS (CEQAnet 2015a). 

Proposed – end of 
public review April 8, 
2015 

8 Sierra Highway Over Santa 
Clara River Project, Bridge 
No. 53C1777L&R 

Los Angeles County/same  Santa Clarita – Sierra Highway over Santa Clara River Widening the northbound bridge deck and replace the southbound bridge 
of Bridge No. 53C1777L&R (CEQAnet 2011). In response to the project, 
CDFW is intending to execute a Lake and Streambed Alteration 
Agreement to the project applicant, City of Santa Clarita (CEQAnet 
2015b). The project area lies within the Santa Clara River watershed and 
has the potential to affect UTS. 

Approved August 5, 2015 
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Table 3-1 
Related Projects 

Map Identifier Project Name Lead Agency/Project Proponent Location Project Description Status 
9 Castaic Area Multi-Use Trails 

Plan 
County of Los Angeles Department of Parks and 
Recreation/same 

Unincorporated Castaic area of the Santa Clarita Valley Approximately 100 miles of proposed multi-use trails and related staging 
areas. The project area includes CNDDB records and suitable habitat for 
UTS (County of Los Angeles 2016b). 

Approved November 
2016  

10 The Keystone Project City of Santa Clarita/Synergy-Brookfield LLC North-central part of Santa Clarita Valley in the City of Santa Clarita The project comprises 246 acres with a mix of residential, recreational, 
educational, YMCA facility, and open space uses. Although not observed 
on site during focused wildlife studies, UTS exhibit potential to occur on 
the project site (City of Santa Clarita 2005). 

Approved November 23, 
2006 – currently under 
construction 

11 Sand Canyon Plaza Mixed 
Use Project 

City of Santa Clarita/Tom Clark Santa Clarita Mixed-use community including five Planning Areas and a total of 580 
residential units (CEQAnet 2015c). The project area is located in the Upper 
Santa Clara River watershed and has the potential to impact UTS.  

Proposed – end of public 

review April 17, 2017  

12 Stickleback Movie Ranch 
Restoration Project 

Los Angeles County Flood Control District and 
Mountain Recreation and Reservation Authority 
(MRCA) 

Soledad Canyon Road in unincorporated Los Angeles County  Riparian vegetation preservation and restoration along Soledad Canyon. Proposed to occur in 
2018 

Projects within Approximately 0.25 Miles of the New Work Site at the Pumpwell North of the Rejection Tower (Station 342+12) 

13 Charles Helmers Elementary 
School Portable Replacement 

Saugus Union School District/Saugus Union 
School District 

27300 Grandview Drive, Santa Clarita The Saugus Union School District plans to replace portable classrooms at 
the school with permanent buildings. Minor construction and no increase in 
square footage will occur (Abdalla, pers. comm. 2017). 

Proposed to occur in 
2017 

Projects within 0.25 Miles of the Santa Clara River Blow-Off 

— — N/A N/A No projects were found within 0.25 miles of the Santa Clara River Blow-
Off site. 

N/A 

CDFW = California Department of Fish and Wildlife; CEQA = California Environmental Quality Act; CNDDB = California Natural Diversity Database; N/A = not applicable; NEPA = National Environmental Policy Act; RMDP = Resource Management and Development Plan; UTS = unarmored threespine stickleback. 
a  This project includes Los Angeles County’s Newhall Ranch Specific Plan, including the Landmark Village and Mission Village projects. Los Angeles County has recirculated the project-level EIRs for the Landmark Village and Mission Village projects to address issues to UTS and greenhouse gas emissions as a result of the 

same Supreme Court ruling. 
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3.1 AIR QUALITY 

This section identifies mitigation measures related to implementation of the proposed project, 
describes the air quality present in the Foothill Feeder Repair and Future Inspections Project 
(proposed project or project) area, and identifies regulatory requirements and significance 
thresholds, as well as evaluating the project’s potential to conflict with an applicable air quality 
plan, violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or project 
violation, result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which 
the project region is in nonattainment, expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations, or create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people. Air 
quality modeling data and associated information has been included as part of Appendix C. 
Other sources consulted are listed Chapter 6, References Cited. 

3.1.1 Mitigation Measures 

As stated in the 2005 EIR, feasible mitigation could not be implemented to reduce oxides of 
nitrogen (NOx) emissions below the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) 
threshold. The project’s emissions of NOx generated at the blow-off sites during the dewatering 
process for both the Repair Project and the Future Inspections Project were found to be 
significant and unavoidable. For the additional project components described in this 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (EIR), a new mitigation measure, Supplemental 
Mitigation Measure (SMM) AQ-1, would reduce the potential for impacts on air quality. 
However, the existing 125-kilowatt (kW) generator and up to two 1,000 kW generators at the 
Santa Clara River Blow-Off site are the main source of NOx emissions that would lead to 
significant impacts to air quality, and there are no feasible measures that can be taken to reduce 
NOx emissions from these sources to below SCAQMD significance thresholds without 
significant alteration of the dewatering process.  

Supplemental Mitigation Measures 

SMM-AQ-1 For off-road equipment with engines rated at 75 horsepower or greater, no 
construction equipment will be used that is less than Tier 4 Final at the 
commencement of construction of the mitigation site (2018). An exemption from 
these requirements may be granted by The Metropolitan Water District of 
Southern California (Metropolitan) in the event that there is documentation that 
(1) equipment with the required tier is not reasonably available (e.g., reasonability 
factors to be considered include those available within the region within the 
scheduled construction period) and (2) corresponding reductions in criteria air 
pollutant emissions are achieved from other construction equipment.  
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3.1.2 Existing Setting 

The proposed project traverses three jurisdictions: unincorporated northwestern Los Angeles 
County, the City of Santa Clarita, and the City of Los Angeles (see Figure 2-1, Regional Map). 
The project is located in the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB), which is characterized as having a 
Mediterranean climate (typified as semiarid with mild winters, warm summers, and moderate 
rainfall). The SCAB is a 6,756-square-mile area bounded by the Pacific Ocean to the West and 
the San Gabriel, San Bernardino, and San Jacinto Mountains to the north and east. It includes all 
of Orange County and the non-desert portion of Los Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino 
Counties. The SCAB is within the jurisdictional boundaries of the SCAQMD.  

3.1.2.1 Regional Climate 

Moderate temperatures, comfortable humidity, and limited precipitation characterize the climate in 
the SCAB. The average annual temperature varies little throughout the basin, averaging 75F. 
However, with a less pronounced oceanic influence, the eastern inland portions of the basin show 
greater variability in annual minimum and maximum temperatures. All portions of the SCAB have 
recorded temperatures over 100°F in recent years (WRCC 2016). Although the SCAB has a semi-
arid climate, the air near ground level is moist because of the presence of a shallow marine layer 
especially along the SCAB’s coastline. Except for infrequent periods when dry air is brought into 
the basin by offshore winds, the ocean effect is dominant. Periods with heavy fog are frequent, and 
low stratus clouds, occasionally referred to as “high fog,” are a characteristic climate feature. 
Annual average relative humidity is 70% at the coast and 57% in the eastern part of the basin. 
Precipitation in the SCAB is typically 9 to 14 inches annually and is rarely in the form of snow or 
hail, due to typically warm weather (WRCC 2017). The frequency and amount of rainfall is greater 
in the coastal areas of the basin. The City of Santa Clarita’s climate is characterized by relatively 
low rainfall, with warm summers and mild winters. Average temperatures range from a high of 
98°F in August to a low of 30°F in December. Annual precipitation averages about 5.25 inches, 
falling mostly from October through April (WRCC 2017). 

Sunlight 

The presence and intensity of sunlight are necessary prerequisites for the formation of 
photochemical smog. Under the influence of the ultraviolet radiation of sunlight, certain 
“primary” pollutants (mainly reactive hydrocarbons and NOx) react to form “secondary” 
pollutants (primarily oxidants). Because this process is time dependent, secondary pollutants can 
be formed many miles downwind of the emission sources. Due to the prevailing daytime winds 
and time-delayed nature of photochemical smog, oxidant concentrations are highest in the inland 
areas of Southern California.  
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Temperature Inversions 

Under ideal meteorological conditions and irrespective of topography, pollutants emitted into the 
air mix and disperse into the upper atmosphere. However, the Southern California region 
frequently experiences temperature inversions in which pollutants are trapped and accumulate 
close to the ground. The inversion, a layer of warm, dry air overlaying cool, moist marine air, is 
a normal condition in coastal Southern California. The cool, damp, and hazy sea air capped by 
coastal clouds is heavier than the warm, clear air, which acts as a lid through which the cooler 
marine layer cannot rise. The height of the inversion is important in determining pollutant 
concentration. Mixing heights for inversions are lower in the summer and inversions are more 
persistent, being partly responsible for the high levels of ozone (O3) observed during summer 
months in the SCAB. Smog in Southern California is generally the result of these temperature 
inversions combining with coastal daytime winds and the barrier effect of local mountains to 
contain the pollutants for long periods, allowing them to form secondary pollutants by reacting in 
the presence of sunlight. The basin has a limited ability to disperse these pollutants due to 
typically low wind speeds and the surrounding mountain ranges. 

The project site is located in an area that is susceptible to air inversions. This traps a layer of 
stagnant air near the ground where pollutants are further concentrated. These inversions produce 
haziness, which is caused by moisture, suspended dust, and a variety of chemical aerosols 
emitted by trucks, automobiles, furnaces, and other sources. 

3.1.1.2 Regional Air Quality 

Criteria Air Pollutants 

Criteria air pollutants are defined as pollutants for which the federal and state governments have 
established ambient air quality standards, or criteria, for outdoor concentrations to protect public 
health. The federal and state standards have been set, with an adequate margin of safety, at levels 
above which concentrations could be harmful to human health and welfare. These standards are 
designed to protect the most sensitive persons from illness or discomfort. Pollutants of concern 
include O3, nitrogen dioxide (NO2), carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur dioxide (SO2), particulate 
matter with an aerodynamic diameter equal to or less than 10 microns (coarse particulate matter; 
PM10), particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter equal to or less than 2.5 microns (fine 
particulate matter; PM2.5), and lead. These pollutants, as well as toxic air contaminants (TACs), 
are discussed in the following text.1 In California, sulfates, vinyl chloride, hydrogen sulfide, and 
visibility-reducing particles are also regulated as criteria air pollutants.  

                                                 
1 The descriptions of each of the criteria air pollutants and associated health effects are based on the U.S. 

Environmental Protection Agency’s Criteria Air Pollutants (EPA 2017a) and the California Air Resources Board 
Glossary of Air Pollutant Terms (CARB 2017a). 
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Ozone. O3 is a strong-smelling, pale blue, reactive, toxic chemical gas consisting of three 
oxygen atoms. It is a secondary pollutant formed in the atmosphere by a photochemical 
process involving the sun’s energy and O3 precursors, such as hydrocarbons and NOx. These 
precursors are mainly NOx and volatile organic compounds (VOCs). The maximum effects of 
precursor emissions on O3 concentrations usually occur several hours after they are emitted 
and many miles from the source.  

O3 in the troposphere causes numerous adverse health effects; short-term exposures (lasting for a 
few hours) to O3 at levels typically observed in Southern California can result in breathing pattern 
changes, reduction of breathing capacity, increased susceptibility to infections, inflammation of the 
lung tissue, and some immunological changes. These health problems are particularly acute in 
sensitive receptors such as the sick, the elderly, and young children (CARB 2017b). 

Nitrogen Dioxide. Most NO2, like O3, is not directly emitted into the atmosphere but is formed by 
an atmospheric chemical reaction between nitric oxide (NO) and atmospheric oxygen. NO and 
NO2 are collectively referred to as NOx and are major contributors to O3 formation. High 
concentrations of NO2 result in a brownish-red cast to the atmosphere with reduced visibility and 
can cause breathing difficulties. There is some indication of a relationship between NO2 and 
chronic pulmonary fibrosis, and some increase in bronchitis in children (2 and 3 years old) has also 
been observed at concentrations below 0.3 parts per million by volume (ppm) (CARB 2017b). 

Carbon Monoxide. CO is a colorless, odorless gas formed by the incomplete combustion of 
hydrocarbon, or fossil fuels. CO is emitted almost exclusively from motor vehicles, power plants, 
refineries, industrial boilers, ships, aircraft, and trains. In urban areas, such as the project location, 
automobile exhaust accounts for the majority of CO emissions. CO is a nonreactive air pollutant 
that dissipates relatively quickly; therefore, ambient CO concentrations generally follow the spatial 
and temporal distributions of vehicular traffic. CO concentrations are influenced by local 
meteorological conditions—primarily wind speed, topography, and atmospheric stability. CO from 
motor vehicle exhaust can become locally concentrated when surface-based temperature inversions 
are combined with calm atmospheric conditions, which is a typical situation at dusk in urban areas 
from November to February. The highest levels of CO typically occur during the colder months of 
the year, when inversion conditions are more frequent.  

In terms of adverse health effects, CO competes with oxygen, often replacing it in the blood, 
reducing the blood’s ability to transport oxygen to vital organs. The results of excess CO 
exposure can include dizziness, fatigue, and impairment of central nervous system functions 
(CARB 2017b). 

Sulfur Dioxide. SO2 is a colorless, pungent gas formed primarily from incomplete combustion 
of sulfur-containing fossil fuels. The main sources of SO2 are coal and oil used in power plants 
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and industries; as such, the highest levels of SO2 are generally found near large industrial 
complexes. In recent years, SO2 concentrations have been reduced by the increasingly stringent 
controls placed on stationary source emissions of SO2 and limits on the sulfur content of fuels.  

SO2 is an irritant gas that attacks the throat and lungs and can cause acute respiratory symptoms 
and diminished ventilator function in children. When combined with particulate matter, SO2 can 
injure lung tissue and reduce visibility and the level of sunlight. SO2 can also yellow plant leaves 
and erode iron and steel (CARB 2017b). 

Particulate Matter. Particulate matter pollution consists of very small liquid and solid particles 
floating in the air, which can include smoke, soot, dust, salts, acids, and metals. Particulate 
matter can form when gases emitted from industries and motor vehicles undergo chemical 
reactions in the atmosphere. PM2.5 and PM10 represent fractions of particulate matter. Coarse 
particulate matter (PM10) is about 1/7 the thickness of a human hair. Major sources of PM10 
include crushing or grinding operations; dust stirred up by vehicles traveling on roads; wood-
burning stoves and fireplaces; dust from construction, landfills, and agriculture; wildfires and 
brush/waste burning; industrial sources; windblown dust from open lands; and atmospheric 
chemical and photochemical reactions. Fine particulate matter (PM2.5) is roughly 1/28 the 
diameter of a human hair. PM2.5 results from fuel combustion (e.g., from motor vehicles and 
power generation and industrial facilities), residential fireplaces, and woodstoves. In addition, 
PM2.5 can be formed in the atmosphere from gases such as sulfur oxides (SOx), NOx, and VOCs.  

PM2.5 and PM10 pose a greater health risk than larger-size particles. When inhaled, these tiny 
particles can penetrate the human respiratory system’s natural defenses and damage the 
respiratory tract. PM2.5 and PM10 can increase the number and severity of asthma attacks, cause 
or aggravate bronchitis and other lung diseases, and reduce the body’s ability to fight infections. 
Very small particles of substances such as lead, sulfates, and nitrates can cause lung damage 
directly or be absorbed into the bloodstream, causing damage elsewhere in the body. 
Additionally, these substances can transport adsorbed gases such as chlorides or ammonium into 
the lungs, also causing injury. Whereas PM10 tends to collect in the upper portion of the 
respiratory system, PM2.5 is so tiny that it can penetrate deeper into the lungs and damage lung 
tissue. Suspended particulates also damage and discolor surfaces on which they settle and 
produce haze and reduce regional visibility.  

People with influenza, people with chronic respiratory and cardiovascular diseases, and the 
elderly may suffer worsening illness and premature death as a result of breathing particulate 
matter. People with bronchitis can expect aggravated symptoms from breathing in particulate 
matter. Children may experience a decline in lung function due to breathing in PM10 and PM2.5. 
Other groups considered sensitive are smokers, people who cannot breathe well through their 
noses, and exercising athletes (because many breathe through their mouths) (CARB 2017b). 
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Lead. Lead in the atmosphere occurs as particulate matter. Sources of lead include leaded gasoline; 
the manufacturing of batteries, paints, ink, ceramics, and ammunition; and secondary lead smelters.  

Prolonged exposure to atmospheric lead poses a serious threat to human health. Health effects 
associated with exposure to lead include gastrointestinal disturbances, anemia, kidney disease, and 
in severe cases, neuromuscular and neurological dysfunction. Of particular concern are low-level 
lead exposures during infancy and childhood. Such exposures are associated with decrements in 
neurobehavioral performance, including intelligence quotient (IQ) performance, psychomotor 
performance, reaction time, and growth. Children are highly susceptible to the effects of lead. 

Volatile Organic Compounds. Hydrocarbons are organic gases that are formed from hydrogen 
and carbon and sometimes other elements. Hydrocarbons that contribute to formation of O3 are 
referred to and regulated as VOCs  

The primary health effects of VOCs result from the formation of O3 and its related health effects. 
High levels of VOCs in the atmosphere can interfere with oxygen intake by reducing the amount 
of available oxygen through displacement. Carcinogenic forms of hydrocarbons, such as 
benzene, are considered TACs. There are no separate health standards for VOCs as a group. 

Non-Criteria Air Pollutants 

Toxic Air Contaminants 

A substance is considered toxic if it has the potential to cause adverse health effects in humans, 
including increasing the risk of cancer upon exposure, or acute and/or chronic non-cancer health 
effects. A toxic substance released into the air is considered a TAC.  

Examples include certain aromatic and chlorinated hydrocarbons, certain metals, and asbestos. 
TACs are generated by a number of sources, including stationary sources, such as dry cleaners, 
gas stations, combustion sources, and laboratories; mobile sources, such as automobiles; and area 
sources, such as landfills. Adverse health effects associated with exposure to TACs may include 
carcinogenic (i.e., cancer-causing) and non-carcinogenic effects. Non-carcinogenic effects 
typically affect one or more target organ systems and may be experienced on either short-term 
(acute) or long-term (chronic) exposure to a given TAC. 

Diesel Particulate Matter. Diesel particulate matter (DPM) is part of a complex mixture that 
makes up diesel exhaust. Diesel exhaust is composed of two phases, gas and particle, both of 
which contribute to health risks. The California Air Resources Board (CARB) classified 
“particulate emissions from diesel-fueled engines” (i.e., DPM) as a TAC in August 1998 (17 
CCR 93000). DPM is emitted from a broad range of diesel engines: on-road diesel engines of 
trucks, buses, and cars, and off-road diesel engines including locomotives, marine vessels, and 
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heavy-duty construction equipment, among others. Approximately 70% of all airborne cancer 
risk in California is associated with DPM (CARB 2000). To reduce the cancer risk associated 
with DPM, CARB adopted a diesel risk reduction plan in 2000 (CARB 2000). 

3.1.2.3 Local Air Quality 

South Coast Air Basin Attainment Classification 

Pursuant to the 1990 federal Clean Air Act amendments, the EPA classifies air basins (or 
portions thereof) as “attainment” or “nonattainment” for each criteria air pollutant, based on 
whether the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) have been achieved. Generally, 
if the recorded concentrations of a pollutant are lower than the standard, the area is classified as 
“attainment” for that pollutant. If an area exceeds the standard, the area is classified as 
“nonattainment” for that pollutant. If there is not enough data available to determine whether the 
standard is exceeded in an area, the area is designated as “unclassified” or “unclassifiable.” The 
designation of “unclassifiable/attainment” means that the area meets the standard or is expected 
to meet the standard despite a lack of monitoring data. Areas that achieve the standards after a 
nonattainment designation are re-designated as maintenance areas and must have approved 
maintenance plans to ensure continued attainment of the standards. The California Clean Air 
Act, like its federal counterpart, called for the designation of areas as “attainment” or 
“nonattainment,” but based on California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) rather than 
the NAAQS. Table 3.1-1 depicts the current attainment status of the project site with respect to 
the NAAQS and CAAQS and the attainment classifications for the criteria pollutants. 

Table 3.1-1 
South Coast Air Basin Attainment Classification 

Pollutant Averaging Time Designation/Classification 

Federal Standards 

O3 1 hour Nonattainment (extreme) 

8 hours  Nonattainment (extreme) 

NO2 1 hour Unclassifiable/attainment 

Annual arithmetic mean Attainment (maintenance) 

CO 1 hour; 8 hours Attainment (maintenance) 

SO2 24 hours; annual arithmetic mean Unclassifiable/attainment 

PM10 24 hours Attainment (maintenance) 

PM2.5 24 hours; annual arithmetic mean Nonattainment (serious) 

Lead Quarter Unclassifiable/attainment 

3-month average Nonattainment (partial) 
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Table 3.1-1 
South Coast Air Basin Attainment Classification 

Pollutant Averaging Time Designation/Classification 

State Standards 

O3 1 hour; 8 hours Nonattainment 

NO2 1 hour; annual arithmetic mean Attainment 

CO 1 hour; 8 hours Attainment 

SO2 1 hour; 24 hours Attainment 

PM10 24 hours; annual arithmetic mean Nonattainment 

PM2.5 Annual arithmetic mean Nonattainment 

Leada 30-day average Attainment  

Sulfates 24 hours Attainment 

Hydrogen sulfide 1 hour Unclassified 

Vinyl chloridea 24 hours No designation 

Visibility-reducing particles 8 hours (10:00 a.m.–6:00 p.m.) Unclassified 

Sources: EPA 2016 (federal); CARB 2016 (state). 
Notes: CO = carbon monoxide; NO2 = nitrogen dioxide; O3 = ozone; PM10 = coarse particulate matter; PM2.5 = fine particulate matter; SO2 = 
sulfur dioxide. 
a  CARB has identified lead and vinyl chloride as TACs with no threshold level of exposure for adverse health effects determined (EPA 

2017; CARB 2016). 

In summary, the SCAB is designated as a nonattainment area for federal and state O3 standards 
and federal and state PM2.5 standards. The SCAB is designated as a nonattainment area for state 
PM10 standards; however, it is designated as an attainment area for federal PM10 standards. The 
SCAB is designated as an attainment area for federal and state CO standards, federal and state 
NO2 standards, and federal and state SO2 standards. While the SCAB has been designated as 
nonattainment for the federal rolling 3-month average lead standard, it is designated attainment 
for the state lead standard (EPA 2016b; CARB 2016). 

Local Ambient Air Quality 

CARB, air districts, and other agencies monitor ambient air quality at approximately 250 air quality 
monitoring stations across the state. The project site’s local ambient air quality is monitored by the 
SCAQMD. Air quality monitoring stations usually measure pollutant concentrations 10 feet above 
ground level; therefore, air quality is often referred to in terms of ground-level concentrations. The 
most recent background ambient air quality data from 2014 to 2016 are presented in Table 3.1-2. The 
Santa Clarita Monitoring Station, located at 22224 Placerita Canyon Road, Santa Clarita, is the 
nearest air quality monitoring station to the project site, approximately 3 miles southeast of the 
project site. However, data for this site was only available for 8-hour O3, 1-hour O3, NO2, CO, and 
PM10. Because SO2 and PM2.5 data was not available from the Santa Clarita monitoring station, 
SO2 measurements were taken from the Los Angeles monitoring station (630 North Main 
Street, Los Angeles, approximately 22 miles south from the project site) and PM2.5 from the 
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Reseda Monitoring station (18330 Gault Street, Reseda, approximately 15 miles to the south). 
The data collected at these stations are considered the best available data, and representative of 
the air quality experienced in the project vicinity.  

Table 3.1-2 
Local Ambient Air Quality  

 
Ambient Air Quality 

Standard 2014 2015 2016 
Ozone (O3) (Santa Clarita Monitoring Station) 

Maximum 1-hour concentration (ppm) 0.09 ppm (state) 0.137 0.126 0.13 

Number of days exceeding state standard (days) 30 32 — 

Maximum 8-hour concentration (ppm) 0.070 ppm (state) 0.11 0.111 0.115 

0.070 ppm (federal) 0.108 0.101 0.115 

Number of days exceeding state standard (days) 65 55 — 

Number of days exceeding federal standard (days) 64 52 21 

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) (Santa Clarita Monitoring Station) 

Maximum 1-hour concentration (ppm) 0.18 ppm (state) 0.058 0.065 0.046 

0.100 ppm (federal) 0.058 0.058 0.058 

Number of days exceeding state standard (days) 0 0 0 

Number of days exceeding federal standard (days) 0 2 1 

Annual concentration (ppm) 0.030 ppm (state) 0.013 0.012 ND 

0.053 ppm (federal) 0.013 0.012 ND 

Carbon Monoxide (CO) (Santa Clarita Monitoring Station) 

Maximum 1-hour concentration (ppm) 20 ppm (state) — — — 

35 ppm (federal) 2.9 1.2 1.0 

Number of days exceeding state standard (days) — — — 

Number of days exceeding federal standard (days) 0 0 0 

Maximum 8-hour concentration (ppm) 9.0 ppm (state) 1.2 — — 

9 ppm (federal) 1.2 0.9 0.6 

Number of days exceeding state standard (days) — — — 

Number of days exceeding federal standard (days) 0 0 0 

Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) (Los Angles Monitoring Station) 

Maximum 1-hour concentration (ppm) 0.075 ppm (federal) 0.005 0.013 0.013 

Number of days exceeding federal standard (days) 0 0 0 

Maximum 24-hour concentration (ppm) 0.14 ppm (federal) 0.002 0.001 0.001 

Number of days exceeding federal standard (days) 0 0 0 

Annual concentration (ppm) 0.030 ppm (federal) ND ND 0.001 

Coarse Particulate Matter (PM10) (Santa Clarita Station) 

Maximum 24-hour concentration (g/m3) 50 g/m3 (state) 22.1 ND — 

 150 g/m3 (federal) 50.0 41.0 96.0 

Number of days exceeding state standard (days) a 0.0 (0) 0.0 (0) 0.0 (0) 

Number of days exceeding federal standard (days) a 0.0 (0) 0.0 (0) ND (0) 

Annual concentration (state method) (g/m3) 20 g/m3 (state) 45.0 39.0 — 
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Table 3.1-2 
Local Ambient Air Quality  

 
Ambient Air Quality 

Standard 2014 2015 2016 
Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5) (Reseda Monitoring Station) 

Maximum 24-hour concentration (g/m3) 35 g/m3 (federal) 27.2 36.8 24.4 

Number of days exceeding federal standard (days) a 0.0 (1) ND (0) 0.0 (0) 

Annual concentration (g/m3) 12 g/m3 (state) ND ND ND 

12.0 g/m3 (federal) 8.1 8.8 7.1 

Sources: CARB 2017b; EPA 2017b. 

Notes: — = not available; g/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; ND = insufficient data available to determine the value; ppm = parts per million. 
Data taken from CARB iADAM (http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam) and EPA AirData (http://www.epa.gov/airdata/) represent the highest 
concentrations experienced over a given year.  
Exceedances of federal and state standards are only shown for O3 and particulate matter. Daily exceedances for particulate matter are 
estimated days because PM10 and PM2.5 are not monitored daily. All other criteria pollutants did not exceed federal or state standards during 
the years shown. There is no federal standard for 1-hour ozone, annual PM10, or 24-hour SO2, nor is there a state 24-hour standard for PM2.5. 
Mission Viejo Monitoring Station is located at 26081 Via Pera, Mission Viejo, Orange County, California 92691. 
Costa Mesa Monitoring Station is located at 2850 Mesa Verde Drive East, Costa Mesa, California 92626. 
a  Measurements of PM10 and PM2.5 are usually collected every 6 days and every 1 to 3 days, respectively. Number of days exceeding the 

standards is a mathematical estimate of the number of days concentrations would have been greater than the level of the standard had 
each day been monitored. The numbers in parentheses are the measured number of samples that exceeded the standard. 

South Coast Air Basin Attainment Classification 

Pursuant to the 1990 federal Clean Air Act amendments, the EPA classifies air basins (or 
portions thereof) as “attainment” or “nonattainment” for each criteria air pollutant, based on 
whether the NAAQS have been achieved. Generally, if the recorded concentrations of a pollutant 
are lower than the standard, the area is classified as “attainment” for that pollutant. If an area 
exceeds the standard, the area is classified as “nonattainment” for that pollutant. If there is not 
enough data available to determine whether the standard is exceeded in an area, the area is 
designated as “unclassified” or “unclassifiable.” The designation of “unclassifiable/attainment” 
means that the area meets the standard or is expected to be meet the standard despite a lack of 
monitoring data. Areas that achieve the standards after a nonattainment designation are re-
designated as maintenance areas and must have approved maintenance plans to ensure continued 
attainment of the standards. The California Clean Air Act, like its federal counterpart, called for 
the designation of areas as “attainment” or “nonattainment,” but based on the CAAQS rather 
than the NAAQS. Table 3.1-1 depicts the current attainment status of the project site with respect 
to the NAAQS and CAAQS. 

3.1.3 Regulatory Framework 

Regulatory oversight for air quality in the SCAB is maintained by EPA at the federal level, by 
CARB at the state level, and by SCAQMD at the local level. Applicable laws, regulations, and 
standards of these three agencies are described in the following subsections.  
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Federal 

The federal Clean Air Act, passed in 1970 and last amended in 1990, forms the basis for the 
national air pollution control effort. The EPA is responsible for implementing most aspects of 
the Clean Air Act, including setting federal standards (NAAQS) for major air pollutants; 
setting hazardous air pollutant (HAP) standards; approving state attainment plans; setting 
motor vehicle emission standards; issuing stationary source emission standards and permits; 
and establishing acid rain control measures, stratospheric O3 protection measures, and 
enforcement provisions. Under the Clean Air Act, NAAQS are established for the following 
criteria pollutants: O3, CO, NO2, SO2, PM10, PM2.5, and lead. 

The NAAQS describe acceptable air quality conditions designed to protect the health and 
welfare of the citizens of the nation. The NAAQS (other than for O3, NO2, SO2, PM10, PM2.5, and 
those based on annual averages or arithmetic mean) are not to be exceeded more than once per 
year. NAAQS for O3, NO2, SO2, PM10, and PM2.5 are based on statistical calculations over 1- to 
3-year periods, depending on the pollutant. The Clean Air Act requires the EPA to reassess the 
NAAQS at least every 5 years to determine whether adopted standards are adequate to protect 
public health based on current scientific evidence. States with areas that exceed the NAAQS 
must prepare a state implementation plan that demonstrates how those areas will attain the 
standards within mandated time frames. 

State 

CARB has established state standards (CAAQS), which are generally more restrictive than the 
federal standards. The state standards describe adverse conditions; that is, pollution levels must be 
below these standards before a basin can attain the standard. Air quality is considered “in 
attainment” if pollutant levels are continuously below the CAAQS and violate the standards no 
more than once each year. The state standards for O3, CO, SO2 (1 hour and 24 hours), NO2, PM10, 
and PM2.5 and visibility-reducing particles are values that are not to be exceeded. All others are not 
to be equaled or exceeded. The federal and state standards are presented in Table 3.1-2. 

In addition to CAAQS, the state Air Toxics Program was established in 1983 under AB 1807 
(Tanner). The California TAC list identifies more than 700 pollutants, of which carcinogenic and 
non-carcinogenic toxicity criteria have been established for a subset of these pollutants pursuant 
to the California Health and Safety Code. In accordance with AB 2728, the state list includes the 
(federal) HAPs. The California Air Toxics “Hot Spots” Information and Assessment Act of 1987 
(AB 2588) seeks to identify and evaluate risk from air toxics sources; however, AB 2588 does 
not regulate air toxics emissions. TAC emissions from individual facilities are quantified and 
prioritized. “High-priority” facilities are required to perform a health risk assessment, and if 
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specific thresholds are exceeded, are required to communicate the results to the public in the 
form of notices and public meetings. 

In 2000, CARB approved a comprehensive diesel risk reduction plan to reduce diesel emissions 
from both new and existing diesel-fueled vehicles and engines. The regulation is anticipated to 
result in an 80% decrease in statewide diesel health risk in 2020 compared with the diesel risk in 
2000. Additional regulations apply to new trucks and diesel fuel, including the On-Road Heavy 
Duty Diesel Vehicle (In-Use) Regulation, the On-Road Heavy Duty (New) Vehicle Program, the 
In-Use Off-Road Diesel Vehicle Regulation, and the New Off-Road Compression-Ignition 
(Diesel) Engines and Equipment Program. All of these regulations and programs have timetables 
by which manufacturers must comply and existing operators must upgrade their diesel-powered 
equipment. Some Airborne Toxic Control Measures that reduce diesel emissions include In-Use 
Off-Road Diesel-Fueled Fleets (13 CCR 2449 et seq.) and In-Use On-Road Diesel-Fueled 
Vehicles (13 CCR 2025). 

Finally, California Health and Safety Code Section 41700 states that a person shall not discharge 
from any source whatsoever quantities of air contaminants or other material that cause injury, 
detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to any considerable number of persons or to the public; or that 
endanger the comfort, repose, health, or safety of any of those persons or the public; or that 
cause, or have a natural tendency to cause, injury or damage to business or property. This section 
also applies to sources of objectionable odors. 

Local 

2016 Air Quality Management Plan 

The SCAQMD is the regional agency responsible for the regulation and enforcement of federal, 
state, and local air pollution control regulations in the SCAB, where the project is located. The 
SCAQMD operates monitoring stations in the SCAB, develops rules and regulations for 
stationary sources and equipment, prepares emissions inventory and air quality management 
planning documents, and conducts source testing and inspections. The SCAQMD’s Air Quality 
Management Plans (AQMPs) include control measures and strategies to be implemented to attain 
state and federal ambient air quality standards in the SCAB. The SCAQMD then implements 
these control measures as regulations to control or reduce criteria pollutant emissions from 
stationary sources or equipment. Each AQMP update incorporates significant new scientific data, 
including updated emissions inventories, ambient measurements, new meteorological episodes, 
and new air quality modeling tools. 

The current AQMP is the 2016 AQMP (SCAQMD 2017), which was adopted by the SCAQMD 
governing board in March 2017. The 2016 AQMP is a regional blueprint for achieving air 
quality standards and healthful air. The 2016 AQMP represents a new approach, focusing on 

3/13/2018 Board Meeting 7-1 Attachment 2, Page 110 of 855



3.1 – AIR QUALITY 

Foothill Feeder Repair and Future Inspections Project Supplemental EIR 10109 
December 2017 3.1-13 

available, proven, and cost effective alternatives to traditional strategies, while seeking to 
achieve multiple goals in partnership with other entities promoting reductions in greenhouse 
gases and toxic risk, as well as efficiencies in energy use, transportation, and goods movement 
(SCAQMD 2017). Because mobile sources are the principal contributor to the SCAB’s air 
quality challenges, the SCAQMD has been and will continue to be closely engaged with CARB 
and the EPA, who have primary responsibility for these sources. The 2016 AQMP recognizes the 
critical importance of working with other agencies to develop funding and other incentives that 
encourage the accelerated transition of vehicles, buildings, and industrial facilities to cleaner 
technologies in a manner that benefits not only air quality but also local businesses and the 
regional economy. These “win-win” scenarios are key to implementation of this 2016 AQMP 
with broad support from a wide range of stakeholders. 

While striving to achieve the NAAQS for O3 and PM2.5 and the CAAQS for O3, PM10, and PM2.5 
through a variety of air quality control measures, the 2016 AQMP also accommodates planned 
growth in the SCAB. Projects are considered consistent with, and would not conflict with or 
obstruct, implementation of the AQMP if growth in socioeconomic factors (e.g., population, 
employment) is consistent with the underlying regional plans used to develop the AQMP. The 
demographic growth forecasts for various socioeconomic categories (e.g., population, housing, 
employment by industry) developed by the Southern California Association of Governments 
based on general plans for cities and counties in the SCAB was used in the 2016–2040 Regional 
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Plan (SCAQMD 2016) to estimate future 
emissions in the 2016 AQMP.  

Applicable Rules 

Emissions that would result from stationary and area sources during operation under the project 
may be subject to SCAQMD rules and regulations. The SCAQMD rules applicable to the project 
may include the following: 

 Rule 201 – Permit to Construct: This rule establishes an orderly procedure for the 
review of new and modified sources of air pollution through the issuance of permits. Rule 
201 specifies that any facility installing nonexempt equipment that causes or controls the 
emissions of air pollutants must first obtain a permit to construct from the SCAQMD. 

 Rule 401 – Visible Emissions: This rule establishes the limit for visible emissions from 
stationary sources.  

 Rule 402 – Nuisance: This rule prohibits the discharge of air pollutants from a 
facility that cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to the public or damage 
to business or property. 
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 Rule 403 – Fugitive Dust: This rule requires fugitive dust sources to implement best 
available control measures for all sources to ensure all forms of visible particulate matter 
are prohibited from crossing any property line. SCAQMD Rule 403 is intended to reduce 
PM10 emissions from any transportation, handling, construction, or storage activity that 
has the potential to generate fugitive dust. 

 Rule 431.2 – Sulfur Content of Liquid Fuels: The purpose of this rule is to limit the 
sulfur content in diesel and other liquid fuels for the purpose of reducing the formation of 
SOx and particulates during combustion and of enabling the use of add-on control devices 
for diesel-fueled internal combustion engines. The rule applies to all refiners, importers, 
and other fuel suppliers such as distributors, marketers, and retailers, as well as to users of 
diesel, low-sulfur diesel, and other liquid fuels for stationary-source applications in the 
SCAQMD. The rule also affects diesel fuel supplied for mobile sources.  

 Rule 1110.2 – Emissions from Gaseous- and Liquid-Fueled Engines: This rule applies to 
stationary and portable engines rated at greater than 50 horsepower. The purpose of Rule 
1110.2 is to reduce NOx, VOC, and CO emissions from engines. Emergency engines, 
including those powering standby generators, are generally exempt from the emissions and 
monitoring requirements of this rule because they have permit conditions that limit operation 
to 200 hours or less per year as determined by an elapsed operating time meter.  

City of Santa Clarita General Plan 

Although the proposed project is within Metropolitan’s right-of-way and therefore is not subject 
to the City’s General Plan (City of Santa Clarita 2012), the Conservation and Open Space 
Element of the General Plan provides objectives, policies, and programs regarding air quality. 
These policies are provided for informational purposes only.  

Policy CO 7.1.1:  Through the mixed land use patterns and multi-modal circulation policies set 
forth in the Land Use and Circulation Elements, limit air pollution from 
transportation sources.  

Policy CO 7.1.2:  Support the use of alternative fuel vehicles. 

Policy CO 7.1.3:  Support alternative travel modes and new technologies, including infrastructures. 

Policy CO 7.2.1:  Ensure adequate spacing of sensitive land uses from the following sources of 
air pollution: high traffic freeways and roads; distribution centers; truck stops; 
chrome plating facilities; dry cleaners using perchloroethylene; and large gas 
stations, as recommended by CARB. 

Policy CO 7.3.1:  Coordinate with local, regional, state, and federal agencies to develop and 
implement regional air quality policies and programs. 
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Los Angeles County General Plan (County of Los Angeles 2012) 

Policy AQ 1.1:  Minimize health risks to people from industrial toxic or hazardous air 
pollutant emissions, with an emphasis on local hot spots, such as existing 
point sources affecting immediate sensitive receptors. 

Policy AQ 1.2:  Encourage the use of low or no volatile organic compound (VOC)  
emitting materials. 

Policy AQ 1.3:  Reduce particulate inorganic and biological emissions from construction, 
grading, excavation, and demolition to the maximum extent feasible. 

Policy AQ 1.4:  Work with local air quality management districts to publicize air quality 
warnings, and to track potential sources of airborne toxics from identified 
mobile and stationary sources. 

Policy AQ 2.1:  Encourage the application of design and other appropriate measures when 
siting sensitive uses, such as residences, schools, senior centers, daycare 
centers, medical facilities, or parks with active recreational facilities within 
proximity to major sources of air pollution, such as freeways. 

Policy AQ 2.2:  Participate in, and effectively coordinate the development and implementation 
of community and regional air quality programs. 

Policy AQ 2.3:  Support the conservation of natural resources and vegetation to reduce and 
mitigate air pollution impacts. 

Policy AQ 2.4:  Coordinate with different agencies to minimize fugitive dust from different 
sources, activities, and uses. 

Policy AQ 3.1:  Facilitate the implementation and maintenance of the Community Climate 
Action Plan to ensure that the County reaches its climate change and 
greenhouse gas emission reduction goals. 

Policy AQ 3.2:  Reduce energy consumption in County operations by 20 percent by 2015 

Policy AQ 3.3:  Reduce water consumption in County operations. 

Policy AQ 3.4:  Participate in local, regional and state programs to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. 

Policy AQ 3.5:  Encourage energy conservation in new development and municipal operations 

Policy AQ 3.6:  Support rooftop solar facilities on new and existing buildings. 
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Policy AQ 3.7:  Support and expand urban forest programs within the unincorporated areas. 

Policy AQ 3.8:  Develop, implement, and maintain countywide climate change adaptation 
strategies to ensure that the community and public services are resilient to 
climate change impacts 

3.1.4 Thresholds of Significance 

The criteria that were used to evaluate the significance of project impacts to air quality are based 
on the following questions (Thresholds 3.1-1 through 3.1-5) from the CEQA Guidelines, 
Appendix G, Section III; Threshold 3.1-6 (based on Question b, Section XVIII (Mandatory 
Findings of Significance) of Appendix G) was also used to help determine cumulative air quality 
impacts from the proposed project. 

 Threshold 3.1-1: Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan? 

 Threshold 3.1-2: Would the project violate any air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation? 

 Threshold 3.1-3: Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of 
any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable 
federal or state ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed 
quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)? 

 Threshold 3.1-4: Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial  
pollutant concentrations? 

 Threshold 3.1-5: Would the project create objectionable odors affecting a substantial 
number of people? 

 Threshold 3.1-6: Would the project create cumulatively considerable air quality impacts? 

The purpose of a consistency finding is to determine whether a project is inconsistent with the 
assumptions and objectives of the regional air quality plans, and thus whether it would interfere 
with the region’s ability to comply with federal and state air quality standards. Specifically, 
SCAQMD recommends that environmental documents should discuss the project’s consistency 
with the current AQMP (the 2016 AQMP (SCAQMD 2017)). SCAQMD has established criteria 
for determining consistency with the 2016 AQMP in Chapter 12, Sections 12.2 and 12.3, in the 
SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook (SCAQMD 1993). The criteria are as follows 
(SCAQMD 1993): 

 Consistency Criterion No. 1: The proposed project will not result in an increase in the 
frequency or severity of existing air quality violations or cause or contribute to new 
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violations, or delay the timely attainment of air quality standards of the interim emissions 
reductions specified in the AQMP. 

 Consistency Criterion No. 2: The proposed project will not exceed the assumptions in 
the AQMP or increments based on the year of project buildout and phase.  

If the project is inconsistent, the SCAQMD recommends that local governments consider project 
modifications or inclusion of mitigation to eliminate the inconsistency. The SCAQMD CEQA 
Air Quality Handbook states, “It is important to note that even if a project is found consistent it 
could still have a significant impact on air quality under CEQA. For example, if the analysis 
demonstrates a project is consistent with the regional air plans and local Air Quality Element that 
does not mean that the project could not also have a significant effect on air quality by exceeding 
the significance thresholds” (SCAQMD 1993).  

The CEQA Guidelines Section 15125 indicates that, where available, the significance criteria 
established by the applicable air quality management district or pollution control district may be 
relied upon to determine whether the project would have a significant impact on air quality. The 
SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook, as revised in March 2015, sets forth quantitative 
emission significance thresholds below which a project would not have a significant impact on 
ambient air quality. Project-related air quality impacts estimated in this environmental analysis 
would be considered significant if any of the applicable significance thresholds presented in 
Table 3.1-3 are exceeded.  

Table 3.1-3 
SCAQMD Air Quality Significance Thresholds 

Criteria Pollutants Mass Daily Thresholds 

Pollutant 

Construction 

(pounds per day) 

Operation 

(pounds per day) 

VOCs 75 55 

NOx 100 55 

CO 550 550 

SOx 150 150 

PM10 150 150 

PM2.5 55 55 

Leada 3 3 

TACs and Odor Thresholds 
TACsb Maximum incremental cancer risk  10 in 1 million 

Chronic and acute hazard index  1.0 (project increment) 
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Table 3.1-3 
SCAQMD Air Quality Significance Thresholds 

Ambient Air Quality Standards for Criteria Pollutantsc 
 

 

NO2 1-hour average 

NO2 annual arithmetic mean 

SCAQMD is in attainment; project is significant if it causes or contributes to an 
exceedance of the following attainment standards: 

0.18 ppm (state) 

0.030 ppm (state) and 0.0534 ppm (federal) 

 

 

CO 1-hour average  

CO 8-hour average 

SCAQMD is in attainment; project is significant if it causes or contributes to an 
exceedance of the following attainment standards:  

20 ppm (state) and 35 ppm (federal) 

9.0 ppm (state/federal) 

PM10 24-hour average 

 

PM10 annual average 

10.4 g/m3 (construction)d  

2.5 g/m3 (operation) 

1.0 g/m3 

PM2.5 24-hour average 10.4 g/m3 (construction)d 

2.5 g/m3 (operation) 

Source: SCAQMD 2015. 

Notes: g/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; CO = carbon monoxide; NO2 = nitrogen dioxide; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; PM10 = coarse 
particulate matter; PM2.5 = fine particulate matter; ppm = parts per million; SCAQMD = South Coast Air Quality Management District; SOx = 
sulfur oxides; TAC = toxic air contaminant; VOC = volatile organic compound. 
a The phaseout of leaded gasoline started in 1976. Because gasoline no longer contains lead, the project is not anticipated to result in 

impacts related to lead; therefore, it is not discussed in this analysis. 
b TACs include carcinogens and non-carcinogens. 
c Ambient air quality standards for criteria pollutants are based on SCAQMD Rule 1303, Table A-2, unless otherwise stated. 
d Ambient air quality threshold are based on SCAQMD Rule 403. 

A project would result in a substantial contribution to an existing air quality violation of the 
NAAQS or CAAQS for O3 (see Table 3.1-2), which is a nonattainment pollutant, if the 
project’s construction or operational emissions would exceed the SCAQMD VOC or NOx 
thresholds shown in Table 3.1-3. These emissions-based thresholds for O3 precursors are 
intended to serve as a surrogate for an “ozone significance threshold” (i.e., the potential for 
adverse O3 impacts to occur) because O3 itself is not emitted directly (see the previous 
discussion of O3 and its sources), and the effects of an individual project’s emissions of O3 
precursors (VOCs and NOx) on O3 levels in ambient air cannot be determined through air 
quality models or other quantitative methods. 

In addition to the above-listed emissions-based thresholds, SCAQMD also recommends the 
evaluation of localized air quality impacts to sensitive receptors in the immediate vicinity of 
the project as a result of construction activities, referred to as a localized significance threshold 
(LST) analysis. 

For project sites of 5 acres or less, the SCAQMD LST Methodology (2008) includes lookup tables 
that can be used to determine the maximum allowable daily emissions that would satisfy the 
localized significance criteria (i.e., the emissions would not cause an exceedance of the applicable 
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concentration limits for NO2, CO, PM10, and PM2.5) without performing project-specific dispersion 
modeling. Although the proposed development area of the site is greater than 5 acres (estimated to 
be 10.66 acres), the project would disturb less than 5 acres in 1 day, as discussed in detail in the 
following text, so it is appropriate to use the lookup tables for the LST evaluation. 

The LSTs for NO2 and CO represent the allowable increase in concentrations above background 
levels in the vicinity of a project that would not cause or contribute to an exceedance of the 
relevant ambient air quality standards, whereas the threshold for PM10 represents compliance 
with Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust). The LST for PM2.5 is intended to ensure that construction and 
operation emissions do not contribute substantially to existing exceedances of the PM2.5 ambient 
air quality standards. The allowable emission rates depend on the following parameters: 

 Source-receptor area (SRA) in which the project is located 

 Size of the project site  

 Distance between the project site and the nearest sensitive receptor (e.g., residences, 
schools, hospitals) 

The project site is located in SRA 13 (Santa Clarita Valley). SCAQMD provides guidance for 
applying the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) to the LSTs. LST pollutant 
screening level concentration data is currently published for 1-, 2-, and 5-acre sites for varying 
distances. The maximum number of acres disturbed on the peak day was estimated using the Fact 
Sheet for Applying CalEEMod to Localized Significance Thresholds (SCAQMD 2014), which 
provides estimated acres per 8-hour day for crawler tractors, graders, rubber-tired dozers, and 
scrapers. Using the SCAQMD guidance, it was estimated that the maximum acres on the project 
site that would be disturbed by off-road equipment would be 1 acre/day at the unarmored 
threespine stickleback (UTS; Gasterosteus aculeatus williamsoni) conservation action site. The 
additional work site and Santa Clarita Blow-Off site are both smaller than 1 acre; therefore, to 
provide a conservative analysis of localized impacts at each site, thresholds from a 1-acre site 
were used for these sites.  

The closest sensitive receptors to the Santa Clarita Blow-Off site (i.e., residences located 
northeast of the project site) would be located approximately 425 feet (130 meters) from the 
project site boundary. Because the SCAQMD does not provide lookup table values for 130 
meters, the LST value for a distance of 100 meters (328 feet) was used. The LST values from the 
SCAQMD lookup tables for SRA 13 for a disturbed acreage of 1 acre and a receptor distance of 
100 meters are shown in Table 3.1-4. The closest sensitive receptor to the additional work site is 
a residence 250 feet away. For this site a distance of 50 meters (164 feet) was used from the 
lookup tables. For the habitat restoration and enhancement activities associated with the UTS 
conservation action, the location has yet to be determined. Therefore, a reasonable worst-case 
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scenario was used, based on the shortest distance provided in the SCAQMD look up tables for a 
1-acre site within SRA 13, which is 25 meters. 

Table 3.1-4 
Localized Significance Thresholds for SRA 13 (Santa Clarita Valley) 

Pollutant 

Threshold for 25 
Meters 

Threshold for 50 
Meters 

Threshold for 100 
Meters 

Pounds per Day 

NO2 114 115 133 

CO 590 879 1,294 

PM10 1 3 6 

PM2.5 1 1 2 

Source: SCAQMD 2008. 
Notes: SRA = source-receptor area; NO2 = nitrogen dioxide; CO = carbon monoxide; PM10 = coarse particulate matter; PM2.5 = fine particulate matter. 
LST thresholds were determined based on the values for 1-acre sites within SRA 13.  

3.1.5 Project Impacts  

3.1.5.1 Methods of Analysis  

The project setting was developed by reviewing available information on air quality in the 
project vicinity. In conjunction with other relevant information about the project, such as heavy 
off-road equipment required to implement the different elements of the proposed project, this 
information was used to estimate emissions of criteria air pollutants using CalEEMod (2016, 
version 2016.3.1). The results of the model were compared to significance thresholds established 
by SCAQMD where applicable to determine the level of significance.  

3.1.5.2 Analysis of Impacts  

Threshold 3.1-1:  Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan? 

With regard to SCAQMD’s Consistency Criterion No. 2, the proposed project as a whole 
would be considered consistent with the existing land use and zoning under the current 
Santa Clarita General Plan and County of Los Angeles General Plan, which were used to 
develop the assumptions in the 2016 AQMP. Additionally, the proposed project would not 
directly or indirectly promote population growth in the region. Therefore, the proposed 
project would not exceed the assumptions of the 2016 AQMP. However, because the 
proposed project failed to meet the requirements for Consistency Criterion No. 1, which is 
discussed below, project impacts related to conflicts with the 2016 AQMP would be 
considered significant and unavoidable.  
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Summary of Relevant Information in 2005 EIR 

The 2005 EIR stated that the project would use two 125 kW generators to power three 
submersible pumps during dewatering activities at the Santa Clara River Blow-Off site. This 
equipment was needed to pump out remaining water in the pipeline following gravity 
discharge at this location. The 2005 EIR determined that NOx emissions would exceed 
SCAQMD daily construction thresholds and result in significant and unavoidable impacts. 
Because NOx is a precursor pollutant for O3, for which the SCAB was nonattainment, it was 
further determined that the proposed project would obstruct implementation of SCAQMD’s 
2004 AQMP in the short term. 

Alternatives to the proposed project in the 2005 EIR were examined. Two of these alternatives 
would reduce impacts to air quality through the installation of a temporary power source to 
supply energy to the submersible pumps or by using only one generator at a time to provide 
power to the submersible pumps. Both alternatives were found to be infeasible. Therefore, 
impacts were found to be significant and unavoidable.  

Take of UTS 

With regard to SCAQMD’s Consistency Criterion No. 1 discussed in Section 3.1.4, Thresholds 
of Significance, the incidental take of UTS would not result in emissions of criteria pollutants 
and would therefore not be in violation of any applicable air quality plan or policy. No impact 
would occur.  

Additional Work Site  

In addition to the 18 work sites identified in the 2005 EIR, Metropolitan typically uses Station 
342+12 (pumpwell north of the Rejection Tower) along the Foothill Feeder to assist with water 
discharge during a typical shutdown. Station 342+12 was inadvertently left out of the 2005 EIR. 
However, this station currently exists along the Foothill Feeder and subsequent shutdowns would 
potentially use this location, as necessary. This Supplemental EIR describes the location and 
activities at this site. With regard to SCAQMD’s Consistency Criterion No. 1 discussed in 
Section 3.1.4, the inclusion of this additional work station requires equipment and personnel 
comparable to that of other sites outlined in the 2005 EIR. Equipment at this site (one 125 kW 
generator, one submersible pump) was not analyzed in the 2005 EIR. Based on the air quality 
emissions estimated by CalEEMod for the project (discussed in detail under Threshold 3.1-2), 
the additional work site would not exceed SCAQMD thresholds on its own. Nonetheless, 
emissions from activities at the additional work site would contribute to an increase in the 
severity of an existing violation identified in the 2005 EIR. Therefore, impacts would be 
considered potentially significant. Implementation of SMM-AQ-1 (see Section 3.1.1, Mitigation 
Measures) would be required to reduce impacts. However, as discussed in Threshold 3.1-2, 
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emissions from the proposed project would continue to exceed thresholds even after mitigation 
and impacts would be considered significant and unavoidable. 

Use of Additional Equipment at Santa Clara River Blow-Off 

The 2005 EIR described equipment (two 125 kW generators and three submersible pumps) used at 
the Santa Clara River Blow-Off site (Station No. 383+90) to assist with dewatering following 
gravity discharge at this location. As part of the proposed project, Metropolitan would use 
additional equipment (up to two 1,000 kW generators and two submersible pumps) at the Santa 
Clara River Blow-Off site to further assist with dewatering activities. With regard to SCAQMD’s 
Consistency Criterion No. 1 discussed in Section 3.1.4, and based on the air quality modeling 
analysis completed, which is discussed in detail under Threshold 3.1-2, emissions from the 
addition of two 1,000 kW generators and two submersible pumps at the Santa Clara River Blow-
Off and the inclusion of the additional work site would contribute to a significant and unavoidable 
impact associated with the violation of an air quality standard, specifically NOx. Because this 
addition would contribute to an existing violation identified in the 2005 EIR, the addition would 
conflict with SCAQMD Consistency Criterion No. 1. Based on these considerations, impacts 
related to the project’s potential to conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air 
quality plan would be potentially significant. Implementation of SMM-AQ-1 would be required to 
reduce impacts. It should be noted that impacts to air quality at both of these locations would be 
short term, because generators are only expected to run for 7 days at a time, approximately every 
5 years, during scheduled dewatering. However, as discussed under Threshold 3.1-2, emissions 
from the proposed project would continue to exceed thresholds even after mitigation and impacts 
would be considered significant and unavoidable. 

Dewatering for Emergency Repairs  

With regard to SCAQMD’s Consistency Criterion No. 1 discussed in Section 3.1.4, an 
emergency scenario would have the potential to necessitate an unplanned, emergency pipeline 
dewatering and repair, including replacement of badly damaged segments of the facility. In 
such cases, partial or full shutdown of the Foothill Feeder may be required as soon as possible 
and as rapidly as possible. The extent of the shutdown (either a full shutdown or partial 
shutdown) would depend on the location and scope of the emergency. The procedures to be 
taken and equipment employed for an emergency dewatering and pipeline damage repair 
would involve the flow of discharge at up to 100% valve opening, similar to what was done as 
standard dewatering prior to the development of the 2005 Release Plan (Metropolitan 2005, 
Appendix C). Discharges would differ from planned shutdown in that the flow would be 100% 
valve opening. However, the equipment, personnel, and intensity of use of the equipment 
would be the same as or similar to that used for dewatering for inspection and planned 
maintenance, as evaluated in the 2005 EIR. The 2005 EIR concluded that the use of planned 
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equipment would exceed daily NOx emissions and result in a potentially significant 
inconsistency with the AQMP. It should be noted that impacts to air quality during an 
emergency scenario would be short term, because dewatering of the entire pipeline would only 
take 7 days. Implementation of SMM-AQ-1 would be required; however, this supplemental 
mitigation measure would not fully mitigate for this potentially significant impact and impacts 
would remain significant and unavoidable.  

UTS Conservation Action  

When evaluating the implementation of the UTS conservation action in relation to SCAQMD’s 
Consistency Criterion No. 1 discussed in Section 3.1.4, the habitat restoration or enhancement 
activities could contribute to an exceedance of SCAQMD emissions thresholds. Based on the air 
quality modeling completed for the project, which is discussed in detail under Threshold 3.1-2, 
the UTS habitat restoration and enhancement activity would not exceed SCAQMD thresholds on 
its own. Nonetheless, emissions from the implementation of the UTS habitat restoration would 
contribute to an increase in the frequency or severity of an air quality violation. Therefore, 
impacts would be considered potentially significant. Implementation of SMM-AQ-1 would be 
required to reduce impacts. However, as discussed in Threshold 3.1-2, emissions from the 
proposed project would continue to exceed thresholds even after mitigation and impacts would 
be considered significant and unavoidable. 

Level of Significance Absent Mitigation Measures: Impacts would be potentially significant.  

Mitigation Measures: SMM-AQ-1.  

Level of Significance With Mitigation Measures: Impacts would be significant after the 
inclusion of mitigation due to the exceedance of NOx daily emissions thresholds. Therefore, 
impacts would be considered significant and unavoidable. This conclusion is consistent with the 
significance determination reached in the 2005 EIR. 

Threshold 3.1-2: Would the project violate any air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing air quality violation? 

Implementation of the proposed project would result in emissions of criteria air pollutants from 
mobile, area, and/or stationary sources, which may cause exceedances of federal and state 
ambient air quality standards or contribute to existing nonattainment of ambient air quality 
standards. The following discussion identifies potential short-term and long-term impacts that 
would result from implementation of the project. If available, feasible mitigation measures to 
reduce or avoid any potential significant impacts, as appropriate, are proposed. 
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Summary of Relevant Information in 2005 EIR 

As previously discussed under Threshold 3.1-1, the 2005 EIR determined that the previous 
iteration of the project would exceed SCAQMD daily emissions thresholds and result in 
significant and unavoidable impacts to air quality.  

Take of UTS  

The incidental take of UTS would not cause emissions of criteria pollutants; therefore, no impact 
or violation of an air quality standard would occur. 

Use of Additional Equipment at Santa Clara River Blow-Off, Additional Work Site, and 
UTS Conservation Action  

The addition of two 1,000 kW generators and two submersible pumps at the Santa Clara River 
Blow-Off (Station 383+90), incorporation of the additional work site (Station 342+12), and 
implementation of the UTS conservation action would result in the temporary addition of 
pollutants to the local air basin. Criteria pollutant emissions can vary substantially from day to 
day, depending on the level of activity, the specific type of operation, dust, and the prevailing 
weather conditions. Therefore, such emission levels can only be estimated with a corresponding 
uncertainty in ambient air quality impacts. Fugitive dust (PM10 and PM2.5) emissions would 
primarily result from grading and site preparation activities. NOx, VOC, and CO emissions would 
primarily result from the use of construction equipment and motor vehicles. 

As discussed in Section 3.1.4.1, Methods of Analysis, criteria air pollutant emissions associated 
with temporary activity from the proposed project were quantified using CalEEMod. Emissions 
were calculated for the estimated worst-case day over the construction period associated with 
each project element and reported as the maximum daily emissions estimated. The schedule 
assumptions, including phase type, duration, and sequencing, were based on information from 
the 2005 EIR, conversations with Metropolitan staff, Dudek’s internal staff experience, and 
default values provided in CalEEMod, and are intended to represent a reasonable worst-case 
scenario based on the best information available.  

Implementation of these two project elements would generate air pollutant emissions from 
entrained dust, off-road equipment, and vehicle emissions. Entrained dust results from the 
exposure of earth surfaces to wind from the direct disturbance and movement of soil, resulting in 
PM10 and PM2.5 emissions. The project would be required to comply with SCAQMD Rule 403 to 
control dust emissions generated during the grading activities. Standard construction practices 
that would be employed to reduce fugitive dust emissions include watering the active sites three 
times per day depending on weather conditions. Internal combustion engines used by 
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construction equipment, vendor trucks (i.e., delivery trucks), and worker vehicles would result in 
emissions of VOCs, NOx, CO, PM10, and PM2.5.  

It is anticipated that dewatering activities for inspections or repairs using the proposed 
generators would occur in the winter of 2018 or 2019, with periodic inspections occurring 
approximately every 5 years following the first inspection. The implementation date of UTS 
habitat restoration and enhancement has yet to be determined, but to provide a conservative 
estimate of emissions it was assumed it would coincide with the inspections or repairs of the 
Foothill Feeder. Additionally, the analysis contained herein is based on the following schedule 
assumptions (duration of phases is approximate): 

 Dewatering activities: November 2017–March 2018 

 UTS habitat restoration and enhancement implementation: 2018 

The off-road equipment mix and estimated hours of operation per day used for the air emissions 
modeling for these two project elements are shown in Table 3.1-5. For this analysis, it was 
assumed that heavy-duty off-road equipment could operate 7 days a week during dewatering 
activities and 5 days a week during implementation of the habitat restoration and enhancement 
associated with the UTS conservation action. Additionally, dewatering activities would be 
reoccurring approximately every 5 years as a component of required inspections and possible 
repairs to the Foothill Feeder after each scheduled shutdown. 

Table 3.1-5 
Proposed Project Scenario Assumptions 

Project Element 

Worker  Vendor Truck  Haul Truck  

Equipment Quantity 

Daily 
Usage 
Hours Average Daily Trips Total Trips 

Santa Clara River 
Blow-Off Site  

8 0 0 1,000 kW generatorsa 2 24 

Additional Work Site 6 0 2 125 kW generatorsa 1 24 

UTS Conservation 
Action 

14 6 0 Loaderb 1 8 

Excavatorb 1 8 

Notes: See Appendix C for details. 
a  Generators were assumed to run for 24 hours a day for 7 days. 
b  Equipment was assumed to run for 8 hours a day. 

Table 3.1-5 also presents the estimated number of worker, vendor (delivery trucks), and haul 
trips anticipated for each element. To estimate motor vehicle emissions generated by worker 
vehicles (i.e., light-duty trucks and automobiles), it was assumed that each worker would 
generate two one-way trips per day and other CalEEMod defaults were used. Detailed model 
assumptions and outputs are provided in Appendix C. 
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Table 3.1-6 presents the estimated maximum unmitigated daily emissions generated during the 
project in each year. The values shown are the maximum summer or winter daily emissions 
results from CalEEMod. Details of the emissions calculations are provided in Appendix C. 
Emissions related to the use of the additional equipment (two 1,000 kW generators), the 
additional work site, and the UTS conservation action were summed with the existing peak 
emissions estimated in the 2005 EIR and compared to SCAQMD thresholds because all of these 
project elements are in addition to the activities outlined in the previous EIR.  

As shown in Table 3.1-6, implementation of the proposed project would not generate emissions 
in excess of SCAQMD daily emission thresholds for CO, SOx, PM10, and PM2.5. However, peak 
daily emissions exceeded SCAQMD daily emissions thresholds for NOx prior to the addition of 
the proposed project. With its inclusion, emissions related to dewatering activities would further 
exceed the SCAQMD daily thresholds for NOx. Therefore, daily operational emissions would be 
potentially significant. NOx and VOC emissions are primarily the result of operation of the 
generators used to power submersible pumps used to dewater the Foothill Feeder. 

Table 3.1-6 
Estimated Maximum Daily Project Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions – Unmitigated 

 

VOC NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5a 

Pounds per Day 

Existing peak emissions 27.21 233.14 178.88 10.08 4.54 — 

Proposed project emissions 33.86 474.15 140.90 0.57 17.23 14..53 

Existing emissions + 
Proposed project emissions 

61.07 707.29 319.78 10.65 17.23 14.53 

SCAQMD threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55 

Threshold exceeded? Yes Yes No No No No 
Notes: CO = carbon monoxide; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; PM10 = coarse particulate matter; PM2.5 = fine particulate matter; SOx = sulfur oxides; 
VOC = volatile organic compound. 
See Appendix C for complete results. 
The values shown are the maximum summer or winter daily emissions results from CalEEMod and account for compliance with SCAQMD Rule 
403 (Fugitive Dust) and Rule 1113 (Architectural Coatings). 
a  PM2.5 emissions were not calculated in the 2005 EIR.  

As shown in Table 3.1-7, implementation of supplemental mitigation (SMM-AQ-1; see Section 
3.1.5) would reduce daily operational emissions of VOCs and NOx. However, emissions of NOx 
would continue to exceed thresholds after mitigation. As such, impacts related to the use of 
additional equipment at the Santa Clara River Blow-Off, the additional work site, and the UTS 
conservation action would be considered significant and unavoidable.  
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Table 3.1-7 
Estimated Maximum Daily Project Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions – Mitigated  

 

VOC NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5a 

Pounds per Day 

Existing peak emissions 27.21 233.14 178.88 10.08 4.54 — 

Proposed project emissions 7,06 257.57 291.99 0.57 7.38 4.68 

Existing emissions + 
Proposed project emissions 

34.27 490.71 470.87 10.65 7.38 4.68 

SCAQMD threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55 

Threshold exceeded? No Yes No No No No 
Notes: CO = carbon monoxide; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; PM10 = coarse particulate matter; PM2.5 = fine particulate matter; SOx = sulfur oxides; 
VOC = volatile organic compound. 
See Appendix C for complete results. 
The values shown are the maximum summer or winter daily emissions results from CalEEMod and reflect CalEEMod “mitigated” output, which 
accounts for compliance with SCAQMD Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust), Rule 1113 (Architectural Coatings), and SMM-AQ-1. 
a  PM2.5 emissions were not calculated in the 2005 EIR.  

Dewatering for Emergency Repairs  

An emergency scenario would have the potential to necessitate an unplanned, emergency 
pipeline dewatering and repair, including replacement of badly damaged segments of the facility. 
In such cases, partial or full shutdown of the Foothill Feeder may be required as soon as possible 
and as rapidly as possible. The extent of the shutdown (either a full shutdown or partial 
shutdown) would depend on the location and scope of the emergency Dewatering in case of 
shutdown would involve the flow of discharge at up to 100% valve opening, similar to what 
was done as standard dewatering prior to the development of the 2005 Release Plan. 
Discharges would differ from planned shutdown in that the flow would be 100% valve 
opening. However, the equipment, personnel, and intensity of use of the equipment would be the 
same as or similar to what is required during planned repairs or inspections described in the 2005 
EIR. The procedures to be taken and equipment employed for an emergency dewatering and 
pipeline damage repair would be the same as the scenario evaluated in the 2005 EIR for 
scheduled repairs. The 2005 EIR concluded that the use of planned equipment would result in 
exceedance of the NOx threshold. Implementation of SMM-AQ-1 would be required; however, 
this supplemental mitigation measure would not fully mitigate for the potentially significant 
impact and impacts would remain significant and unavoidable.  

Level of Significance Absent Mitigation Measures: Impacts would be potentially significant. 

Mitigation Measures: SMM-AQ-1.  

Level of Significance With Mitigation Measures: Impacts would remain significant after the 
inclusion of mitigation measures due to the exceedance of NOx daily emissions thresholds; 
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therefore, impacts would be significant and unavoidable. This conclusion is consistent with the 
significance determination reached in the 2005 EIR.  

Threshold 3.1-3:  Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of 
any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment 
under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard 
(including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for 
ozone precursors)?  

In considering cumulative impacts from the project, the analysis must specifically evaluate a 
project’s contribution to the cumulative increase in pollutants for which the SCAB is designated 
as nonattainment for the CAAQS and NAAQS. If a project’s emissions would exceed the 
SCAQMD significance thresholds, it would be considered to have a cumulatively considerable 
contribution to nonattainment status in the SCAB. If a project does not exceed thresholds and is 
determined to have less than significant project-specific impacts, it may still contribute to a 
significant cumulative impact on air quality. The basis for analyzing the project’s cumulative 
considerable contribution is whether the project’s contribution accounts for a significant 
proportion of the cumulative total emissions (i.e., it represents a “cumulatively considerable 
contribution” to the cumulative air quality impact) as well as consistency with SCAQMD’s 2016 
AQMP, which addresses the cumulative emissions in the SCAB.  

The SCAB has been designated as federal nonattainment area for O3 and PM2.5 and a state 
nonattainment area for O3, PM10, and PM2.5. The nonattainment status is the result of cumulative 
emissions from various sources of air pollutants and their precursors within the SCAB, including 
motor vehicles, off-road equipment, and commercial and industrial facilities. 

Cumulative localized impacts would potentially occur if a construction project were to occur 
concurrently with another off-site project. Construction schedules for potential future projects 
near the project site are currently unknown; therefore, potential construction impacts associated 
with two or more simultaneous projects would be considered speculative.2 

Summary of Relevant Information in 2005 EIR 

As previously discussed under Threshold 3.1-1, the 2005 EIR determined that the previous 
iteration of the project would exceed SCAQMD daily emissions thresholds and result in 
cumulatively considerable and significant and unavoidable impacts to air quality.  

                                                 
2  The CEQA Guidelines state that if a particular impact is too speculative for evaluation, the agency should note 

its conclusion and terminate discussion of the impact (14 CCR 15145). This discussion is nonetheless provided 
in an effort to show good-faith analysis and comply with CEQA’s information disclosure requirements. 
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Take of UTS 

Incidental take of UTS would not cause emissions of a criteria pollutant. Therefore, no impact 
would occur.  

Use of Additional Equipment at Santa Clara River Blow-Off, Additional Work Site, and 
UTS Conservation Action  

As indicated in the discussion of Threshold 3.1-2, project-generated emissions, largely 
resulting from the use of additional generators, would result in a significant and unavoidable 
impact associated with a violation of the SCAQMD emission-based significance thresholds 
for NOx. Accordingly, impacts would be considered cumulatively considerable and would be 
significant and unavoidable. Furthermore, the Stickleback Movie Ranch Restoration Project 
proposed by the Los Angeles County Flood Control District and the Mountains Recreation and 
Conservation Authority would occur on the same site as the UTS conservation action and could 
occur at the same time as the proposed restoration activities. Although this project would involve 
creation, restoration, and enhancement activities that are not usually associated with significant air 
quality impacts, the project would contribute to the cumulatively significant impact on air quality.  

Dewatering for Emergency Repairs  

An emergency scenario would have the potential to necessitate an unplanned, emergency pipeline 
dewatering and repair, including replacement of badly damaged segments of the facility. In such 
cases, partial or full shutdown of the Foothill Feeder may be required as soon as possible and as 
rapidly as possible. The extent of the shutdown (either a full shutdown or partial shutdown) would 
depend on the location and scope of the emergency. Dewatering in case of shutdown would involve 
the flow of discharge at up to 100% valve opening, similar to what was done as standard dewatering 
prior to the development of the 2005 Release Plan. Discharges would differ from planned shutdown 
in that the flow would be at 100% valve opening. However, the equipment, personnel, and intensity 
of use of the equipment would be similar to or the same as what is required during planned repairs or 
inspections. The procedures to be taken and equipment employed for an emergency dewatering and 
pipeline damage repair would be the same as the scenario evaluated in the 2005 EIR. The 2005 EIR 
concluded that the use of planned equipment would result in a potentially significant impact to NOx. 
Implementation of SMM-AQ-1 would be required; however, this supplemental mitigation measure 
would not fully mitigate for the potentially significant impact and impacts would remain significant 
and unavoidable.  

Level of Significance Absent Mitigation Measures: Impacts would be potentially significant.  

Mitigation Measures: SMM-AQ-1. 
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Level of Significance With Mitigation Measures: Impacts would continue to be significant after 
the inclusion of mitigation due to the exceedance of NOx daily emissions thresholds. Therefore, 
impacts would be considered cumulatively considerable and significant and unavoidable. This 
conclusion is uniform with the significance determination reached in the 2005 EIR.  

Threshold 3.1-4:  Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial  
pollutant concentrations?  

SCAQMD recommends the evaluation of localized NO2, CO, PM10, and PM2.5 construction-
related impacts to sensitive receptors in the immediate vicinity of the project site. Such an 
evaluation is referred to as an LST analysis. Sensitive receptors are those individuals more 
susceptible to the effects of air pollution than the population as a whole. People most likely to be 
affected by air pollution include children, the elderly, and people with cardiovascular and 
chronic respiratory diseases. According to SCAQMD, sensitive receptors include residences, 
schools, playgrounds, childcare centers, long-term healthcare facilities, rehabilitation centers, 
convalescent centers, and retirement homes (SCAQMD 1993).  

Summary of Relevant Information in 2005 EIR 

The 2005 EIR did not directly analyze localized impacts to air quality in part because there was 
no established guidance from SCAQMD on how to assess pollutant exposure to sensitive 
receptors. Instead, the air quality analysis in the 2005 EIR was focused on the SCAQMD daily 
emissions thresholds and determined that NOx emissions would exceed SCAQMD daily 
construction thresholds, resulting in significant and unavoidable impacts. 

Alternatives to the proposed project in the 2005 EIR were examined. Two of these alternatives 
would reduce emissions from NOx through the installation of a temporary power source to 
supply energy to the submersible pumps or by only using one generator at a time to power the 
submersible pumps. Both alternatives were considered to be infeasible. The 2005 EIR concluded 
that sensitive receptors would be exposed to a substantial number of pollutants. Therefore, 
impacts from exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations would 
remain significant and unavoidable. 

Take of UTS  

The incidental take of UTS would not involve activity that would cause localized emissions of 
criteria pollutant TACs to sensitive receptors and no impacts would occur. 
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Use of Additional Equipment at Santa Clara River Blow-Off, Additional Work Site, and 
UTS Conservation Action  

The nearest sensitive receptors to the Santa Clara River Blow-Off are residences 
approximately 425 feet (130 meters) northwest of the project site boundary. The nearest 
sensitive receptors to the additional work site are residences approximately 200 feet (61 
meters) north of the project boundary. For the potential UTS conservation action activities, at 
this point in the project a location has not yet been determined. However, to provide a 
conservative analysis, minimum receptor distance and site acreage LST variables were 
assumed to provide a reasonable worst-case scenario.  

An LST analysis has been prepared to determine potential impacts to nearby sensitive receptors 
during construction and operation of the proposed project. As indicated in Section 3.1.4, 
SCAQMD recommends the evaluation of localized NO2, CO, PM10, and PM2.5 impacts as a 
result of construction and operational activities to sensitive receptors in the immediate vicinity of 
project sites. The impacts were analyzed using methods consistent with those in the SCAQMD 
LST Methodology (SCAQMD 2008). According to the LST Methodology, “off-site mobile 
emissions from the project should not be included in the emissions compared to the LSTs” 
(SCAQMD 2008). Hauling of materials, equipment, and supplies to support implementation of 
the project is not expected to cause substantial air quality impacts to sensitive receptors along 
off-site roadways. Emissions from the trucks would be relatively brief and would cease once the 
trucks pass through the main streets.  

Activities associated with the additional equipment at the Santa Clara River Blow-Off and the 
habitat restoration and enhancement activities associated with the UTS conservation action 
would result in temporary sources of on-site fugitive dust and off-road equipment emissions. The 
maximum allowed daily emissions that would satisfy the SCAQMD localized criteria for SRA 
13 at the Santa Clara River Blow-Off (unmitigated and mitigated) and the UTS habitat 
restoration and enhancement activities are presented in Tables 3.1-8, 3.1-9, and 3.1-10. They are 
compared to the maximum daily on-site emissions generated during the project, rounded up to 
the nearest whole number.  
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Table 3.1-8 
Localized Significance Thresholds Analysis for Santa Clara River Blow-Off – Unmitigated 

Pollutant 
Project Emissions  

(pounds/day) 
LST Criteria 

(pounds/day) 
Exceeds 

LST? 
NO2 450 133 Yes 
CO 122 1,294 No 
PM10 11 6 Yes 
PM2.5 11 2 Yes 
Source: SCAQMD 2008.  
Notes: CO = carbon monoxide; LST = localized significance threshold; NO2 = nitrogen dioxide; PM10 = coarse particulate matter; PM2.5 = fine 
particulate matter. 
See Appendix C for detailed results. 
LSTs are shown for 1-acre project sites corresponding to a distance to a sensitive receptor of 100 meters (approx. 328 feet). 
These estimates reflect control of fugitive dust required by Rule 403. 

As shown in Table 3.1-8, dewatering activities at the Santa Clara River Blow-Off site would 
not generate emissions in excess of site-specific LSTs for CO. However, operational activities 
would exceed the LSTs for NO2, PM10, and PM2.5. Therefore, site-specific operational 
emissions would be potentially significant. 

Table 3.1-9 
Localized Significance Thresholds Analysis for Santa Clara River Blow-Off – Mitigated 

Pollutant 
Project Construction Emissions  

(pounds/day) 
LST Criteria 

(pounds/day) Exceeds LST? 
NO2 235 133 Yes 
CO 273 1,294 No 
PM10 2 6 No 
PM2.5 2 2 No 
Source: SCAQMD 2008.  
Notes: CO = carbon monoxide; LST = localized significance threshold; NO2 = nitrogen dioxide; PM10 = coarse particulate matter; PM2.5 = fine 
particulate matter. 
See Appendix C for detailed results. 
LSTs are shown for 1-acre project sites corresponding to a distance to a sensitive receptor of 50 meters (164 feet). 
These estimates reflect control of fugitive dust required by Rule 403. 

As shown in Table 3.1-9, the implementation of SMM-AQ-1 would reduce localized emissions 
of NO2, PM10, and PM2.5. PM10 and PM2.5 emissions would not exceed LSTs after supplemental 
mitigation. However, NO2 emissions would still exceed LSTs after mitigation. Therefore, 
impacts would be significant and unavoidable for the Santa Clara River Blow-Off site.  
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Table 3.1-10 
Localized Significance Thresholds Analysis for the UTS Conservation Action Site – 

Unmitigated 

Pollutant 
Project Construction Emissions  

(pound/day) 
LST Criteria 

(pounds/day) Exceeds LST? 
NO2 7 114 No 
CO 6 590 No 
PM10 1 1 No 
PM2.5 1 1 No 
Source: SCAQMD 2008.  
Notes: CO = carbon monoxide; LST = localized significance threshold; NO2 = nitrogen dioxide; PM10 = coarse particulate matter; PM2.5 = fine 
particulate matter. 
See Appendix C for detailed results. 
LSTs are shown for 1-acre project sites corresponding to a distance to a sensitive receptor of 25 meters (approx. 80 feet). 
These estimates reflect control of fugitive dust required by Rule 403. 

As shown in Table 3.1-10, implementation of habitat restoration and enhancement would not 
generate emissions in excess of site-specific LSTs for NO2, CO, PM10, or PM2.5. Therefore, site-
specific impacts from construction emissions would be considered less than significant in regard 
to the UTS conservation action. However, there are other restoration projects that have the 
potential to occur concurrently with development of the UTS conservation action. Nonetheless, it 
is not anticipated these projects would cumulatively cause an exceedance of a site-specific 
threshold. Furthermore, diesel equipment would be subject to the CARB Airborne Toxic Control 
Measure for in-use off-road diesel fleets, which would minimize DPM emissions. 

Table 3.1-11 
Localized Significance Thresholds Analysis for Additional Work Site – Unmitigated 

Pollutant 
Project Construction Emissions  

(pound/day) 
LST Criteria 

(pounds/day) Exceeds LST? 
NO2 14 115 No 
CO 13 879 No 
PM10 1 3 No 
PM2.5 1 1 No 
Source: SCAQMD 2008.  
Notes: CO = carbon monoxide; LST = localized significance threshold; NO2 = nitrogen dioxide; PM10 = coarse particulate matter; PM2.5 = fine 
particulate matter. 
See Appendix C for detailed results. 
LSTs are shown for 1-acre project sites corresponding to a distance to a sensitive receptor of 50 meters (approx.164 feet). 
These estimates reflect control of fugitive dust required by Rule 403. 

As shown in Table 3.1-11, implementation of the additional work site would not generate 
emissions in excess of site-specific LSTs for NO2, CO, PM10, and PM2.5. Therefore, site-specific 
impacts from operational emissions would be considered less than significant at the additional 
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work site. Additionally, diesel equipment would be subject to the CARB Airborne Toxic Control 
Measure for in-use off-road diesel fleets, which would minimize DPM emissions. 

Toxic Air Contaminants  

In addition to impacts from criteria pollutants, project impacts may include emissions of 
pollutants identified by the state and federal government as TACs or HAPs. State law has 
established the framework for the California’s TAC identification and control program, which is 
generally more stringent than the federal program and is aimed at TACs that are a problem in 
California. The state has formally identified more than 200 substances as TACs, including 
federal HAPs, and is adopting appropriate control measures for sources of these TACs. The 
following measures are required by state law to reduce diesel particulate emissions:  

 Fleet owners of mobile construction equipment are subject to the CARB Regulation for 
In-Use Off-Road Diesel Vehicles (Title 13 California Code of Regulations, Chapter 9, 
Section 2449), the purpose of which is to reduce DPM and criteria pollutant emissions 
from in-use (existing) off-road diesel-fueled vehicles.  

 All commercial diesel vehicles are subject to Title 13, Section 2485 of the California 
Code of Regulations, limiting engine idling time. Idling of heavy-duty diesel construction 
equipment and trucks during loading and unloading shall be limited to 5 minutes; electric 
auxiliary power units should be used whenever possible. 

The greatest potential for TAC emissions during implementation of the proposed project would 
be DPM emissions from heavy equipment operations and heavy-duty trucks during construction 
and operation of the project. Associated health impacts to sensitive receptors could occur. The 
closest sensitive receptors are existing residences located approximately 425 feet from the Santa 
Clara River Blow-Off site (main source of project emissions) northwest boundary. As shown in 
Table 3.1-6, maximum daily particulate matter (PM10 or PM2.5) emissions generated by operation 
of maintenance and/or construction equipment (exhaust particulate matter, or DPM), combined 
with fugitive dust generated by equipment operation and vehicle travel, would be well below the 
SCAQMD mass daily significance thresholds. Moreover, most maintenance and/or construction 
activities of the project would be short term and temporary, lasting approximately 1 week, after 
which project-related TAC emissions would end.  

No residual TAC emissions and corresponding cancer risk are anticipated after maintenance 
and/or construction, and no long-term sources of TAC emissions are anticipated during 
operation of the project. Thus, the project would not result in a long-term (i.e., 9-year, 30-
year, or 70-year) source of TAC emissions. Therefore, the exposure of project-related TAC 
emission impacts to sensitive receptors would be less than significant.  
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Dewatering for Emergency Repairs  

An emergency scenario would have the potential to necessitate an unplanned emergency pipeline 
dewatering and repair, including replacement of badly damaged segments of the facility. In such 
cases, partial or full shutdown of the Foothill Feeder may be required as soon as possible and as 
rapidly as possible. The extent of the shutdown (either a full shutdown or partial shutdown) would 
depend on the location and scope of the emergency. Dewatering in case of shutdown would involve 
the flow of discharge at up to 100% valve opening, similar to what was done as standard dewatering 
prior to the development of the 2005 Release Plan. Discharges would differ from planned shutdown 
in that the flow would be at 100% valve opening. However, the equipment, personnel, and intensity 
of use of the equipment would be the same as or similar to what is required during planned repairs or 
inspections. As shown in Table 3.1-9, the implementation of SMM-AQ-1 would reduce localized 
emissions of NO2 and PM2.5, and PM2.5 emissions would not exceed LSTs after mitigation. However, 
NO2 emissions would still exceed LSTs after mitigation. Therefore, impacts would be significant and 
unavoidable in the emergency scenario.  

Level of Significance Absent Mitigation Measures: Impacts would be potentially significant.  

Mitigation Measures: SMM-AQ-1. 

Level of Significance With Mitigation Measures: The required supplemental mitigation measure 
would reduce PM2.5 emissions below LSTs. However, impacts would continue to be significant after 
the inclusion of mitigation due to the exceedance of LSTs for NOx. Therefore, impacts would be 
considered significant and unavoidable. The 2005 EIR did not address localized air quality impacts 
directly but did generally categorize impacts to air quality as significant and unavoidable.  

Threshold 3.1-5:  Would the project create objectionable odors affecting a substantial 
number of people?  

The occurrence and severity of potential odor impacts depends on numerous factors. The nature, 
frequency, and intensity of the source; the wind speeds and direction; and the sensitivity of 
receiving location each contribute to the intensity of the impact. Although offensive odors 
seldom cause physical harm, they can be annoying and cause distress among the public and 
generate citizen complaints.  

Summary of Relevant Information in 2005 EIR 

The 2005 EIR Initial Study found that all action associated with the Foothill Feeder Repair and 
Future Inspections Project would not involve activities or processes that would generate 
objectionable odors to sensitive receptors or a substantial number of people in the vicinity of the 
project site. Therefore, no significant odor impacts would occur.  
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Take of UTS  

The incidental take of UTS would not cause offensive odors; therefore, no impact would occur.  

Use of Additional Equipment at Santa Clara River Blow-Off and Additional Work Site 

The addition of up to two 1,000 kW generators to what was described in the 2005 EIR (one 125 
kW generator) and operation of an additional work site would potentially generate odor exhaust 
emissions during dewatering activities. Potential odors produced during this time would be 
attributable to concentrations of unburned hydrocarbons from tailpipes, generators, and off-road 
equipment. Such odors would short term in nature, would disperse rapidly from the project site, 
and would generally occur at magnitudes that would not affect substantial numbers of people.  

Additionally, land uses and industrial operations typically associated with odor complaints 
include agricultural uses, wastewater treatment plants, food-processing plants, chemical 
plants, composting, refineries, landfills, dairies, and fiberglass molding operations 
(SCAQMD 1993). As such, the proposed project does not include the operation of any long-
term facility or land use that would produce odors. Therefore, impacts associated with odors 
during dewatering operations would be less than significant. 

Dewatering for Emergency Repairs  

As discussed previously, the equipment, personnel, and intensity of use of the equipment would be the 
same as or similar to what is required during planned repairs or inspections. Therefore, dewatering for 
emergency repairs would not cause additional odor impacts and no impact would occur. 

UTS Conservation Action Implementation of habitat restoration and enhancement associated 
with the UTS conservation action would lead to odors generated by vehicles and equipment 
exhaust emissions. The potential odors produced during implementation of the restoration and 
enhancement activities would be attributable to concentrations of unburned hydrocarbons from 
tailpipes of off-road equipment. Such odors would be short term in nature, would disperse 
rapidly from the project site, and would generally occur at magnitudes that would not affect 
substantial numbers of people, or individuals off site. Therefore, impacts associated with odors 
during implementation of the UTS conservation action would be less than significant. 

Level of Significance Absent Mitigation Measures: Impacts regarding odor would be 
considered less than significant.  

Mitigation Measures: None required. 

Level of Significance With Mitigation Measures: Because no significant impacts related to 
odors would occur, no mitigation is required and impacts would remain less than significant. The 
2005 EIR Initial Study, as mentioned previously, found no impact related to odors.  
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Threshold 3.1-6:  Would the project result in cumulatively considerable air  
quality impacts? 

Take of UTS  

The incidental take of UTS would not cause air quality impacts; therefore, this project element 
would not result in cumulatively considerable air quality impacts. 

Additional Work Site/Use of Additional Equipment at Santa Clara River Blow-Off/ 
Dewatering for Emergency Repairs/UTS Conservation Action  

Air pollution by nature is largely a cumulative impact. The nonattainment status of regional 
pollutants is a result of past and present development, and the SCAQMD develops and 
implements plans for future attainment of ambient air quality standards. Based on these 
considerations, project-level thresholds of significance of criteria pollutants are relevant in the 
determination of whether a project’s individual emissions would have a cumulatively significant 
impact on air quality. The potential for the proposed project to result in a cumulatively 
considerable impact, specifically a cumulatively considerable new increase of any criteria 
pollutant for which the project region is nonattainment under an applicable NAAQS and/or 
CAAQS, is addressed under Threshold 3.1-3. As stated under Threshold 3.1-3, impacts to air 
quality from the project as a whole would be cumulatively considerable and would be significant 
and unavoidable. Further, the Stickleback Movie Ranch Restoration Project proposed by the Los 
Angeles County Flood Control District and the Mountains Recreation and Conservation Authority 
would occur on the same site as the UTS conservation action and could occur at the same time as the 
proposed restoration activities. Although this project would involve preservation and restoration 
activities that are not usually associated with significant air quality impacts, the project would 
contribute to the cumulatively significant impact on air quality.  

Level of Significance Absent Mitigation Measures: Impacts would be potentially significant.  

Mitigation Measures: SMM-AQ-1. 

Level of Significance With Mitigation Measures: Impacts would continue to be significant after the 
inclusion of SMM-AQ-1 due to the exceedance of NOx daily emissions thresholds. Therefore, impacts 
would be considered cumulatively considerable and would remain significant and unavoidable. This 
conclusion is consistent with the significance determination reached in the 2005 EIR.  

3.1.5.3 Summary of Impacts to Air Quality 

Table 3.1-12 summarizes the impacts to air quality by threshold.  
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Table 3.1-12 
Summary of Impacts to Air Quality 

Threshold 
2005 EIR 

Conclusion 

Supplemental EIR Conclusion 
Mitigation 

Measures from 
2005 EIR 

Mitigation 
Measures from 
Supplemental 

EIR 
Significance 

with Mitigation Take of UTS 
Additional 
Work Site 

Additional 
Equipment 

Dewatering for 
Emergency 

Repairs 

UTS 
Conservation 

Action  

3.1-1: Conflicts with 
or obstruction of 
implementation of 
the applicable air 
quality plan 

Significant and 
unavoidable 

No impact Significant and 
unavoidable 

Significant and 
unavoidable 

Significant and 
unavoidable 

Significant and 
unavoidable 

— SMM-AQ-1 Significant and 
unavoidable 

3.1-2: Violation of 
air quality standard  

Significant and 
unavoidable 

No impact Significant and 
unavoidable 

Significant and 
unavoidable 

Significant and 
unavoidable 

Significant and 
unavoidable  

— SMM-AQ-1 Significant and 
unavoidable 

3.1-3: Cumulatively 
considerable net 
increase of any 
criteria pollutant for 
which the project 
region is non-
attainment 

Significant and 
unavoidable 

No impact  Significant 
and 

unavoidable 

Significant and 
unavoidable 

Significant and 
unavoidable 

Significant and 
unavoidable 

— SMM-AQ-1 Significant and 
unavoidable 

3.1-4: Exposure of 
sensitive receptors 
to substantial 
pollutant 
concentrations 

Significant and 
unavoidable/less 
than significant 
after mitigation 

No impact Less than 
significant 

Significant and 
unavoidable 

Significant and 
unavoidable 

Less than 
significant 

— SMM-AQ-1 Significant and 
unavoidable 

3.1-5: 
Objectionable odors 

No impact  No impact Less than 
significant 

Less than 
significant 

No impact Less than 
Significant 

— — Less than 
significant 

3.1-6: Cumulatively 
considerable air 
quality impacts 

Significant and 
unavoidable 

No impact Significant and 
unavoidable 

Significant and 
unavoidable 

Significant and 
unavoidable 

Significant and 
unavoidable 

— SMM-AQ-1 Significant and 
unavoidable 

*  Although the 2005 EIR concluded that project would not result in take of UTS or impacts to other special-status fish species, as noted in Section 2.4, this Supplemental EIR describes new 
information since the 2005 EIR, including the information on the potential for the project to result in incidental take of UTS during rescue and relocation. Therefore, direct impacts to individual 
UTS, Santa Ana sucker, and arroyo chub (due to stranding and to mortality from handling) during shutdown releases for scheduled inspections and maintenance, during any month of the 
modified window for repairs, and during emergency repairs is a potentially significant impact. 
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3.2 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

This section describes and analyzes potential impacts to the biological resources present in the 
Foothill Feeder Repair and Future Inspections Project (proposed project or project) area that may 
result from the modifications to the project. It describes the previously adopted mitigation 
measures, the proposed supplemental mitigation measures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate 
impacts and to meet the requirements for an incidental take permit for potential incidental take of 
unarmored threespine stickleback (UTS; Gasterosteus aculeatus williamsoni), and discusses 
applicable federal, state, and regional regulations pertaining to protection of biological resources. 
The project area includes work sites, adjacent areas, and the area of potential incidental take of 
UTS. This section evaluates the potential effects on biological resources associated with the 
proposed project with implementation of proposed mitigation measures for avoiding, 
minimizing, or reducing impacts. Although some of the mitigation measures that were adopted in 
the 2005 EIR were included, they have since become standard practice for The Metropolitan 
Water District of Southern California (Metropolitan). Additionally, it addresses the significant 
effects that may be caused by the UTS conservation action proposed to satisfy the requirements 
of California Fish and Game Code, Section 2081.10 (Section 2081.10), and Section 10 of the 
Endangered Species Act. 

Information contained in this section is based on previous reports and California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) documents, as well as new information, and identifies 
any changes in potential impacts as applicable for consideration in project planning. Other 
documentation used in this analysis includes the 2014 Draft Low-Effect Habitat Conservation 
Plan, the 2005 Foothill Feeder Repair and Future Inspections Project Final Environmental 
Impact Report and the associated 2005 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan (2005 EIR; 
Metropolitan 2005), the 2012 Foothill Feeder System Shutdown Biological Elements (Aquatic 
Consulting 2012), and the Stickleback Ranch Biological Constraints Analysis (Wishner 2013). 
Other sources consulted are listed in Chapter 6, References Cited.  

Although relied upon in other impact analyses in this Supplemental EIR, the 2011 Supplemental 
EIR (Metropolitan 2011) did not need to analyze impacts to biological resources because the 
project modifications to meet new carbon fiber lining standards would not result in work outside 
disturbed areas and would not introduce any new impacts to sensitive biological resources.  

In past dewatering for inspection and maintenance of the Foothill Feeder, Metropolitan has 
implemented mitigation measures including various avoidance and minimization measures and 
best management practices (BMPs) to avoid, minimize, or substantially lessen potentially 
significant impacts to biological resources.  
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For example, discharge from emergency shutdown releases at up to 100% valve opening from the 
outset of dewatering (i.e., not according to the Shutdown/Release Plan for Foothill Feeder Repair 
and Future Inspections Project (Release Plan; Metropolitan 2005, Appendix C)) would not exceed 
the level of runoff associated with a modeled 2-year storm event in any of the streams into which 
dewatering would occur (see “Direct Impacts to Fish Species” in Section 3.2.5.2, Analysis of 
Impacts). Such discharges would not reach the threshold of moving sediment in any of the 
streams in the project area, would not result in scour within the streams, and therefore would not 
alter habitat for UTS or other special-status fish. Implementing the Release Plan for planned 
shutdowns further reduces any impacts from dewatering and results in releases during the rainy 
season (approximately November through March) that more closely mimic a winter storm event 
(gradually increasing then decreasing the release volume). The timed water releases according to 
the Release Plan would further reduce the potential for habitat scour and the potential for fish 
strandings. Gradual increases in flow allow fish to find an appropriate refuge from the higher-
velocity flows, and gradually declining flows allow the fish to leave their refuge before it becomes 
isolated from the stream channel. These releases during the rainy season in years of normal to high 
rainfall would mimic a winter storm event, but produce less than runoff for 100% valve opening 
(which itself would not exceed a 2-year storm event or result in sediment transport or scour), and 
would not adversely affect fish in either the Santa Clara River or San Francisquito Canyon. 
Gradually increasing the water release rate at the beginning and allowing the release rate to decline 
as the water drains out of the pipeline at the end of the dewatering period would minimize or avoid 
displacement and stranding of individual UTS. 

The impact analyses in this chapter conservatively assume that some impacts to biological 
resources could occur absent the proposed mitigation and then discuss the magnitude of the 
impacts with implementation of the mitigation measures. Although they are called “mitigation 
measures (MMs)” or “supplemental mitigation measures (SMMs),” most include BMPs or 
avoidance and minimization measures that Metropolitan routinely implements as a matter of 
course in dewatering and conducting inspection, maintenance, repairs, or modifications to its 
water supply infrastructure, including the Foothill Feeder. Upon certification of this 
Supplemental EIR, Metropolitan’s Board of Directors will adopt a mitigation monitoring and 
reporting plan that includes feasible mitigation measures to address any new potentially 
significant impacts, and adaptive management measures or conservation actions to meet the 
requirements of Section 2081.10. 

3.2.1 Mitigation Measures 

The following mitigation measures would reduce the potential for impacts on biological resources 
by ensuring that impacts related to direct permanent and temporary impacts and reasonably 
foreseeable indirect impacts avoid and minimize impacts to biological resources. As discussed in 
the impact analyses beginning with Section 3.2.5, Project Impacts, implementation of the 
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following mitigation measures would avoid significant impacts or reduce potentially significant 
impacts to a less than significant level in compliance with CEQA, while others would include 
adaptive management measures or conservation actions to meet the requirements of Section 
2081.10 such that the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) can issue an incidental 
take permit for UTS, as well as Section 10 of the federal Endangered Species Act, such that the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) can issue an incidental take permit for UTS.  

Mitigation Measures from 2005 EIR  

The following mitigation measures were adopted in the 2005 EIR, and are still in effect for the 
proposed project. These measures, which keep the level of impact less than significant, have 
become Metropolitan’s standard practice since the 2005 EIR:  

MM-BR-1 A qualified biologist shall assess the potential of special-status plant and 
wildlife species to occur immediately adjacent to all proposed preparation 
and dewatering blow-off and work stations, as well as staging and storage 
areas, once these have been identified and delineated. The assessment shall 
be based on overall suitability of habitat to support such species, and known 
or historical occurrences of these species in the immediate vicinity.  

MM-BR-2 If special-status species are determined to potentially occur immediately 
adjacent to any of the locations identified in MM-BR-1 above, such work 
areas shall be fenced with appropriate materials to exclude suitable habitat 
areas, and approved by a qualified biologist following the installation. All 
preparation and dewatering activities, as well as equipment and materials 
staging and storage, shall be confined to within the fenced area. Stationary 
equipment such as motors, pumps, and generators shall be positioned over 
drip pans. 

MM-BR-3 Prior to a complete shutdown of the Foothill Feeder pipeline, a qualified 
biologist shall conduct a training/education session to all construction, grading, 
and/or field managers responsible for work or activities conducted within the 
workstation areas. The biologist shall address the particular species that could 
occur within the adjacent habitat and measures to minimize adverse impacts to 
adjacent habitat areas. Actions to be taken should any special-status species be 
observed within work station areas or immediately adjacent to such area shall 
also be addressed. Any equipment or vehicles driven and/or operated adjacent 
to natural open space areas shall be checked and maintained daily to prevent 
leaks of materials/liquids into these areas. 
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MM-BR-4 Metropolitan shall use best management practices to ensure that no debris, 
oil, petroleum products, or other organic material from any dewatering or 
associated activity, or equipment storage, repair, or maintenance, shall be 
allowed to enter into, or be placed where it may be washed by rainfall or 
runoff into, adjacent natural habitat areas, including watercourses. When 
shutdown operations are completed, any excess materials or debris shall be 
removed from all work areas. 

MM-BR-5 A qualified biologist shall periodically monitor all activities at blow-off and 
other work stations during the preparation, dewatering, inspection, and 
maintenance/repair periods to ensure that impacts to adjacent habitat areas are 
being minimized/avoided and to assess the success of all mitigation measures.  

Supplemental Mitigation Measures 

The following supplemental mitigation measures (SMMs) are proposed for the modification of 
the Foothill Feeder Project being analyzed in this Supplemental EIR: SMM-BR-1. The following 
supplemental mitigation measures are proposed for both the Foothill Feeder Project and the UTS 
conservation action site: SMM-BR-5 and SMM-BR-14. The following supplemental mitigation 
measures are proposed for the UTS conservation action site: SMM-BR-2A, SMM-BR-2B, 
SMM-BR-3, SMM-BR-4, SMM-BR-6 through SMM-BR-13, and SMM-BR-15 through SMM-
BR-18. In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.4(a)(1)(D), these measures 
address the significant effects that may be caused by the conservation action proposed to provide 
for conservation of UTS in compliance with Section 2081.10. 

SMM-BR-1 For emergency repairs, should these activities occur between March 1 and 
August 31, the biological monitor shall be present during all daytime hours 
to monitor potential impacts to nesting birds, in addition to other monitoring 
duties described in MM-BR-5. The biologist shall visually survey for nesting 
birds that may be impacted by activities in the vicinity of work locations and 
by water releases and, to the extent feasible, ensure that nesting activities are 
not disrupted. The biologist shall provide recommendations and feasible 
actions including coordination with work crews on the location of equipment 
used in project activities, temporary placement of sandbags to protect nests 
on the ground that are in danger of inundation during dewatering, and 
additional measures that may be permitted under an emergency situation. 

SMM-BR-2A Pre-construction surveys for special-status plant species shall be conducted prior 
to vegetation removal and site grading within the potential unarmored threespine 
stickleback (UTS) conservation site. Surveys shall be conducted by a qualified 
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biologist during a time when the plant species with potential to occur are 
identifiable (i.e., during their blooming period for annual species). Surveys shall 
be conducted by a qualified biologist. Surveys will involve mapping any areas 
within the conservation site that would be subject to direct or indirect impacts. 
Surveys shall conform to the 2001 Botanical Survey Guidelines from the 
California Native Plant Society; the 2009 Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating 
Impacts to Special Status Native Populations and Natural Communities from the 
California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG); and the 2002 General Rare 
Plant Survey Guidelines from the Endangered Species Recovery Program. All 
plant species encountered during the field surveys shall be identified to 
subspecies or variety, if applicable, to determine sensitivity status. 

 If feasible, populations and individuals of any special-status plant species 
found during pre-construction surveys will be avoided during 
implementation of restoration or enhancement activities. Installation of 
protective fencing, and erosion and sediment control measures, as 
appropriate, will be implemented to protect special-status plant populations 
found near construction zones within the conservation site. Refer to SMM-
BR-2B and SMM-BR-7 for additional details if special-status species are 
found within the potential conservation site. 

SMM-BR-2B In cases where disturbances to special-status plant species within the UTS 
conservation action site cannot be avoided, viable populations will be 
identified and transplanted to established preservation and conservation 
areas. Prior to transplantation, a mitigation and monitoring plan shall be 
submitted to CDFW for review and approval prior to ground disturbance to 
occupied habitat. Upon approval, the plan will be implemented by the 
applicant or its designee. Habitat replacement/enhancement will be at a 1:1 
ratio (occupied acres restored/enhanced to occupied acres impacted). 

 The mitigation and monitoring plan for the transplanted special-status 
plant(s) will describe habitat improvement/restoration measures to be 
completed prior to introducing transplanted special-status plants. Habitat 
improvement/restoration will be based on native special-status plant 
occupied habitat. The plan will specify (1) the location of mitigation sites; 
(2) a description of “target” vegetation that includes estimated cover and 
abundance of native shrubs and grasses in occupied habitat; (3) site 
preparation measures to include topsoil treatment, soil decompaction, 
erosion control, temporary irrigation systems, or other measures as 
appropriate; (4) methods for the removal of non-native plants (e.g., mowing, 
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weeding, raking, herbicide application, or burning); (5) the source of all 
plant propagules (seed, potted nursery stock, etc.) and the quantity and 
species of seed or potted stock of all plants to be introduced or planted into 
the restoration/enhancement areas; (6) a schedule and action plan to 
maintain and monitor the enhancement/restoration areas, to include, at 
minimum, qualitative annual monitoring for revegetation success and site 
degradation due to erosion, trespass, or animal damage for a period of no 
less than 2 years; (7) as needed where sites are near trails or other access 
points, measures such as fencing, signage, or security patrols to exclude 
unauthorized entry into the restoration/enhancement areas; and (8) 
contingency measures such as replanting, weed control, or erosion control to 
be implemented if habitat improvement/restoration efforts are not successful. 
In addition, the plan will specify methods to collect special-status plants and 
introduce them into this mitigation site.  

 Annual monitoring reports will be prepared and submitted to CDFW until 
the success criteria are met. Monitoring reports will describe all restoration/
enhancement measures taken in the preceding year, describe success and 
completion of those efforts and other pertinent site conditions (erosion, 
trespass, animal damage) in qualitative terms, and describe special-status 
plant survival or establishment in quantitative terms. 

 Take of any listed species, or collection and transplantation of any 
individuals and populations of any listed species, will require approval by 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and/or CDFW and issuance of 
an incidental take permit.  

SMM-BR-3 Pre-construction surveys for special-status vegetation communities shall be 
conducted prior to vegetation removal and site grading within the potential 
conservation site. Vegetation mapping will be consistent with the 2009 
CDFW Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special Status 
Native Populations and Natural Communities and vegetation communities 
will be identified by keying them out in the 2009 Sawyer et al. Manual of 
California Vegetation, Second Edition.  

 Any special-status vegetation communities found during pre-construction 
surveys will be avoided during restoration or enhancement activities. 
Installation of protective fencing, and erosion and sediment control 
measures, as appropriate, will be implemented to protect special-status 
vegetation communities found near construction zones within the 
conservation site. 
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SMM-BR-4 For any impacts to jurisdictional waters containing vegetation associated 
with the UTS conservation action, revegetation will be performed in 
accordance with a habitat mitigation and monitoring plan (HMMP) that 
describes proposed functions and services, rationale for expecting success, 
implementation schedule, and specifics of revegetation implementation. The 
revegetation component of the HMMP will describe, as applicable to the 
site, grading, erosion control and best management practices (BMPs), initial 
weed control, planting design, container planting, seeding installation, site 
irrigation, 120-day monitoring period, and any required construction 
monitoring. Restoration maintenance described in the HMMP may include 
weed control by hand removal or chemical treatment, hand watering, trash 
removal, and remedial planting/seeding. Biological monitoring described in 
the HMMP will include mitigation area performance standards, contingency 
measures, and annual monitoring report requirements. Implementation of the 
HMMP will mitigate any impacts to jurisdictional waters and wetlands 
associated with the UTS conservation action such that the project will be 
self-mitigating. 

SMM-BR-5 Prior to conducting any dewatering activities related to inspection and 
maintenance activities, emergency repairs (to the extent feasible), and channel 
activities at the UTS conservation action site that may adversely affect UTS, 
The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (Metropolitan) shall 
prepare an Unarmored Threespine Stickleback Monitoring, Rescue, and 
Relocation Plan (Plan) in consultation with CDFW and USFWS. The Plan 
shall describe procedures for monitoring for stranded UTS and for rescuing 
stranded or potentially stranded fish and relocating them to waters connected 
with stream flows. The Plan shall include, at a minimum, the following: 

 Methods and requirements for pre-construction surveys for UTS and 
determining the presence and extent of aquatic habitat 

 Procedures for monitoring for stranded UTS in the Santa Clara River and 
San Francisquito Creek (if flows from the latter reach the Santa Clara 
River) during shutdown releases and at the UTS conservation action site 

 The stipulation that under no circumstances shall UTS be collected or 
relocated, unless CDFW and USFWS personnel or their agents implement 
this measure pursuant to applicable permit requirements 

 Criteria for determining when stranded or potentially stranded UTS shall 
be rescued 
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 The specification that UTS shall only be relocated to nearby waters 
connected with flows in the Santa Clara River (or other stream from which 
the fish are rescued) 

 Habitat parameters for where rescued UTS shall be relocated, such as flow 
velocity and water depth 

 Procedures for capturing, handling, and transporting stranded fish 

 Procedures for decontamination of any equipment used in the rescue and 
relocation of UTS 

 Reporting of the results of any relocation efforts to CDFW and 
USFWS, including: 

o Dates and times 

o Whether or not relocated UTS were rescued from clearly isolated 
pools or moved as a precaution from pools that may have been 
connected to stream flows 

o Location(s) where stranded or potentially stranded UTS were rescued 

o Location where UTS were released 

o Total UTS relocated 

o Total mortality of UTS (if any) 

o Estimated numbers of any other native species relocated 

SMM-BR-6 Prior to any ground-disturbing activities, a qualified biologist shall be 
retained to monitor activities related to the UTS conservation action site 
habitat restoration or enhancement. The biological monitor shall be present 
during ground disturbance activities to monitor for the presence of special-
status vegetation communities, special-status species, including fish, 
amphibians, reptiles, birds, and mammals, to ensure that no impacts occur to 
these resources. The qualified biological monitor shall ensure that all BMPs 
are properly installed and performing as designed, to prevent any sediment, 
debris, and pollutants from entering stream channels, wetlands, or sensitive 
habitat. The monitor shall also ensure that fencing associated with the 
restoration area is installed properly. Finally, the qualified biological 
monitor shall provide a training/education session to all workers 
participating in UTS conservation action site restoration activities. The 
session shall address the particular species that could occur within the 
restoration and adjacent habitat and measures to minimize adverse impacts 
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to adjacent habitat areas. Actions to be taken should any special-status 
species be observed within work sites or immediately adjacent to such areas 
shall also be addressed.  

SMM-BR-7 If special-status vegetation communities or species are determined to occur 
immediately adjacent to a UTS conservation action site, fencing shall be 
located between the work area and special-status vegetation communities as 
well as occupied habitat, using appropriate materials, to protect the special-
status resources. Fencing shall be approved by a qualified biologist 
following the installation. All UTS conservation action site habitat 
restoration or enhancement activities, as well as equipment and materials 
staging and storage, shall be confined within the work area, outside the 
suitable occupied habitat.  

SMM-BR-8 At sites being restored or enhanced as part of the UTS conservation action, 
Metropolitan shall use BMPs to ensure that no debris, oil, petroleum 
products, or other organic material associated with restoration, or equipment 
storage or maintenance shall be allowed to enter into, or be placed where it 
may be washed by rainfall or run off into, adjacent natural habitat areas, 
including watercourses. Stationary equipment such as motors, pumps, and 
generators shall be positioned over drip pans. When restoration or 
enhancement activities are completed, any excess materials or debris shall be 
removed from all work areas. 

SMM-BR-9 Should the UTS conservation action site result in impacts to aquatic habitat, 
no less than 30 days prior to initiation of habitat restoration or enhancement 
activities, Metropolitan shall conduct a special-status fish habitat assessment 
and, if necessary, a survey for UTS, Santa Ana sucker, and arroyo chub. The 
survey shall be conducted in aquatic habitat within 300 feet of proposed 
impacts to suitable aquatic habitat. Should Santa Ana sucker and/or arroyo 
chub occur within the survey area, Metropolitan may initiate exclusion 
measures and, in consultation with CDFW and USFWS, relocation 
measures. Exclusion measures may include use of block nets upstream 
and/or downstream of the location of ground disturbances, to ensure that 
neither Santa Ana sucker nor arroyo chub enter the work area. If either of 
these special-status fish species occurs within or adjacent to the work area, 
Metropolitan may consult with CDFW and USFWS to initiate measures to 
relocate the fish to a safe location outside the UTS conservation action site. 
If UTS are observed during the survey, Metropolitan shall implement the 
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Unarmored Threespine Stickleback Monitoring, Rescue, and Relocation Plan, 
as described in SMM-BR-5.  

SMM-BR-10 Thirty days prior to ground-disturbing activities associated with the UTS 
conservation action, and in vegetation communities potentially supporting 
Blainville’s horned lizard, silvery legless lizard, San Diegan tiger western 
whiptail, coast patch-nosed snake, and California glossy snake, a qualified 
biologist shall conduct surveys to capture and relocate individuals of these 
species. Suitable vegetation communities include coastal scrub, chaparral, 
oak woodland, riparian habitats, riverwash, or other areas potentially 
supporting these species. The biologist shall conduct a minimum of three 
surveys during the time of year/day when each species is most likely to be 
observed. Individuals shall be relocated to nearby undisturbed areas with 
suitable habitat. If construction is scheduled to occur during the low-activity 
period (generally December through February), the surveys shall be 
conducted prior to this period, if possible, and exclusion fencing shall be 
placed to limit the potential for recolonization of the site prior to 
construction. During all days when ground-disturbing activities occur, the 
biological monitor shall conduct a pre-work survey to clear the area of two-
striped gartersnake and south coast gartersnake.  

SMM-BR-11 Prior to initiating ground disturbances associated with the UTS conservation 
action, Metropolitan shall conduct a habitat assessment for arroyo toad and 
California red-legged frog and, if necessary, shall conduct protocol surveys 
for these special-status species. Surveys shall be conducted by a qualified 
biologist in suitable habitat in all work areas and access roads within the 
streambed, as well as all streambed areas within 1,000 feet of the restoration 
or enhancement area and access roads. The timing and methods for arroyo 
toad surveys shall follow the requirements in the 1999 USFWS Survey 
Protocol for Arroyo Toad. These surveys would include six daytime and 
nighttime surveys between March 15 and July 1, with at least one survey per 
month during April, May, and June.  

 The timing and methods for California red-legged frog surveys shall adhere 
to the specifications in the 2005 USFWS Revised Guidance on Site 
Assessments and Field Surveys for the California Red-Legged Frog. A site 
assessment for suitability of habitat for California red-legged frog may be 
submitted to USFWS before conducting protocol surveys, to determine 
whether site conditions support the need to complete surveys. If surveys are 
necessary, eight surveys should be completed between February 25 and 
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September 30, including surveys conducted during the breeding and non-
breeding periods, as outlined in the USFWS 2005 Revised Guidance. If 
either arroyo toad or California red-legged frog is detected in or adjacent to 
the restoration/enhancement site, no work will be authorized within 500 feet 
of occupied habitat without additional consultation with USFWS.  

SMM-BR-12 Prior to initiating ground disturbances associated with the UTS conservation 
action, all work areas and access roads within the streambed, as well as all 
streambed areas within 500 feet of restoration or enhancement sites and 
access roads, shall be surveyed at the appropriate season for western pond 
turtle. Focused surveys shall consist of a minimum of two daytime surveys 
of any aquatic habitat, to be completed between April 1 and June 1. Surveys 
shall follow survey techniques described for “visual encounter” in the U.S. 
Geological Survey’s 2006 Western Pond Turtle (Emys marmorata) Visual 
Survey Protocol for the Southcoast Ecoregion. If western pond turtles are 
detected in or adjacent to the restoration or enhancement area, nesting 
surveys shall be conducted. Focused surveys for evidence of western pond 
turtle nesting shall be conducted in, or adjacent to, the project area when 
suitable nesting habitat exists within 500 feet of occupied aquatic habitat in 
an area where ground disturbance will occur. If both of those conditions are 
met, a qualified biologist shall conduct focused, systematic surveys for 
western pond turtle nesting sites. The survey area shall include all suitable 
nesting habitat within 500 feet of occupied habitat in which ground 
disturbance will occur. This area may be adjusted based on the existing 
topographical features on a case-by-case basis. Surveys will entail searching 
for evidence of pond turtle nesting, including remnant eggshell fragments, 
which may be found on the ground following nest depredation. If a western 
pond turtle nesting area would be adversely impacted by ground 
disturbances associated with restoration, Metropolitan shall avoid the 
nesting area until the nest is empty. If non-nesting western pond turtles are 
found within areas subject to ground disturbance, and avoidance is not 
feasible, Metropolitan shall consult with CDFW on appropriate methods to 
relocate individual western pond turtles. 

SMM-BR-13 Prior to initiating ground disturbances associated with the UTS conservation 
action, all work areas and access roads within the streambed, as well as all 
streambed areas within 300 feet of restoration or enhancement sites and 
access roads, shall be surveyed at the appropriate season for two-striped 
gartersnake and south coast gartersnake. A qualified biologist shall conduct 
the focused surveys, which shall consist of minimum of two daytime surveys 

3/13/2018 Board Meeting 7-1 Attachment 2, Page 147 of 855



 3.2 – BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Foothill Feeder Repair and Future Inspections Project Supplemental EIR 10109 
December 2017 3.2-12 

completed between April 1 and September 1. If a gartersnake is located, the 
biologist will make a best effort to capture the individual, using a snake stick 
or snake tongs. Any captured individual shall be relocated to a suitable area 
in the vicinity where it is not in danger of injury from project activities. 
During all days when ground-disturbing activities occur, the biological 
monitor shall conduct a pre-work survey to clear the area of two-striped 
gartersnake and south coast gartersnake. 

SMM-BR-14 Nesting bird surveys shall be conducted for inspection and maintenance 
activities, emergency repairs (to the extent feasible), and prior to the 
initiation of ground disturbances for restoration associated with the UTS 
conservation action, if these activities occur during the nesting bird season 
(March 1 to August 31).  

 For activities related to scheduled inspection and maintenance and 
beginning on March 1 or later, Metropolitan shall contract with a qualified 
biologist to conduct a survey to determine whether active nests of bird 
species protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and/or the California 
Fish and Game Code are present within 100 feet (300 feet for raptors) of 
project activities at dewatering sites. The qualified biologist shall conduct 
the survey no more than 7 days prior to the initiation of activities 
associated with site preparation, dewatering, and maintenance, and shall 
survey all suitable bird nesting habitat within 300 feet of scheduled 
vegetation clearing, noise-producing activities, and nighttime lighting. If 
active nests are found, no hand clearing of vegetation supporting a nest, or 
that would otherwise result in disturbing a nest, shall take place until the 
nest is vacated and there is no evidence of a second nesting attempt. In 
consultation with the qualified biologist, Metropolitan shall postpone or 
halt work activities producing noise and nighttime lighting within 100 feet 
of the nest (300 feet for raptors) until the nest is vacated and juveniles have 
fledged, and there is no evidence of a second attempt at nesting. Such 
noise-producing activities include use of pumps, generators, compressors, 
and ventilation blowers, and use of any heavy equipment for repairs. 
Should the qualified biologist determine that activities producing noise and 
nighttime lighting will not result in impacts to bird nesting, Metropolitan 
may establish a smaller buffer around active nests, and work activities may 
proceed. The qualified biologist shall monitor the progress of the nest daily 
until work activities producing noise and nighttime lighting are completed, 
to ensure that no inadvertent impacts to the nests occur.  
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 In the case of emergency repairs initiated during the nesting bird season 
(March 1 to August 31), and depending on the nature of the emergency, 
Metropolitan shall follow the above procedures to the extent feasible. 
Depending on the nature of the emergency and associated time constraints, 
Metropolitan shall contract with a qualified biologist to conduct the pre-
construction nesting bird survey. As described in SMM-BR-1, a biological 
monitor shall be on site during work activities to ensure that no impacts to 
nesting birds occur, to the extent permitted by the nature of the emergency.  

 No more than 7 days prior to initiation of ground disturbances associated 
with the UTS conservation action, Metropolitan shall contract with a 
qualified biologist to conduct a pre-construction nesting bird survey within 
300 feet (500 feet for raptors) of project activities. The surveys shall 
otherwise follow procedures outlined above for surveys conducted prior to 
inspection and maintenance of the Foothill Feeder. 

SMM-BR-15 Prior to initiating ground disturbances associated with the UTS conservation 
action, Metropolitan shall contract with a qualified biologist to provide a 
habitat assessment and, if necessary, conduct protocol surveys for least 
Bell’s vireo, southwestern willow flycatcher, western yellow-billed cuckoo, 
and coastal California gnatcatcher.  

 For listed riparian birds (least Bell’s vireo, southwestern willow flycatcher, 
western yellow-billed cuckoo), USFWS protocol surveys shall be conducted 
where suitable habitat occurs. If a nest is present, a 500-foot disturbance-free 
buffer shall be established and demarcated by fencing or flagging. No 
restoration activities may occur in these areas until the nest is vacated and 
juveniles have fledged and there is no evidence of a second nesting attempt, 
unless otherwise authorized by USFWS and CDFW. If no active nests are 
observed, construction may proceed. If active nests are found, work may 
proceed, provided that construction activity is located at least 500 feet from 
active nests.  

 For coastal California gnatcatcher, Metropolitan shall conduct USFWS 
protocol surveys in suitable habitat within the range of the species, in all areas 
within 500 feet of access or construction-related disturbance areas. Suitable 
habitats, according to the protocol, include “coastal sage scrub, alluvial fan, 
chaparral, or intermixed or adjacent areas of grassland and riparian habitats.” 
A permitted qualified biologist shall perform these surveys according to the 
1997 USFWS Coastal California Gnatcatcher Presence/Absence Survey 

3/13/2018 Board Meeting 7-1 Attachment 2, Page 149 of 855



 3.2 – BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Foothill Feeder Repair and Future Inspections Project Supplemental EIR 10109 
December 2017 3.2-14 

Guidelines. If a territory or nest is confirmed, USFWS and CDFW shall be 
notified immediately. If a nest is present, a 500-foot disturbance-free buffer 
shall be established and demarcated by fencing or flagging. No restoration 
activities may occur in these areas unless otherwise authorized by USFWS 
and CDFW. Restoration activities in suitable gnatcatcher habitat will be 
monitored regularly by a qualified biologist. The monitoring shall be of a 
sufficient intensity to ensure that the qualified biologist could detect the 
presence of a bird in the construction area. 

SMM-BR-16 No more than 30 days prior to the commencement of ground disturbance or 
tree removal activities associated with the UTS conservation action, a pre-
construction survey shall be conducted by a qualified biologist to determine 
whether active roosts of bats are present on or within 300 feet of the tree 
removal or ground disturbance activities. Should an active maternity roost be 
identified (in California, the breeding season of native bat species is 
generally from April 1 through August 31), the roost shall not be disturbed 
and restoration within 300 feet shall be postponed or halted until the roost is 
vacated and juveniles have fledged. Surveys shall include rocky outcrops, 
caves, structures, and large trees (particularly trees 12 inches in diameter or 
greater at 4.5 feet above grade with loose bark or other cavities). Trees and 
rocky outcrops shall be surveyed by a qualified bat biologist (i.e., a qualified 
biologist holding a CDFW collection permit and a Memorandum of 
Understanding with CDFW allowing the qualified biologist to handle bats). 
If active maternity roosts or hibernacula are found, the structure, rock 
outcrop, or tree occupied by the roost shall be avoided (i.e., not removed).  

 If non-breeding bat hibernacula are found in trees or structures scheduled to 
be removed, the individuals shall be safely evicted, under the direction of a 
qualified bat biologist, by opening the roosting area to allow airflow through 
the cavity or other means determined appropriate by the qualified bat 
biologist (e.g., installation of one-way doors). In situations requiring one-
way doors, a minimum of 1 week shall pass after doors are installed and 
temperatures should be sufficiently warm for bats to exit the roost, because 
bats do not typically leave their roost daily during winter months in southern 
coastal California. This action should allow all bats to leave during the 
course of 1 week. Roosts that need to be removed in situations where the use 
of one-way doors is not necessary in the judgment of the qualified bat 
biologist in consultation with CDFW shall first be disturbed by various 
means at the direction of the qualified bat biologist at dusk to allow bats to 
escape during the darker hours, and the roost tree shall be removed or the 
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grading shall occur the next day (i.e., there shall be no less or more than 
1 night between initial disturbance and the grading or tree removal). These 
actions should allow bats to leave during nighttime hours, thus increasing 
their chance of finding new roosts with a minimum of potential predation 
during daylight.  

SMM-BR-17 No more than 30 days prior to initiation of ground disturbance activities 
associated with the UTS conservation action, Metropolitan shall conduct 
surveys for the American badger, San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit, San 
Diego desert woodrat, and ringtail. A qualified biologist shall conduct the 
surveys for American badger, San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit, and San 
Diego desert woodrat in grassland, scrub, chaparral, oak woodland, and 
riverbank with 200 feet of ground disturbances. If American badgers are 
present, occupied habitat shall be flagged and ground-disturbing activities 
avoided within 50 feet of the occupied den. Maternity dens shall be avoided 
during the pup-rearing season (February 15 through July 1) and a minimum 
200-foot buffer established. If San Diego black-tailed jackrabbits are 
present, non-breeding rabbits shall be flushed from areas to be disturbed. 
Dens, depressions, nests, or burrows occupied by pups shall be flagged and 
ground-disturbing activities avoided within a minimum of 200 feet during 
the pup-rearing season (February 15 through July 1). If active San Diego 
desert woodrat nests (stick houses) are identified within the disturbance zone 
or within 100 feet of the disturbance zone, a fence shall be erected around 
the nest site adequate to provide the woodrat sufficient foraging habitat at 
the discretion of the qualified biologist in consultation with CDFW. Clearing 
and construction within the fenced area will be postponed or halted until 
young have left the nest. The qualified biologist shall serve as a construction 
monitor during those periods when disturbance activities will occur near 
active nest areas to ensure that no inadvertent impacts to these nests will 
occur. If avoidance is not possible, Metropolitan shall consult with CDFW 
for appropriate measures to relocate San Diego desert woodrat nests. 

 The survey area for ringtail shall include suitable riparian and woodland habitat 
(southern coast live oak riparian forest, southern cottonwood–willow riparian 
forest, southern willow scrub, coast live oak woodland, valley oak woodland, and 
mixed oak woodland) within the ground disturbance zone and a 300-foot buffer. 
Should any ringtail be observed, no construction-related activities shall occur 
within 300 feet of the occupied area for the period of February 1 through August 
31 or until a qualified biologist (in consultation with CDFW) has determined that 
the ringtail no longer occupies the area and/or that restoration activities would not 
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adversely affect the successful rearing of young. If any ringtail is observed within 
the ground disturbance zone or 300-foot buffer in the nonbreeding/rearing period 
of September 1 through January 31, and avoidance is not possible, denning 
ringtail shall only be evicted by a qualified biologist in consultation with CDFW. 

SMM-BR-18 Metropolitan shall comply with the County of Los Angeles Oak Tree 
Ordinance (CLAOTO) no. 22.56.2050. The ordinance requires replacement 
of any impacted oak trees (measuring 8 inches in diameter or greater, or with 
a combined diameter of 12 inches for multi-stem oaks) at a ratio of 2:1. 
Additionally, CLAOTO states that oak trees meeting the criteria for 
classification as a Heritage Tree (defined by CLAOTO as “any oak tree 
measuring 36 inches or more in diameter”) will be replaced at a ratio of 
10:1. Whether they are planted in dedicated open space areas or developed 
areas, replacement oak trees planted in conformance with CLAOTO shall 
adhere to the following standards: 

1. Replacement oak trees shall be exclusively indigenous species, shall be at 
least a 15-gallon size specimen, and measure at least 1 inch in diameter 
1 foot above the base, unless otherwise approved by the County Forester. 

2. Replacement trees shall be properly cared for and maintained for a 
period of 2 years and replaced by Metropolitan if mortality occurs within 
that period. 

3. Following completion of the 2-year maintenance period, the County 
Forester shall provide final authorization that CLAOTO standards have 
been met. 

3.2.2 Existing Setting 

This section describes the existing conditions in the project area and also identifies the resources 
that would potentially be affected by the proposed project. Information regarding the physical 
setting of the project area can be found in the Final Biological Technical Report for the Foothill 
Feeder Study Area (BTR) prepared by Dudek (see Appendix D to this Supplemental EIR), 
including a description of the climate, soils, terrain, and watersheds within the project area.  

3.2.2.1 Vegetation Communities 

This section describes the vegetation communities and land covers within the project area and 
within the Upper Santa Clara River watershed where restoration activities for UTS would occur. 
The discussion is organized by project component. 

3/13/2018 Board Meeting 7-1 Attachment 2, Page 152 of 855



 3.2 – BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Foothill Feeder Repair and Future Inspections Project Supplemental EIR 10109 
December 2017 3.2-17 

Project Area 

Several vegetation communities were identified and characterized during the general biological 
surveys conducted in spring and summer of 2004 as part of the 2005 EIR within and adjacent 
to the work sites, and along those portions of the Santa Clara River and its tributaries where 
shutdown releases would flow. Given the negligible amount of vegetation with the potential to 
provide suitable habitat for both common and special-status plant and wildlife species within 
the proposed work locations, and due to ongoing right-of-way maintenance and vegetation 
control practices, the vegetation communities were not quantified. Instead, vegetation 
communities in the project area were identified from the 2004 data and aerial photographs 
(2009 and 2012 on Google Earth). 

In 2016, general vegetation communities and land covers in the project area were mapped onto 
105-scale (1 inch = 105 feet) to 667-scale false-color digital orthographic maps of the project 
area. These boundaries and locations were digitized using ArcGIS software. Vegetation 
community classifications used follow the Vegetation Classification and Mapping Program, List 
of California Terrestrial Natural Communities Recognized by the CNDDB (CDFG 2003)1 at the 
general physiognomic and physical location or general habitat level with a few exceptions. In 
certain instances, the vegetation communities observed in the field did not match the vegetation 
communities described in the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB). Portions of the 
vegetation map were verified in the field during reconnaissance site visits conducted in May and 
June 2016 and in February 2017.  

The National Vegetation Classification System uses a hierarchical system of mapping that 
includes the alliance and association as the lower levels, which are predominantly floristic. 
However, most of the project area is mapped at the coarser-scale general physiognomic and 
physical location and general habitat type levels.2 These are predominantly physiognomic, based 
on physical landscape features and vegetation structure. 

These vegetation communities and land covers are shown on Figure 3.2-1, Vegetation and 
Special-Status Plants Index Map, and Figures 3.2-1a through 3.2-1j, Vegetation and Special-

                                                 
1  Effective January 1, 2013, the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) changed its name to the 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). In this document, where referring to documents or 
guidance from the department before the official name change or in quoted text, CDFG is used; where referring 
to documents and guidance after the name change, CDFW is used. 

2  As lower levels of classification, associations and alliances are generally defined by the dominant species and 
other specific characteristics of a community. “Alliances” are the higher classification level of the two and are 
defined by one or more diagnostic species in the highest layer in a community (such as the tree layer or, if no trees 
are present, the shrub layer). Alliances include one or more associations, which are particular versions of alliances 
defined by “a diagnostic species, a characteristic range of species composition, physiognomy [the visible structure 
or outward appearance of a community], and distinctive habitat conditions” (Sawyer et al. 2009).  
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Status Plants. The majority of the project area consists of riparian and bottomland habitat, 
riverwash, scrub and chaparral, and non-native grassland, but the site also includes small mapped 
areas of oak woodlands and forests, as well as man-made land covers including disturbed land, 
developed, and ornamental. These vegetation communities and land covers are described in the 
following paragraphs. 

Non-Native Grassland 

Non-native grassland occurs at Charlie Canyon, in a small area east of The Old Road at the Santa 
Clara River and Bouquet Creek areas, and within the Placerita Creek area (Figures 3.2-1b, 3.2-1f, 
3.2-1g, and 3.2-1i). Non-native grassland is characterized by a mixture of weedy, introduced 
annuals, primarily grasses (Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf 1995; Holland 1986). California annual 
grassland typically includes wild oat (Avena spp.), bromes (Bromus diandrus, B. madritensis, B. 
hordeaceus), black mustard (Brassica nigra), filaree (Erodium spp.), dove weed (Croton setiger), 
prickly Russian thistle (Salsola tragus), and Maltese star-thistle (Centaurea melitensis). It may 
occur where disturbance by maintenance (e.g., mowing, scraping, disking, and spraying), grazing, 
repetitive fire, agriculture, or other mechanical disruption has altered soils and removed native seed 
sources from areas formerly supporting native vegetation (Holland 1986). 

Scrub and Chaparral 

Scrub and chaparral occurs throughout most of the project areas except for the eastern end of the 
Santa Clara River and Bouquet Creek areas (Figures 3.2-1a through 3.2-1g and Figures 3.2-1i 
through 3.2-1j). Scrub is a native plant community characterized by a variety of soft, low, 
aromatic, drought-deciduous shrubs, such as coastal sagebrush, big sagebrush (Artemisia 
tridentata), California buckwheat (Eriogonum fasciculatum), California brittlebush (Encelia 
californica), and sages (Salvia spp.), with scattered evergreen shrubs, including lemonade berry 
(Rhus integrifolia), laurel sumac (Malosma laurina), and toyon (Heteromeles arbutifolia). 
Chaparrals are shrublands with 20% to 100% cover where trees are absent or at low cover. 
Chaparral communities are dominated by sclerophyllous (i.e., plants with hard leaves and short 
internodes), evergreen-leaved shrubs. Scrubs and chaparrals typically develop on south-facing 
slopes and other xeric situations (Sawyer et al. 2009).  

Oak Forest and Woodland 

Oak forest and woodland occurs in Charlie Canyon (Figure 3.2-1b). Oak forest and woodland 
includes a predominance of oaks (Quercus spp.) in sufficient numbers to constitute greater than 
10% cover.  
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Riverwash 

Riverwash occurs within the main tributary washes in the project site (Figures 3.2-1b, 3.2-1c, 
3.2-1e, and 3.2-1g through 3.2-1i). Riverwash areas are unvegetated or sparsely vegetated with 
seedlings, sparse grasses, and forbs, and are subject to scouring by seasonal storm flows.  

Riparian and Bottomland Habitat 

Riparian and bottomland habitat occurs throughout much of the project site (Figures 3.2-1b, 
3.2-1c, and 3.2-1e through 3.2-1j). Riparian and bottomland habitat is composed of vegetation 
communities that are grown in association with water. On site, this community occurs within and 
adjacent to the river and creek floodplains. Species include mulefat (Baccharis salicifolia), 
arroyo willow (Salix lasiolepis), narrow-leaf willow (Salix exigua), red willow (Salix laevigata), 
Fremont cottonwood (Populus fremontii ssp. fremontii), and scale broom (Lepidospartum 
squamatum). The invasive non-native tamarisk (Tamarix sp.) and giant reed (Arundo donax) are 
also present in certain areas (Metropolitan 2005).  

Developed Land 

Developed land refers to areas supporting man-made structures, including buildings, yards, 
roadways, and other highly modified lands supporting structures associated with dwellings or other 
permanent structures. Developed land in the project area refers to existing structures and roads as 
shown on Figures 3.2-1a through 3.2-1d and 3.2-1f through 3.2-1j. 

Disturbed Land 

Disturbed land typically occurs in areas where soils have been recently or repeatedly disturbed by 
grading or compaction, resulting in the growth of very few native perennials. These areas are 
usually dominated by bare ground or non-native species including filaree, black mustard, thistles 
(e.g., Cynara cardunculus, Carduus pycnocephalus, and Centaurea melitensis), dove weed, and 
others. On site, disturbed land occurs on permeable surfaces without vegetation, as well as with 
weedy annual non-native vegetation and is mapped throughout the project area (Figures 3.2-1a 
through 3.2-1j).  

Ornamental 

Ornamental areas were mapped where non-native ornamentals and landscaping have been planted, 
including an area south of Decoro Drive, another area between Grandview Drive and Sanford 
Way, and along Bouquet Creek (Figures 3.2-1c, 3.2-1d, and 3.2-1h).  
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UTS Conservation Action Site 

Although a specific UTS conservation action site has not yet been selected, if the conservation 
action required for the UTS incidental take permit includes restoration and enhancement, it likely 
would be implemented within the Upper Santa Clara River watershed on the main-stem Santa 
Clara River, Soledad Canyon, San Francisquito Creek, or on a suitable tributary of these streams 
upstream of the Foothill Feeder, where restoration or enhancement of natural riverine fluvial (river 
flow) processes would support UTS habitat. One such suitable property is the Stickleback Movie 
Ranch in Soledad Canyon (Wishner 2013). Habitat restoration or enhancement activities at such a 
site may include recontouring channels to create new clean pools and slow-moving channels with 
connection to existing perennial flowing water, thus increasing the total area of suitable habitat for 
UTS. At the Stickleback Movie Ranch, natural fluvial processes would be restored in support of 
UTS habitat characteristics (e.g., hydrology, sediment deposition, and scour). Additional UTS 
conservation measures would include controlling non-native vegetation and aquatic wildlife. 

U.S. Geological Survey GAP Version 2 (USGS 2012) vegetation communities and land covers 
were selected within 500 feet3 of all streams and rivers within this area to characterize the types 
of vegetation communities that could occur within a restoration site. U.S. Geological Survey 
GAP Version 2 (USGS 2012) vegetation follows the CNDDB vegetation classification system 
(Federal Geographic Data Committee 2008) at the Ecological System Level (the most detailed 
available in GAP data). It is important to understand that these data reflect regional landscape 
mapping and may differ from project-level vegetation mapping.  

There are 40 vegetation and land cover types within 500 feet of rivers and streams within the 
area in which a UTS conservation action site may be located (Figure 3.2-2, Vegetation within 
500 Feet of Rivers and Streams Identified as Suitable for the UTS Conservation Action Site).4 
These 40 vegetation or land cover types occur within 10 general communities and cover types: 
grasslands, scrubs, chaparrals, woodland, coniferous forest, other natural land covers, 
agricultural lands, developed/disturbed lands, riparian, and wetland and aquatic. Upland 
vegetation communities and land covers within these general community types are as follows: 

 Grasslands 

o California Central Valley and southern coastal grassland 

o California mesic serpentine grassland 

                                                 
3  This analysis includes biological resources within 500 feet of rivers and streams, given that the restoration site 

will be sited directly along a stream or river and 500 feet is a typical distance to analyze for indirect effects to 
special-status resources. 

4  See the conservation action described in Section 2.6.5, UTS Conservation Action. The area identified includes 
the Santa Clara River (including Soledad Canyon), San Francisquito Creek, or a tributary of these streams 
upstream of the project area. 
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 Scrubs 

o Inter-mountain basins big sagebrush shrubland 

o Inter-mountain basins mixed salt desert scrub 

o Mediterranean California southern coastal dune 

o Mojave mid-elevation mixed desert scrub 

o Recently burned scrubland 

o Sonora–Mojave creosote bush–white bursage desert scrub 

o Sonora–Mojave mixed salt desert scrub 

o Southern California coastal scrub 

 Chaparrals 

o California mesic chaparral 

o California montane woodland and chaparral 

o Mediterranean California mesic serpentine woodland and chaparral 

o Sonora–Mojave semi-desert chaparral 

o Southern California dry–mesic chaparral 

 Woodland 

o California Central Valley mixed oak savanna 

o California coastal live oak woodland and savanna 

o California lower montane blue oak–foothill pine woodland and savanna 

o California montane Jeffrey pine–(Ponderosa pine) woodland 

o Central and Southern California mixed evergreen woodland 

o Great Basin pinyon–juniper woodland 

o Mediterranean California mixed evergreen forest 

o Southern California oak woodland and savanna 

 Coniferous forest 

o California coastal redwood forest 

o Mediterranean California dry–mesic mixed conifer forest and woodland 
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 Other natural land covers 

o North American warm desert bedrock cliff and outcrop 

o North American warm desert pavement 

o Southern California coast ranges cliff and canyon 

 Agricultural lands 

o Cultivated cropland 

o Pasture/hay 

 Developed/disturbed lands 

o Developed, high intensity 

o Developed, medium intensity 

o Developed, low intensity 

o Developed, open space 

Riparian and wetland and aquatic vegetation communities and land covers include the following: 

 Riparian 

o California Central Valley riparian woodland and scrubland 

o Mediterranean California foothill and lower montane riparian woodland 

o North American warm desert riparian woodland and scrubland 

 Wetland and aquatic 

o Open water 

o Temperate Pacific freshwater emergent marsh 

o Temperate Pacific freshwater mudflat 

In addition to the GAP vegetation data within 500 feet of rivers and streams, the following 
vegetation communities were recorded in the CNDDB within 500 feet of rivers and streams in 
the area where UTS habitat restoration is proposed: 

 Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub 

 Southern coast live oak riparian forest 

 Southern cottonwood–willow riparian forest 

 Southern sycamore–alder riparian woodland 
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 Southern riparian scrub 

 Southern willow scrub 

3.2.2.2 Wildlife 

The project area and the vicinity of the Santa Clara River and creeks in the Upper Santa Clara 
River watershed in general support riparian vegetation, shrublands, grasslands, and aquatic 
resources associated with the Santa Clara River and its tributaries that provide a diversity of 
suitable habitats for wildlife species. Although agriculture, disturbed, and developed lands, 
which are regularly maintained, compose a large portion of the project area, the remaining 
natural habitats are suitable for a variety of wildlife species.  

Fish 

The abundance and species composition of aquatic biota in the streams at and immediately 
downstream of the work sites are limited due to the short duration of water presence in most 
years. Fish species known to occur in the perennial reaches of the Upper Santa Clara River 
include UTS, mosquito fish (Gambusia affinis), arroyo chub (Gila orcuttii), and Santa Ana 
sucker (Catostomus santaanae) (ENTRIX 2007). Convict cichlids (Amatitlania nigrofasciata) 
are present in the outflow of the Saugus Water Reclamation Plant (Hovey and Swift 2012; also 
observed during June 2013 preventive maintenance monitoring by Cardno ENTRIX). Similar 
species occur elsewhere in the Upper Santa Clara River watershed.  

Amphibians and Reptiles 

The Santa Clara River and tributaries are typically intermittent or ephemeral in most of the 
project area and thus provide marginal habitat for amphibians. During several successive years of 
average or greater levels of rainfall, water within these channels may be present into spring and 
early summer, which could provide habitat for amphibians. The more downstream portion of the 
Santa Clara River, in the vicinity of Interstate 5 (I-5), and much of Soledad Canyon and parts of 
San Francisquito Creek provide more permanent aquatic habitat.  

Amphibian populations are typically low in the channels adjacent to the work sites during the 
nonbreeding season, due in large measure to the lack of persistent or permanent surface water for 
breeding. Western toad (Anaxyrus boreas) and Baja California treefrog (Pseudacris 
hypochondriaca) are abundant locally where suitable habitat is present and would be expected to 
occur in the channels when water is present. These and other species could be present in wetter 
downstream areas, such as in the Santa Clara River near I-5. African clawed frogs (Xenopus 
laevis) are known to be present in this area (ENTRIX 2007). In addition to the previously named 
species, California treefrogs (Pseudacris cadaverina) may be present along some streams in the 
Upper Santa Clara River watershed. 
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Common reptile species observed or expected to occur on or near the work sites mostly occur in 
the more upland habitats rather than within streams. These include western fence lizard 
(Sceloporus occidentalis), common side-blotched lizard (Uta stansburiana), southern alligator 
lizard (Elgaria multicarinata), western skink (Eumeces skiltonianus), gophersnake (Pituophis 
catenifer), coachwhip (Coluber flagellum), striped racer (Coluber lateralis), common kingsnake 
(Lampropeltis californiae), and western rattlesnake (Crotalus oreganus). Two California species of 
special concern (CSCs), two-striped gartersnake (Thamnophis hammondii) and western pond turtle 
(Actinemys marmorata), occur in the more downstream portion of the project area in the Santa 
Clara River. They also likely occur where relatively permanent aquatic habitat occurs elsewhere in 
the Upper Santa Clara River watershed.  

Birds 

The diversity of plant communities occurring in the project area provides both forage and nesting 
habitat for a variety of bird species. Birds expected to occur elsewhere in the Upper Santa Clara River 
watershed at locations where UTS conservation activities may occur include those occurring in riparian 
habitats and near water. However, a variety of other species may occur in scrub and other vegetation 
community types adjacent to riparian habitat. Some species are known to be closely associated with 
specific plant communities, whereas other species use a variety of habitat types for foraging, shelter, 
and breeding. Species such as Bewick’s wren (Thryomanes bewickii), wrentit (Chamaea fasciata), 
spotted towhee (Pipilo maculatus), California towhee (Melozone crissalis), and California quail 
(Callipepla californica) are expected to occur in scrub habitats. In open scrub and grassland habitats, 
mourning doves (Zenaida macroura), foraging European starlings (Sturnus vulgaris), wintering white-
crowned sparrows (Zonotrichia leucophrys), red-tailed hawks (Buteo jamaicensis), and American 
kestrels (Falco sparverius) are among the expected species. Species in large scrub plants and a variety 
of wooded and ornamental tree-dominated habitats include Anna’s hummingbird (Calypte anna), 
bushtit (Psaltriparus minimus), acorn woodpecker (Melanerpes formicivorus), and California scrub-jay 
(Aphelocoma californica). Among the more common species occurring in riparian and wetland habitats 
are Nuttall’s woodpecker (Picoides nuttallii), common yellowthroat (Geothlypis trichas), oak titmouse 
(Baeolophus inornatus), warbling vireo (Vireo gilvus), and song sparrow (Melospiza melodia). 

Because much of the project area occurs amid developed or disturbed areas, a variety of bird species 
that are urban tolerant or attracted to urban settings are present. These include rock pigeon (Columba 
livia), American crow (Corvus brachyrhynchos), common raven (Corvus corax), house finch 
(Haemorhous mexicanus), Brewer’s blackbird (Euphagus cyanocephalus), northern mockingbird 
(Mimus polyglottos), European starling (Sturnus vulgaris), and black phoebe (Sayornis nigricans). 

Mammals 

A variety of mammal species occur in or adjacent to the project area. Large species such as mule 
deer (Odocoileus hemionus), coyote (Canis latrans), and bobcat (Lynx rufus) are expected to use 
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or pass through portions of the project area, and these species are resident in the Upper Santa 
Clara River watershed in general. Cougar (Puma concolor) may also pass through the project 
area, and also is a permanent resident of the Upper Santa Clara River watershed. Big-eared 
woodrat (Neotoma macrotis) may occur within dry drainage channels adjacent to or downstream 
from the work sites and may occur widely in scrub or riparian vegetation. Desert cottontail 
(Sylvilagus audubonii), California ground squirrel (Spermophilus (Otospermophilus) beecheyi), 
and Botta’s pocket gopher (Thomomys bottae) are likely to be abundant in many of the open, 
upland portions of the project area and Upper Santa Clara River watershed. Additional species 
known to occur in the region include common raccoon (Procyon lotor), striped skunk (Mephitis 
mephitis), Virginia opossum (Didelphis virginiana), and North American deermouse 
(Peromyscus maniculatus). A few common bat species that occur in the Upper Santa Clara River 
watershed, including big brown bat (Eptesicus fuscus) and California myotis (Myotis 
californicus), may potentially forage and temporarily roost in the project area.  

3.2.2.3 Special-Status/Regulated Resources 

This section describes the special-status plants, wildlife, vegetation communities, and 
jurisdictional wetlands and waters within the project area and within the Upper Santa Clara River 
watershed in areas where the UTS conservation action may occur. 

Special-Status Plants 

Focused surveys for special-status plants have not been conducted in the project area or 
within 500 feet of streams identified as suitable for the UTS conservation action (see Section 
2.6.5, UTS Conservation Action), and no specific special-status plant species were addressed 
in the 2005 EIR. However, for the BTR (Appendix D), occurrences of special-status plants 
recorded in the CNDDB were reviewed in relation to the project area. Special-status plant 
species with potential to occur in the project area or within 500 feet of streams identified as 
suitable for the UTS conservation action are included in Table 3.2-1.  

In addition to state, federal, and Los Angeles County special-status designations, the 
California Native Plant Society (CNPS 2016) assigns a California Rare Plant Rank (CRPR) 
to designate the degree of concern for and rarity of plant taxa in California. Only CRPR 1A, 
1B, 2A, and 2B species are considered special status in the analysis presented in Table 3.2 -1. 

Special-status species occurrence information in the project area is from the CNDDB and 
USFWS occurrence databases in February 2017 (CDFW 2017a; USFWS 2016). Special-status 
plant species recorded in the project area are shown in Table 3.2-1. Two units of critical habitat 
for spreading navarretia (Navarretia fossalis) occur within the project vicinity at Plum Canyon 
and Cruzan Mesa, but this species is not expected to occur in the project area due to lack of 
suitable vernal pool habitat (USFWS 2016; Metropolitan 2005). 
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Table 3.2-1 
Special-Status Plants with Observations Recorded in the CNDDB or with Moderate to High Potential to Occur  

in the Project Area or within 500 Feet of Rivers and Streams Identified as Suitable for the UTS Conservation Action Site  

Scientific Name 
Common 

Name 

Status 
(Federal/State/

CRPR) 

Primary Habitat Associations/Life 
Form/Blooming Period/Elevation  

(feet amsl) 

Status in Project Area within 
Area Affected by Releases  
or in Proposed Work Site 

Locations 

Status within 500 Feet of Rivers 
and Streams Identified as 

Suitable for the UTS 
Conservation Action Sitea 

Allium howellii var. 
clokeyi 

Mt. Pinos 
onion 

None/None/1B.3 Great Basin scrub, pinyon and juniper 
woodland/perennial bulbiferous herb/Apr–
June/4,265–6,070 

Not expected to occur. The 
project area is outside the 
species’ known elevation range. 

Moderate potential to occur. There 
is potentially suitable habitat 
present within the Upper Santa 
Clara River watershed. 

Arctostaphylos 
glandulosa ssp. 
gabrielensis 

San 
Gabriel 
manzanita 

None/None/1B.2 Chaparral (rocky)/perennial evergreen shrub/ 
Mar/1,952–4,921 

Not expected to occur given the 
lack of suitable habitat and high 
level of disturbance in these 
areas. 

Moderate potential to occur. San 
Gabriel manzanita is within range 
and there is suitable habitat within 
the Upper Santa Clara River 
watershed. There are two CNDDB 
records in this area (CDFW 
2017b). 

Astragalus 
brauntonii 

Braunton’s 
milk-vetch 

FE/None/1B.1 Chaparral, coastal scrub, valley and foothill 
grassland; recent burns or disturbed areas, 
usually sandstone with carbonate 
layers/perennial herb/Jan–Aug/13–2,100 

Not expected to occur given the 
lack of suitable habitat and high 
level of disturbance in these 
areas. 

Moderate potential to occur. There 
is suitable habitat.  

Berberis nevinii Nevin’s 
barberry 

FE/CE/1B.1 Chaparral, cismontane woodland, coastal 
scrub, riparian scrub; sandy or 
gravelly/perennial evergreen shrub/Mar–
June/230–2,707 

Not expected to occur given the 
lack of suitable habitat and high 
level of disturbance in these 
areas. 

Moderate potential to occur. 
Suitable habitat present and this 
species is recorded in the area. 
There are two CNDDB records in 
this area (CDFW 2017b). 

California 
macrophylla 

round-
leaved 
filaree 

None/None/1B.2 Cismontane woodland, valley and foothill 
grassland; clay/annual herb/Mar–May/49–
3,937 

Not expected to occur given the 
lack of suitable habitat and high 
level of disturbance in these 
areas. 

Moderate potential to occur. There 
is suitable oak woodland and 
grassland vegetation present.  
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Table 3.2-1 
Special-Status Plants with Observations Recorded in the CNDDB or with Moderate to High Potential to Occur  

in the Project Area or within 500 Feet of Rivers and Streams Identified as Suitable for the UTS Conservation Action Site  

Scientific Name 
Common 

Name 

Status 
(Federal/State/

CRPR) 

Primary Habitat Associations/Life 
Form/Blooming Period/Elevation  

(feet amsl) 

Status in Project Area within 
Area Affected by Releases  
or in Proposed Work Site 

Locations 

Status within 500 Feet of Rivers 
and Streams Identified as 

Suitable for the UTS 
Conservation Action Sitea 

Calochortus 
clavatus var. 
gracilis 

slender 
mariposa 
lily 

None/None/1B.2 Chaparral, coastal scrub, valley and foothill 
grassland/perennial bulbiferous herb/Mar–
June/1,050–3,281 

Not expected to occur given the 
lack of suitable habitat and high 
level of disturbance in these 
areas. 

Moderate potential to occur. 
Suitable habitat is present and this 
species has been recorded in the 
vicinity. There are seven CNDDB 
records in this area (CDFW 
2017b). 

Calochortus 
fimbriatus 

late-
flowered 
mariposa 
lily 

None/None/1B.3 Chaparral, cismontane woodland, riparian 
woodland; often serpentinite/perennial 
bulbiferous herb/June–Aug/902–6,250 

Low potential to occur. All 
occurrences of this species are 
west of the project area (CDFW 
2017b), indicating that the project 
area may be out of range for this 
species. In addition, this species 
is not expected to occur in the 
area affected by releases or 
proposed work site locations. 

Moderate potential to occur. There 
is potentially suitable habitat 
present within the Upper Santa 
Clara River watershed. 

Castilleja gleasoni Mt. 
Gleason 
paintbrush 

None/CR/1B.2 Chaparral, lower montane coniferous forest, 
pinyon and juniper woodland; 
granitic/perennial herb (hemiparasitic)/May–
June (Sep)/3,806–7,119 

Not expected to occur. The 
project area is outside the 
species’ known elevation range. 

Moderate potential to occur. There 
is potentially suitable habitat 
present within the Upper Santa 
Clara River watershed. There are 
four CNDDB records in this area 
(CDFW 2017b). 
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Table 3.2-1 
Special-Status Plants with Observations Recorded in the CNDDB or with Moderate to High Potential to Occur  

in the Project Area or within 500 Feet of Rivers and Streams Identified as Suitable for the UTS Conservation Action Site  

Scientific Name 
Common 

Name 

Status 
(Federal/State/

CRPR) 

Primary Habitat Associations/Life 
Form/Blooming Period/Elevation  

(feet amsl) 

Status in Project Area within 
Area Affected by Releases  
or in Proposed Work Site 

Locations 

Status within 500 Feet of Rivers 
and Streams Identified as 

Suitable for the UTS 
Conservation Action Sitea 

Centromadia parryi 
ssp. australis 

southern 
tarplant 

None/None/1B.1 Marshes and swamps (margins), valley and 
foothill grassland (vernally mesic), vernal 
pools/annual herb/May–Nov/0–1,575 

Low potential to occur. Limited 
suitable wetland and mesic 
habitat. The nearest CNDDB 
occurrence is more than 5 miles 
from the project area, and most 
occurrences are south and west 
of the project area (CDFW 
2017b). In addition, this species is 
not expected to occur in the area 
affected by releases or proposed 
work site locations. 

Moderate potential to occur. There 
is potentially suitable habitat 
present within the Upper Santa 
Clara River watershed. 

Chorizanthe parryi 
var. fernandina 

San 
Fernando 
Valley 
spineflower 

FC/CE/1B.1 Coastal scrub (sandy), valley and foothill 
grassland/annual herb/Apr–July/492–4,003 

Not expected to occur given the 
lack of suitable habitat and high 
level of disturbance in these 
areas. 

Moderate potential to occur. There 
is suitable habitat present. 

Chorizanthe parryi 
var. parryi 

Parry’s 
spineflower 

None/None/1B.1 Chaparral, cismontane woodland, coastal 
scrub, valley and foothill grassland; sandy or 
rocky, openings/annual herb/Apr–June/902–
4,003 

Not expected to occur given the 
lack of suitable habitat and high 
level of disturbance in these 
areas. 

Moderate potential to occur. 
Suitable habitat is present. 

Chorizanthe xanti 
var. leucotheca 

white-
bracted 
spineflower 

None/None/1B.2 Coastal scrub (alluvial fans), Mojavean 
desert scrub, pinyon and juniper woodland; 
sandy or gravelly/annual herb/Apr–
June/984–3,937 

Not expected to occur. Although 
there is suitable alluvial habitat on 
site, all occurrences of white-
bracted spineflower are more 
than 40 miles east of the project 
area (CDFW 2017b). 

Moderate potential to occur. There 
is potentially suitable habitat 
present within the Upper Santa 
Clara River watershed. 
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Table 3.2-1 
Special-Status Plants with Observations Recorded in the CNDDB or with Moderate to High Potential to Occur  

in the Project Area or within 500 Feet of Rivers and Streams Identified as Suitable for the UTS Conservation Action Site  

Scientific Name 
Common 

Name 

Status 
(Federal/State/

CRPR) 

Primary Habitat Associations/Life 
Form/Blooming Period/Elevation  

(feet amsl) 

Status in Project Area within 
Area Affected by Releases  
or in Proposed Work Site 

Locations 

Status within 500 Feet of Rivers 
and Streams Identified as 

Suitable for the UTS 
Conservation Action Sitea 

Cryptantha clokeyi Clokey’s 
cryptantha 

None/None/1B.2 Mojavean desert scrub/annual 
herb/Apr/2,379–4,478 

Not expected to occur. The site is 
outside of the species’ known 
elevation range and there is no 
suitable vegetation present. 

Moderate potentia Upper Santa 
Clara River watershed. 

Deinandra 
minthornii 

Santa 
Susana 
tarplant 

None/CR/1B.2 Chaparral, coastal scrub; rocky/perennial 
deciduous shrub/July–Nov/919–2,493 

Not expected to occur. All 
occurrences of this species are 
south of the project area in the 
Santa Susana Mountains (CDFW 
2017b). 

Moderate potential to occur. There 
is potentially suitable habitat 
present within the Upper Santa 
Clara River watershed. 

Dodecahema 
leptoceras 

slender-
horned 
spineflower 

FE/CE/1B.1 Chaparral, cismontane woodland, coastal 
scrub (alluvial fan); sandy/annual herb/Apr–
June/656–2,493 

Not expected to occur given the 
lack of suitable habitat and high 
level of disturbance in these 
areas. 

Moderate potential to occur. There 
is suitable habitat present. There is 
a CNDDB record in the vicinity of 
the South Fork Santa Clara River 
and Placerita Creek from 1893 that 
was deemed possibly extirpated 
after no plants were observed 
during 2003 surveys (CDFW 
2017b). 

Galium grande San 
Gabriel 
bedstraw 

None/None/1B.2 Broadleafed upland forest, chaparral, 
cismontane woodland, lower montane 
coniferous forest/perennial deciduous 
shrub/Jan–July/1,394–4,921 

Not expected to occur. All 
occurrences of San Gabriel 
bedstraw are more than 15 miles 
southeast of the project area 
(CDFW 2017b). 

Moderate potential to occur. There 
is potentially suitable habitat 
present within the Upper Santa 
Clara River watershed. 

Helianthus 
inexpectatus 

Newhall 
sunflower 

None/None/1B.1 Marshes and swamps, riparian woodland; 
freshwater, seeps/perennial rhizomatous 
herb/Aug–Oct/1,001 

Not expected to occur. The only 
occurrence of Newhall sunflower 
is located at a spring 
approximately 1 mile west of the 
project area (CDFW 2017b). 

Moderate potential to occur. There 
is potentially suitable habitat 
present within the Upper Santa 
Clara River watershed. 
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Table 3.2-1 
Special-Status Plants with Observations Recorded in the CNDDB or with Moderate to High Potential to Occur  

in the Project Area or within 500 Feet of Rivers and Streams Identified as Suitable for the UTS Conservation Action Site  

Scientific Name 
Common 

Name 

Status 
(Federal/State/

CRPR) 

Primary Habitat Associations/Life 
Form/Blooming Period/Elevation  

(feet amsl) 

Status in Project Area within 
Area Affected by Releases  
or in Proposed Work Site 

Locations 

Status within 500 Feet of Rivers 
and Streams Identified as 

Suitable for the UTS 
Conservation Action Sitea 

Helianthus nuttallii 
ssp. parishii 

Los 
Angeles 
sunflower 

None/None/1A Marshes and swamps (coastal salt and 
freshwater)/perennial rhizomatous 
herb/Aug–Oct/33–5,495 

Not expected to occur. All 
occurrences of Los Angeles 
sunflower are more than 20 miles 
southeast of the project area 
(CDFW 2017b). 

Moderate potential to occur. There 
is potentially suitable habitat 
present within the Upper Santa 
Clara River watershed. 

Horkelia cuneata 
var. puberula 

mesa 
horkelia 

None/None/1B.1 Chaparral (maritime), cismontane woodland, 
coastal scrub; sandy or gravelly/perennial 
herb/Feb–July (Sep)/230–2,657 

Low potential to occur. Although 
there is suitable habitat on site, 
the nearest occurrence is more 
than 9 miles from the project area 
(CDFW 2017b). 

Moderate potential to occur. There 
is potentially suitable habitat 
present within the Upper Santa 
Clara River watershed. 

Imperata brevifolia California 
satintail 

None/None/2B.1 Chaparral, coastal scrub, Mojavean desert 
scrub, meadows and seeps (often alkali), 
riparian scrub; mesic/perennial rhizomatous 
herb/Sep–May/0–3,986 

Low potential to occur. Although 
there is suitable habitat on site, 
the nearest occurrence is more 
than 9 miles from the project area 
(CDFW 2017b). 

Moderate potential to occur. There 
is potentially suitable habitat 
present within the Upper Santa 
Clara River watershed. 

Lepechinia rossii Ross’ 
pitcher 
sage 

None/None/1B.2 Chaparral/perennial shrub/May–Sep/1,001–
2,592 

Not expected to occur given the 
lack of suitable habitat and high 
level of disturbance in these 
areas. 

Moderate potential to occur. There 
is suitable chaparral habitat.  

Lilium parryi lemon lily None/None/1B.2 Lower montane coniferous forest, meadows 
and seeps, riparian forest, upper montane 
coniferous forest; mesic/perennial 
bulbiferous herb/July–Aug/4003–9006 

Not expected to occur given the 
lack of suitable habitat and high 
level of disturbance in these 
areas. 

Moderate potential to occur. There 
is potentially suitable habitat 
present within the Upper Santa 
Clara River watershed. 
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Table 3.2-1 
Special-Status Plants with Observations Recorded in the CNDDB or with Moderate to High Potential to Occur  

in the Project Area or within 500 Feet of Rivers and Streams Identified as Suitable for the UTS Conservation Action Site  

Scientific Name 
Common 

Name 

Status 
(Federal/State/

CRPR) 

Primary Habitat Associations/Life 
Form/Blooming Period/Elevation  

(feet amsl) 

Status in Project Area within 
Area Affected by Releases  
or in Proposed Work Site 

Locations 

Status within 500 Feet of Rivers 
and Streams Identified as 

Suitable for the UTS 
Conservation Action Sitea 

Linanthus 
concinnus 

San 
Gabriel 
linanthus 

None/None/1B.2 Chaparral, lower montane coniferous forest, 
upper montane coniferous forest; rocky, 
openings/annual herb/Apr–July/4987–9186 

Not expected to occur given the 
lack of suitable habitat and high 
level of disturbance in these 
areas. 

Moderate potential to occur. There 
is potentially suitable habitat 
present within the Upper Santa 
Clara River watershed. There is a 
CNDDB record in this area (CDFW 
2017b). 

Malacothamnus 
davidsonii 

Davidson's 
bush-
mallow 

None/None/1B.2 Chaparral, cismontane woodland, coastal 
scrub, riparian woodland/perennial 
deciduous shrub/June–Jan/607–2,805 

Not expected to occur given the 
lack of suitable habitat and high 
level of disturbance in these 
areas. 

Moderate potential to occur. There 
is suitable habitat on site. There 
are several CNDDB records about 
5 miles south of the Placerita 
Creek area (CDFW 2017b). 

Navarretia fossalis spreading 
navarretia 

FT/None/1B.1 Chenopod scrub, marshes and swamps 
(assorted shallow freshwater), playas, vernal 
pools/annual herb/Apr–June/98–2,149 

Not expected to occur. Although 
there is critical habitat for this 
species in the project vicinity, it 
does not occur on the project site 
and there are no occurrences of 
this species on site (USFWS 
2016; CDFW 2017b). Further, 
there are no suitable vernal pools 
within the project area 
(Metropolitan 2005). 

Moderate potential to occur. There 
is potentially suitable habitat 
present within the Upper Santa 
Clara River watershed. 

Navarretia 
ojaiensis 

Ojai 
navarretia 

None/None/1B.1 Chaparral (openings), coastal scrub 
(openings), valley and foothill 
grassland/annual herb/May–July/902–2,034 

Not expected to occur given the 
lack of suitable habitat and high 
level of disturbance in these 
areas. 

Moderate potential to occur. There 
is potentially suitable habitat 
present within the Upper Santa 
Clara River watershed. 
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Table 3.2-1 
Special-Status Plants with Observations Recorded in the CNDDB or with Moderate to High Potential to Occur  

in the Project Area or within 500 Feet of Rivers and Streams Identified as Suitable for the UTS Conservation Action Site  

Scientific Name 
Common 

Name 

Status 
(Federal/State/

CRPR) 

Primary Habitat Associations/Life 
Form/Blooming Period/Elevation  

(feet amsl) 

Status in Project Area within 
Area Affected by Releases  
or in Proposed Work Site 

Locations 

Status within 500 Feet of Rivers 
and Streams Identified as 

Suitable for the UTS 
Conservation Action Sitea 

Navarretia setiloba Piute 
Mountains 
navarretia 

None/None/1B.1 Cismontane woodland, pinyon and juniper 
woodland, valley and foothill grassland; clay 
or gravelly loam/annual herb/Apr–July/935–
6,890 

Not expected to occur given the 
lack of suitable habitat and high 
level of disturbance in these 
areas. 

Moderate potential to occur. There 
is potentially suitable habitat 
present within the Upper Santa 
Clara River watershed. There are 
CNDDB records approximately 5 
miles east of the Foothill Feeder 
from 2005 (CDFW 2017b). 

Opuntia basilaris 
var. brachyclada 

short-joint 
beavertail 

None/None/1B.2 Chaparral, Joshua tree woodland, Mojavean 
desert scrub, pinyon and juniper 
woodland/perennial stem succulent/Apr–
June (Aug)/1394–5906 

Not expected to occur given the 
lack of suitable habitat and high 
level of disturbance in these 
areas. 

Moderate potential to occur. There 
is potentially suitable habitat 
present within the Upper Santa 
Clara River watershed. There are 
14 CNDDB records in this area 
(CDFW 2017b). 

Orcuttia californica California 
Orcutt 
grass 

FE/CE/1B.1 Vernal pools/annual herb/Apr–Aug/49–2,165 Not expected to occur given the 
lack of suitable habitat and high 
level of disturbance in these 
areas. 

Moderate potential to occur. There 
is potentially suitable habitat 
present within the Upper Santa 
Clara River watershed. There is a 
CNDDB record in this area mapped 
in the general vicinity of Newhall 
with no date (CDFW 2017b).  

Pseudognaphalium 
leucocephalum 

white 
rabbit-
tobacco 

None/None/2B.2 Chaparral, cismontane woodland, coastal 
scrub, riparian woodland; sandy, 
gravelly/perennial herb/(July) Aug–Nov 
(Dec)/0–6890 

Not expected to occur given the 
lack of suitable habitat and high 
level of disturbance in these 
areas. 

Moderate potential to occur. There 
is potentially suitable habitat 
present within the Upper Santa 
Clara River watershed. 
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Table 3.2-1 
Special-Status Plants with Observations Recorded in the CNDDB or with Moderate to High Potential to Occur  

in the Project Area or within 500 Feet of Rivers and Streams Identified as Suitable for the UTS Conservation Action Site  

Scientific Name 
Common 

Name 

Status 
(Federal/State/

CRPR) 

Primary Habitat Associations/Life 
Form/Blooming Period/Elevation  

(feet amsl) 

Status in Project Area within 
Area Affected by Releases  
or in Proposed Work Site 

Locations 

Status within 500 Feet of Rivers 
and Streams Identified as 

Suitable for the UTS 
Conservation Action Sitea 

Senecio 
aphanactis 

chaparral 
ragwort 

None/None/2B.2 Chaparral, cismontane woodland, coastal 
scrub; sometimes alkaline/annual herb/Jan–
Apr/49–2,625 

Not expected to occur given the 
lack of suitable habitat and high 
level of disturbance in these 
areas. 

Moderate potential to occur. There 
is potentially suitable habitat 
present within the Upper Santa 
Clara River watershed. There is a 
CNDDB record in the general 
vicinity of Saugus from 1901 
(CDFW 2017b). 

Stylocline masonii Mason’s 
neststraw 

None/None/1B.1 Chenopod scrub, pinyon and juniper 
woodland; sandy/annual herb/Mar–
May/328–3,937 

Low potential to occur. Limited 
suitable chenopod scrub present 
and nearest occurrence is more 
than 5 miles from the project area 
(CDFW 2017b). In addition, this 
species is not expected to occur 
in the area affected by releases 
or proposed work site locations. 

Moderate potential to occur. There 
is potentially suitable habitat 
present within the Upper Santa 
Clara River watershed. 

Symphyotrichum 
greatae 

Greata’s 
aster 

None/None/1B.3 Broadleafed upland forest, chaparral, 
cismontane woodland, lower montane 
coniferous forest, riparian woodland; 
mesic/perennial rhizomatous herb/June–
Oct/984–6,594 

Not expected to occur given the 
lack of suitable habitat and high 
level of disturbance in these 
areas. 

Moderate potential to occur. There 
is potentially suitable habitat 
present within the Upper Santa 
Clara River watershed. There are 
two CNDDB records in this area 
from 1893 and 1988 (CDFW 
2017b). 

Notes: CNDDB = California Natural Diversity Database; UTS = unarmored threespine stickleback; SMM = Supplemental EIR Mitigation Measure; CRPR = California Rare Plant Rank; amsl = above 
mean sea level. 
Species occurrence data is limited to species recorded in the CNDDB because no focused surveys for special-status plants have been conducted for this project.  
a  See Section 2.6.5 for a description of the proposed UTS conservation action. The area described includes the Santa Clara River (including Soledad Canyon), San Francisquito Creek, or a 

tributary of these streams upstream of the project area. 
Status Key: 
FE: federally listed as endangered 
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CE: state listed as endangered 
CRPR 1A: plants presumed extirpated in California and either rare or extinct elsewhere 
CRPR 1B: plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere 
CRPR 2A: plants presumed extirpated in California, but more common elsewhere 
CRPR 2B: plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California, but more common elsewhere 
.1: seriously threatened in California (over 80% of occurrences threatened/high degree and immediacy of threat) 
.2: moderately threatened in California (20%–80% occurrences threatened/moderate degree and immediacy of threat) 
.3: not very threatened in California (<20% of occurrences threatened/low degree and immediacy of threat or no current threats known)  
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Special-Status Wildlife 

The 2005 EIR provided information for special-status wildlife occurring or potentially occurring in 
the project area. Additional species have the potential to occur elsewhere in the Upper Santa Clara 
River watershed, within 500 feet of streams identified as suitable for the UTS conservation 
action (see Section 2.6.5). Therefore, this section provides information for occurrences and 
potential to occur for special-status wildlife species generally in the Upper Santa Clara River 
watershed, and it also updates occurrence information since the 2005 EIR. 

Special-status wildlife species include federally and state-listed threatened and endangered 
species and candidates for listing. In addition, species that are CSC or California fully protected 
(FP) are considered special status in the context of this Supplemental EIR. CSC species are 
vertebrate species that are of concern due to suspected declining populations, limited ranges, and 
or continuing threats that increase their chance of extinction or extirpation in California (CDFW 
2017a). California FP species are vertebrate species that the state has identified for special 
protection due to rarity or a threat of extinction prior to enactment of the federal Endangered 
Species Act (ESA) or California Endangered Species Act (CESA). Most FP species have 
subsequently been state and/or federally listed as threatened or endangered, but there are some 
exceptions (e.g., white-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus)). 

The status of special-status wildlife occurring in the project area, and generally in the Upper Santa 
Clara River watershed where a UTS conservation action site may be located, is discussed in Table 
3.2-2. The column “Status in Project Area” describes only the status and potential to occur of 
species recorded at work sites, in adjacent areas, and in the area of potential incidental take of 
UTS. This includes species that have been recorded in these areas in CNDDB or other sources 
consulted in the literature review, or that have at least a moderate potential to occur, based on the 
species’ range and the presence of suitable habitat. The right-hand column (“Status within 500 Feet 
of Rivers and Streams Identified in the UTS Conservation Action Site”) discusses the status and 
potential to occur of special-status wildlife species that have occurred or at least have a moderate 
potential to occur within or adjacent to sites where UTS habitat restoration or enhancement may 
occur. The BTR (Appendix D) discusses additional species that have not been observed and that do 
not have the potential to occur within 500 feet of streams identified as suitable for the UTS 
conservation action within the watershed near areas where restoration for UTS may occur. Mapped 
locations for special-status wildlife species in the project area and elsewhere within 500 feet of 
streams identified as suitable for the UTS conservation action within the Upper Santa Clara River 
watershed are shown on Figure 3.2-3, Special-Status Wildlife Species, and in greater detail on 
Figure 3.2-4, Special-Status Wildlife Species Occurring within 500 Feet of Rivers and Streams 
Identified as Suitable for the UTS Conservation Action Site. Although Figures 3.2-3 and 3.2-4 
include all CNDDB occurrences, the specific locations of some occurrences from other sources 
and discussed in Table 3.2-2 are not known and therefore are not shown on the figures. 
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Table 3.2-2 
Special-Status Wildlife with Observations Recorded in the CNDDB or with Moderate to High Potential to Occur  

in the Project Area or within 500 Feet of Rivers and Streams Identified as Suitable for the UTS Conservation Action Site 

Scientific Name Common Name 

Status 
Federal/ 

State 
Primary Habitat 

Associations Status in Project Area 

Status within 500 Feet of Rivers 
and Streams Identified as 

Suitable for the UTS 
Conservation Action Sitea 

Invertebrates 

Branchinecta lynchi vernal pool fairy 
shrimp 

FT/None Vernal pools; cool-water 
pools with low to moderate 
dissolved solids 

Moderate potential to occur in the vicinity, but 
unlikely to occur within the riverbeds and creek 
beds of the area. Known from the vicinity from 
two occurrences east of the project area on the 
east side of Santa Clarita, including near Robert 
C. Lee High School, approximately 2.3 miles 
east/northeast of the Placerita Canyon Blow-Off 
site (CDFW 2017b; Impact Sciences 2015a). 
Although the species has potential to occur in 
some grassland or disturbed habitats adjacent to 
project activities, the mostly riparian and urban 
environment in parts of the project area are likely 
unsuitable for this species.  

CNDDB includes no records in 
the upper Santa Clara River 
watershed other than in grassy 
upland areas around Santa 
Clarita. Low potential to occur 
within or adjacent to streams in 
the Upper Santa Clara River 
watershed. 

Fish 

Catostomus 
santaanae 

Santa Ana sucker FT*/CSC Small, shallow, cool, clear 
streams less than 
7 meters (23 feet) in width 
and a few centimeters 
(1.5 inches) to more than 
a meter (more than 3 feet) 
in depth; substrates are 
generally coarse gravel, 
rubble, and boulder 

Documented in the Santa Clara River in the 
project area and in San Francisquito Creek 
near its confluence with the River (CDFW 
2017b; ENTRIX 2009; Haglund and Baskin 
2000).  

*The population in the Santa Clara River 
system is not listed as threatened under the 
ESA because it is presumed to be introduced 
in the area.  

Documented in Soledad Canyon, 
and in the Santa Clara River in 
the Santa Clarita area.  

Gasterosteus 
aculeatus 
williamsoni 

unarmored 
threespine 
stickleback 

FE/SE, FP Slow-moving and 
backwater areas. 

During surveys in 2016, under drought 
conditions, observed in the Santa Clara River 
only near the I-5 bridge (Impact Sciences 
2016a). However, previously documented in 

Historically present in the Santa 
Clara River, San Francisquito 
Creek, Soledad Canyon, and 
Bouquet Creek. During extreme 
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Table 3.2-2 
Special-Status Wildlife with Observations Recorded in the CNDDB or with Moderate to High Potential to Occur  

in the Project Area or within 500 Feet of Rivers and Streams Identified as Suitable for the UTS Conservation Action Site 

Scientific Name Common Name 

Status 
Federal/ 

State 
Primary Habitat 

Associations Status in Project Area 

Status within 500 Feet of Rivers 
and Streams Identified as 

Suitable for the UTS 
Conservation Action Sitea 

the Santa Clara River throughout the area 
downstream of the confluence with the South 
Fork, and depending on conditions, this 
species could be present anywhere along this 
reach (CDFW 2017b; Haglund 1989; Aquatic 
Consulting 2002a, 2002b; ENTRIX 2009; 
Impact Sciences 2003a, 2003b). Also has 
occurred in San Francisquito Creek at the 
confluence with the Santa Clara River (USFWS 
2009). Recorded historically in Castaic Creek 
downstream of the project area (CDFW 
2017b). Suitable habitat is absent in most 
conditions in Placerita and Charlie Canyons. 
Not known to occur in the portion of Bouquet 
Creek in the project area.  

drought in 2014, remaining fish 
near the Santa Clara River 
railroad bridge, within the project 
area, were rescued and 
relocated to two historically 
occupied sites in San 
Francisquito Canyon, where 
observed in 2016 (Impact 
Sciences 2016a). Prior to 2016, 
more than 1,000 fish were 
relocated to the Soledad 
Campground from a drying pool 
downstream. Many were 
observed during the 2016 survey 
of the campground.  

Gila orcuttii arroyo chub None/CSC Warm, fluctuating streams 
with slow-moving or 
backwater sections of 
warm to cool streams at 
depths >40 centimeters 
(16 inches); substrates of 
sand or mud 

Documented throughout the Santa Clara River 
portion of the project area (CDFW 2017b; 
Haglund 1989; SMEA 1995, 2007; ENTRIX 
2009), including several young identified near 
the Santa Clara River Blow-Off site during UTS 
surveys in 2016 (Impact Sciences 2016a). High 
potential in San Francisquito Canyon near the 
confluence with the Santa Clara River. Suitable 
habitat is absent under most conditions in 
Placerita and Charlie Canyons and in the 
portion of Bouquet Creek that lies within the 
project area. 

CNDDB includes occurrences from 
Agua Dulce Creek, Soledad 
Canyon (CDFW 2017b). Observed 
at the Stickleback Movie Ranch in 
2013 (Wishner 2013). High 
potential to occur under suitable 
conditions elsewhere where UTS 
habitat restoration or enhancement 
may occur.  
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Table 3.2-2 
Special-Status Wildlife with Observations Recorded in the CNDDB or with Moderate to High Potential to Occur  

in the Project Area or within 500 Feet of Rivers and Streams Identified as Suitable for the UTS Conservation Action Site 

Scientific Name Common Name 

Status 
Federal/ 

State 
Primary Habitat 

Associations Status in Project Area 

Status within 500 Feet of Rivers 
and Streams Identified as 

Suitable for the UTS 
Conservation Action Sitea 

Amphibians 

Anaxyrus 
californicus 

arroyo toad FE/CSC Stream channels for 
breeding (typically 3rd 
order); adjacent stream 
terraces and uplands for 
foraging and wintering 

Focused surveys detected this species on 
several occasions in the Santa Clara River 
portion of the project area through 2003, 
including one in 1994 “just east of Interstate 5,” 
tadpoles just west of I-5 in 2000, four adults 
near the confluence of the Santa Clara River 
and San Francisquito Creek in 2001, and 
observations in the latter area in both 2002 and 
2003 (CDFW 2017b; Aquatic Consulting 
2002a, 2002b; Ecological Sciences 2001; 
Sandburg 2001). However, surveys since 2003 
have not detected the species (see, e.g., 
Ecological Sciences 2004a, 2004b, 2004c; 
Bloom 2007). CNDDB includes no other 
occurrences in the project area. The habitat in 
the more downstream portions of the Santa 
Clara River within the project area is 
considered to have high suitability for arroyo 
toad (Impact Sciences 2002). In addition, 
adults may aestivate in upland areas adjacent 
to aquatic habitat in the Santa Clara River. 
However, in the areas closer to the Santa Clara 
River Blow-Off, the species has not been 
observed, including during monitoring of blow-
off activities and of quarterly maintenance at 
the blow-off sites (Aquatic Consulting 2012; 
Impact Sciences 2014, 2015b, 2015c, 2015d, 
2016b, 2016c, 2016d, 2016e; SMEA 2007). 

Known from Soledad Canyon, 
where two larvae and one 
metamorph observed 
approximately 2.5 miles 
downstream of Soledad 
Campground in 2001 (CDFW 
2017b). Also has moderate 
potential to occur elsewhere in 
areas where UTS habitat 
restoration or enhancement may 
occur. 
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Table 3.2-2 
Special-Status Wildlife with Observations Recorded in the CNDDB or with Moderate to High Potential to Occur  

in the Project Area or within 500 Feet of Rivers and Streams Identified as Suitable for the UTS Conservation Action Site 

Scientific Name Common Name 

Status 
Federal/ 

State 
Primary Habitat 

Associations Status in Project Area 

Status within 500 Feet of Rivers 
and Streams Identified as 

Suitable for the UTS 
Conservation Action Sitea 

Rana draytonii California red-
legged frog 

FT/CSC Lowland streams, 
wetlands, riparian 
woodlands, livestock 
ponds; dense, shrubby or 
emergent vegetation 
associated with deep, still 
or slow-moving water; 
uses adjacent uplands 

Not recorded within the project area, despite 
numerous nocturnal amphibian surveys within 
the Santa Clara River near the I-5 bridge 
(SMEA 1995; Aquatic Consulting 2002a, 
2002b; Impact Sciences 2001, 2002; 
Ecological Sciences 2004a; Bloom 2007). Also 
not observed during monitoring of blow-off 
activities or of quarterly maintenance at the 
blow-off sites (Aquatic Consulting 2012; Impact 
Sciences 2014, 2015b, 2015c, 2015d, 2016b, 
2016c, 2016d, 2016e; SMEA 2007). 

Observed in 2000 through 2005 in 
San Francisquito Canyon, 
including high densities of tadpoles 
near Saint Francis Dam in 2005 
(CDFW 2017b). Also known from 
Aliso Canyon (CDFW 2017b). 
Moderate potential to occur 
elsewhere due the presence of 
suitable habitat. 

Spea hammondii western spadefoot None/CSC Open areas in lowland 
grasslands, chaparral and 
pine–oak woodlands; 
requires temporary rain 
pools that last 
approximately 3 weeks. 

CNDDB includes occurrences for San 
Francisquito Canyon within the project area, 
several places north of the Santa Clara River, 
outside the riverbed but within the project area, 
and approximately 1.7 miles west of the 
Jensen Plant. Potential to breed also within the 
Santa Clara River and within Charlie and 
Placerita Canyons when conditions are 
suitable. However, not detected during 
monitoring of blow-off activities or of quarterly 
maintenance of blow-off sites (Aquatic 
Consulting 2012; Impact Sciences 2014, 
2015b, 2015c, 2015d, 2016b, 2016c, 2016d, 
2016e; SMEA 2007). 

CNDDB includes one occurrence 
in Soledad Canyon near SR-14 
(CDFW 2017b). Probably low 
potential to occur adjacent to 
suitable UTS conservation action 
sites in most of the area, away 
from the vicinity of Santa Clarita. 
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Table 3.2-2 
Special-Status Wildlife with Observations Recorded in the CNDDB or with Moderate to High Potential to Occur  

in the Project Area or within 500 Feet of Rivers and Streams Identified as Suitable for the UTS Conservation Action Site 

Scientific Name Common Name 

Status 
Federal/ 

State 
Primary Habitat 

Associations Status in Project Area 

Status within 500 Feet of Rivers 
and Streams Identified as 

Suitable for the UTS 
Conservation Action Sitea 

Reptiles 

Actinemys 
marmorata  

western pond turtle None/CSC Slow-moving permanent 
or intermittent streams, 
ponds, small lakes, 
reservoirs with emergent 
basking sites; adjacent 
uplands used during 
winter 

Known from several locations along the Santa 
Clara River, including near I-5 (Aquatic 
Consulting 2002a, 2002b; Impact Sciences 
2001, 2002; Ecological Sciences 2004c; Dudek 
& Associates 2006). A relatively common and 
regularly observed species in the Santa Clara 
River downstream of I-5. 

CNDDB includes an occurrence 
near the historic Saint Francis 
Dam site in San Francisquito 
Creek, from the Santa Clara River, 
and elsewhere where UTS habitat 
restoration or enhancement may 
occur (CDFW 2017b). Suitable 
habitat is present elsewhere where 
UTS habitat restoration or 
enhancement may occur. 

Anniella spp.b Calfornia legless 
lizard 

None/CSC Stabilized dunes, 
beaches, dry washes, 
chaparral, scrubs, pine, 
oak, and riparian 
woodlands; associated 
with sparse vegetation 
and sandy or loose, 
loamy soils. 

Expected to be fairly widespread in the project 
vicinity, but not abundant. Because of specific 
habitat requirements, occurs very locally in the 
region. Moderate potential to occur due to the 
presence of suitable habitat.  

Likely occurs widely but locally in 
the Upper Santa Clara River 
watershed where UTS habitat 
restoration or enhancement may 
occur.  
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Table 3.2-2 
Special-Status Wildlife with Observations Recorded in the CNDDB or with Moderate to High Potential to Occur  

in the Project Area or within 500 Feet of Rivers and Streams Identified as Suitable for the UTS Conservation Action Site 

Scientific Name Common Name 

Status 
Federal/ 

State 
Primary Habitat 

Associations Status in Project Area 

Status within 500 Feet of Rivers 
and Streams Identified as 

Suitable for the UTS 
Conservation Action Sitea 

Arizona elegans 
occidentalis 

California glossy 
snake 

None/CSC Arid scrub, rocky washes, 
grasslands, and 
chaparral. 

Present in the project vicinity. Recent CNDDB 
reports of this species are scarce because it 
was not tracked in this database prior to 2016. 
However, CNDDB includes a historical 
occurrence 1 mile north of Saugus from 1931 
(CDFW 2017b). However, suitable habitat is 
absent within the streams in the project area. 

Likely occurs locally in scrub 
habitats in the Upper Santa Clara 
River watershed near where UTS 
habitat restoration or enhancement 
may occur, as the region is within 
the species’ range. CNDDB 
includes historical occurrences 
from the intersection of the Los 
Angeles Aqueduct and Soledad 
Canyon from 1955, and another in 
the vicinity of Humphrey from 1935 
(CDFW 2017b). 

Aspidoscelis tigris 
stejnegeri  

San Diegan tiger 
(coastal) whiptail 

None/CSC Open areas in semiarid 
grasslands, scrublands, 
and woodlands. 

Known from the project area and vicinity. 
Suitable habitat occurs adjacent to work sites. 

CNDDB includes occurrences at 
various locations near where UTS 
habitat restoration or enhancement 
may occur. 

Phrynosoma 
blainvillii  

Blainville’s horned 
lizard 

None/CSC Exposed gravelly–sandy 
soils with minimal shrubs, 
riparian woodland 
clearings, dry chamise 
chaparral, and annual 
grasslands with scattered 
seepweed or saltbush 

Uncommon in the project vicinity. CNDDB 
includes one occurrence within the Santa Clara 
River between the Santa Clara River Blow-Off 
and McBean Parkway from 2005 and another 
from Saugus, probably near the South Fork, in 
1934. Moderate potential to occur in scrub 
habitats in river wash in Placerita and Charlie 
Canyons and in Bouquet Creek, as well as near 
the Castaic vent stack.  

CNDDB includes occurrences in 
Soledad Canyon, near San 
Francisquito Canyon, and 
elsewhere where UTS habitat 
restoration or enhancement may 
occur (CDFW 2017b). High 
potential to occur elsewhere in 
suitable habitat. 
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Table 3.2-2 
Special-Status Wildlife with Observations Recorded in the CNDDB or with Moderate to High Potential to Occur  

in the Project Area or within 500 Feet of Rivers and Streams Identified as Suitable for the UTS Conservation Action Site 

Scientific Name Common Name 

Status 
Federal/ 

State 
Primary Habitat 

Associations Status in Project Area 

Status within 500 Feet of Rivers 
and Streams Identified as 

Suitable for the UTS 
Conservation Action Sitea 

Thamnophis 
hammondii 

two-striped 
gartersnake 

None/CSC Streams, creeks, pools, 
streams with rocky beds, 
ponds, lakes, vernal pools 

Observed in the Santa Clara River from its 
confluence with the South Fork to downstream 
of I-5 (e.g., Impact Sciences 2001, 2002). 
Moderate potential to occur in San Francisquito 
Creek downstream of the blow-off site. Unlikely 
to occur elsewhere in the project area. Also, 
not recorded during monitoring of blow-off 
activities or of quarterly maintenance of the 
blow-off sites (Aquatic Consulting 2012; Impact 
Sciences 2014, 2015b, 2015c, 2015d, 2016b, 
2016c, 2016d, 2016e; SMEA 2007). 

CNDDB includes one occurrence 
in Soledad Canyon (CDFW 
2017b). Moderate to high potential 
to occur elsewhere in suitable 
habitat.  

Thamnophis sirtalis 
ssp.  

south coast 
gartersnake 

None/CSC Marshes, meadows, 
sloughs, ponds, slow-
moving water courses 

Known from the Santa Clara River in the 
project region (see, e.g., Thomson et al. 2016). 
Moderate potential to occur based on presence 
of suitable habitat within the Santa Clara River, 
Castaic Creek, and San Francisquito Creek. 
Low potential to occur elsewhere in the project 
area. However, not recorded during monitoring 
of blow-off activities or of quarterly 
maintenance of the blow-off sites (Aquatic 
Consulting 2012; Impact Sciences 2014, 
2015b, 2015c, 2015d, 2016b, 2016c, 2016d, 
2016e; SMEA 2007). 

No CNDDB occurrences where 
UTS habitat restoration or 
enhancement may occur, and 
most of the Upper Santa Clara 
River watershed may be outside 
the range of the species. 
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Table 3.2-2 
Special-Status Wildlife with Observations Recorded in the CNDDB or with Moderate to High Potential to Occur  

in the Project Area or within 500 Feet of Rivers and Streams Identified as Suitable for the UTS Conservation Action Site 

Scientific Name Common Name 

Status 
Federal/ 

State 
Primary Habitat 

Associations Status in Project Area 

Status within 500 Feet of Rivers 
and Streams Identified as 

Suitable for the UTS 
Conservation Action Sitea 

Birds 

Agelaius tricolor 

(nesting colonies) 

tricolored blackbird None/SC, 
CSC 

Nests near fresh water, 
emergent wetland with 
cattails or tules; forages in 
grasslands, woodland, 
agriculture. 

Nested in 1994 along the Santa Clara River in 
the project area just west of I-5, and in Castaic 
Creek northwest of Castaic Junction (Guthrie 
1994). Moderate potential to nest within the 
Santa Clara River and within San Francisquito 
Creek should suitable conditions exist in the 
future. Currently, no suitable habitat is present 
near any of the blow-off or work sites. 

CNDDB includes no occurrences 
elsewhere where UTS habitat 
restoration or enhancement may 
occur. Low potential to nest in 
most of the Upper Santa Clara 
River watershed due to the 
absence of suitable habitat.  

Aquila chrysaetos 
(nesting and 
wintering) 

golden eagle BGEPA/ 
FP 

Open country, especially 
hilly and mountainous 
regions; grassland, 
coastal sage scrub, 
chaparral, oak savannas, 
open coniferous forest.  

Individuals have been observed flying over the 
Santa Clara River in the vicinity, west of I-5 
(e.g., Guthrie 1993; Labinger et al. 1997). 
However, no nesting substrate occurs near the 
project area. Moderate potential to forage 
rarely in scrub in Charlie Canyon and 
elsewhere. 

CNDDB includes one nesting 
record from Aliso Canyon (CDFW 
2017b). Unlikely to nest near 
current and historic occupied UTS 
habitat, due the absence of 
suitable nesting locations. Riparian 
and aquatic habitats where UTS 
habitat restoration or enhancement 
may occur are not suitable 
foraging habitat, although this 
species may occasionally fly over 
these areas and has potential to 
forage within other habitats, such 
as open scrub, where UTS 
conservation activities may occur. 
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Table 3.2-2 
Special-Status Wildlife with Observations Recorded in the CNDDB or with Moderate to High Potential to Occur  

in the Project Area or within 500 Feet of Rivers and Streams Identified as Suitable for the UTS Conservation Action Site 

Scientific Name Common Name 

Status 
Federal/ 

State 
Primary Habitat 

Associations Status in Project Area 

Status within 500 Feet of Rivers 
and Streams Identified as 

Suitable for the UTS 
Conservation Action Sitea 

Asio otus long-eared owl None/CSC Riparian, live oak thickets, 
other dense stands of 
trees, edges of coniferous 
forest. Forages in open 
scrub and grasslands. 

Moderate potential to nest where suitable 
nesting habitat occurs near open habitats 
suitable for foraging, including Charlie Canyon 
and the Santa Clara River just downstream 
of I-5. 

Moderate potential to nest within 
riparian habitats in Soledad 
Canyon, San Francisquito Canyon, 
and elsewhere where UTS habitat 
restoration or enhancement may 
occur, although CNDDB includes 
no occurrences (CDFW 2017b). 

Athene cunicularia 
(burrow sites and 
some wintering 
sites) 

burrowing owl None/CSC Grasslands, open scrub, 
and agriculture, 
particularly with ground 
squirrel burrows. 

CNDDB includes five occurrences in the 
project vicinity (two in the Newhall quad, two in 
the Whitaker Peak quad, and one in the Mint 
Canyon quad), including a record of a wintering 
bird at a construction site less than 0.5 miles 
west of the project area at San Francisquito 
Creek in 2007 (CDFW 2017b). However, 
suitable habitat is largely absent in the 
project area. 

Unlikely to occur in most of the 
area due to the absence of 
suitable habitat. CNDDB includes 
no breeding season occurrences 
away from the Santa Clarita area. 

Coccyzus 
americanus 
occidentalis  

(nesting) 

western yellow-billed 
cuckoo 

FT/SE Dense, wide riparian 
woodlands and forest, a 
minimum of 20 hectares 
(49 acres) and 100 meters 
(328 feet) in width, with 
well-developed 
understories 

Very low potential to nest within riparian habitats 
on site. Single individuals thought to be migrants 
have occasionally been observed along the 
Santa Clara River downstream of the project 
area (e.g., Labinger and Greaves 1997), but 
habitat patches considered large enough to 
support this species are absent. CNDDB 
includes one occurrence along the Santa Clara 
River, well downstream of the project area. 

While vegetation communities 
suitable for this species occur in 
Soledad Canyon and San 
Francisquito Canyon, riparian 
habitat patches are probably too 
small to support this species. Also, 
given the absence of breeding 
records in the vicinity, this 
species has a very low potential to 
nest here. 
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Table 3.2-2 
Special-Status Wildlife with Observations Recorded in the CNDDB or with Moderate to High Potential to Occur  

in the Project Area or within 500 Feet of Rivers and Streams Identified as Suitable for the UTS Conservation Action Site 

Scientific Name Common Name 

Status 
Federal/ 

State 
Primary Habitat 

Associations Status in Project Area 

Status within 500 Feet of Rivers 
and Streams Identified as 

Suitable for the UTS 
Conservation Action Sitea 

Elanus leucurus 
(nesting) 

white-tailed kite None/FP Inhabits herbaceous and 
open stages of most 
habitats, common in 
cismontane in California. 
Nests are placed near top 
of dense oak, willow or 
other tree stand; usually 6–
20 meters (20–100 feet) 
above ground. Nest located 
near open foraging area. 

CNDDB includes one occurrence involving a 
nest that fledged two young in the Santa Clara 
River in 2005 within the Santa Clara River and 
Bouquet Creek area (CDFW 2017b). However, 
annual bird surveys along the Santa Clara 
River from 1989 to 2007 resulted in only one 
observation near the Santa Clara River Blow-
Off site, and no observations of nesting in the 
vicinity (e.g., Guthrie 1993, 1994). Additional 
reports have come from along the River 
downstream of I-5. Suitable nesting and 
foraging habitat also occur together at Charlie 
Canyon.  

Nesting documented in the Upper 
Santa Clara River watershed 
during the Los Angeles County 
Breeding Bird Atlas surveys (Allen 
et al. 2016). Moderate to high 
potential to nest elsewhere in 
riparian habitats where open 
habitat suitable for foraging is 
found. 

Empidonax traillii 
extimus 

southwestern willow 
flycatcher 

FE/SE Riparian woodlands along 
streams and rivers with 
mature, dense stands of 
willows or alders; may 
nest in thickets dominated 
by tamarisk 

Moderate potential to nest in riparian habitat in 
the Santa Clara River within the project area. 
Probably low potential to nest elsewhere in 
riparian vegetation, such at San Francisquito 
Creek. Single individuals thought to be 
migrants have regularly been observed along 
the Santa Clara River, but nesting has not 
been documented in the project vicinity, and 
the subspecies of the individuals observed has 
not been confirmed. 

CNDDB includes one occurrence 
from the Soledad Campground 
(CDFW 2017b). Moderate potential 
to occur in riparian habitat elsewhere 
where UTS habitat restoration or 
enhancement may occur. 
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Table 3.2-2 
Special-Status Wildlife with Observations Recorded in the CNDDB or with Moderate to High Potential to Occur  

in the Project Area or within 500 Feet of Rivers and Streams Identified as Suitable for the UTS Conservation Action Site 

Scientific Name Common Name 

Status 
Federal/ 

State 
Primary Habitat 

Associations Status in Project Area 

Status within 500 Feet of Rivers 
and Streams Identified as 

Suitable for the UTS 
Conservation Action Sitea 

Gymnogyps 
californianus 

California condor FE/SE, FP Forages over wide areas 
of open rangelands, 
roosts on cliffs and in 
large trees and snags 

GPS flight data indicate occasional overflights 
of the area (USGS 2015). However, the 
absence of suitable large carrion in most of the 
area suggests a low likelihood of the species 
landing in the project area. The project area 
includes no suitable nesting habitat. 

GPS flight date indicate occasional 
condor overflights of the region, 
but suitable nesting habitat is 
absent near perennial streams, 
and foraging habitat is generally 
absent in these areas.  

Icteria virens yellow-breasted 
chat 

None/CSC Dense, relatively wide 
riparian woodlands and 
thickets of willows, vine 
tangles and dense brush. 

Documented in the Santa Clara River portion of 
the project area from the confluence of San 
Francisquito Creek downstream (e.g., Guthrie 
2006). High potential to nest within the San 
Francisquito Creek portion of the project area, 
due to the presence of suitable habitat. 

At least moderate potential to nest 
in riparian habitats in San 
Francisquito Canyon, Soledad 
Canyon, and elsewhere where 
UTS habitat restoration or 
enhancement may occur. 

Lanius ludovicianus 
(nesting) 

loggerhead shrike None/CSC Grasslands, open 
shrublands with scattered 
shrubs, trees, fences, or 
other perches, riparian, 
and woodlands 

Observed regularly in the vicinity, including 
several CNDDB occurrences (CDFW 2017b). 
Moderate potential to occur in all parts of the 
project area. 

Recorded widely in the Santa 
Clarita Valley during the Los 
Angeles County Breeding Bird 
Atlas (Allen et al. 2016) and likely 
occurs in lowlands elsewhere 
where UTS habitat restoration or 
enhancement may occur.  

Piranga rubra 
(nesting) 

summer tanager None/CSC Nests in riparian 
woodland; winter habitats 
include parks and 
residential areas 

Observed several times along the Santa Clara 
River in the vicinity of the project area, 
including a pair at Castaic Junction in 1985 
(Unitt 2008). Moderate potential to nest on rare 
occasions along the Santa Clara River in the 
project area.  

Two to three nesting pairs were in 
Soledad Canyon in 1997, and one 
pair was there in 1999. Moderate to 
low potential to nest in San 
Francisquito Canyon and elsewhere 
where UTS habitat restoration or 
enhancement may occur.  
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Table 3.2-2 
Special-Status Wildlife with Observations Recorded in the CNDDB or with Moderate to High Potential to Occur  

in the Project Area or within 500 Feet of Rivers and Streams Identified as Suitable for the UTS Conservation Action Site 

Scientific Name Common Name 

Status 
Federal/ 

State 
Primary Habitat 

Associations Status in Project Area 

Status within 500 Feet of Rivers 
and Streams Identified as 

Suitable for the UTS 
Conservation Action Sitea 

Polioptila californica 
californica 

coastal California 
gnatcatcher 

FT/CSC Various sage scrub 
communities, often 
dominated by coastal 
sagebrush and 
buckwheat; generally 
avoids nesting in areas 
with a slope of greater 
than 40%, and 
typically less than 820 
feet in elevation 

The project area is at the northern edge of the 
species’ known range. CNDDB includes 
several occurrences from the vicinity, including 
one juvenile assumed to be dispersing, 
approximately 1.8 miles north of the San 
Francisquito Canyon High-Rise Blow-Off site 
and 2.3 miles southeast of the Charlie Canyon 
Blow-Off site, in June 2015; one approximately 
1.8 miles northwest of the San Francisquito 
Canyon High-Rise Blow-Off site in October 
2006; one approximately 2.7 miles east of the 
Placerita Blow-Off site in October 2001; and 
one approximately 1.8 miles south of the 
Jensen Plant in March 2004 (CDFW 2017b). 
USFWS excluded the Santa Clarita Valley from 
its critical habitat designation for coastal 
California gnatcatcher in 2007, because of the 
lack of breeding evidence for the area (72 FR 
72013). Moderate potential to occur in scrub 
habitats in the area, such as in Charlie Canyon, 
although most individuals may be dispersing 
between breeding habitats rather than being 
resident in the area.  

Low potential to occur throughout the 
area. No nesting records in the 
region (CDFW 2017b; Allen et al. 
2016). 
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Table 3.2-2 
Special-Status Wildlife with Observations Recorded in the CNDDB or with Moderate to High Potential to Occur  

in the Project Area or within 500 Feet of Rivers and Streams Identified as Suitable for the UTS Conservation Action Site 

Scientific Name Common Name 

Status 
Federal/ 

State 
Primary Habitat 

Associations Status in Project Area 

Status within 500 Feet of Rivers 
and Streams Identified as 

Suitable for the UTS 
Conservation Action Sitea 

Setophaga 
(Dendroica) petechia 
brewsteri 

yellow warbler None/CSC Riparian thickets and 
woodlands 

Commonly observed in the more downstream 
portions of the Santa Clara River within the 
project area (e.g., Bloom Biological 2007). Also 
observed in San Francisquito Canyon. Due to 
the absence of suitable nesting habitat, low 
potential to nest in the portion of Castaic Creek 
within Charlie Canyon and Placerita Canyon. 

Likely nests widely in riparian 
habitats in the area. 

Vireo bellii pusillus 

(nesting) 

least Bell’s vireo  FE/SE Riparian vegetation with 
extensive willows below 
2,000 feet 

Known to nest on the northwest side of Castaic 
Lagoon in 1997 to 2005 and presumed still to 
be present there (CDFW 2017b). One CNDDB 
occurrence near the San Francisquito Creek 
High-Rise Blow-Off site, mapped generally 
(specific location unknown) within San 
Francisquito Canyon as a part of a 1978 survey 
effort. Although relatively common in riparian 
habitats in the Santa Clara River west of I-5, 
uncommon east of I-5 (e.g., Bloom Biological 
2007). However, one was heard singing near 
the Santa Clara River Blow-Off site in May 
2016. One CNDDB occurrence in 1978 
adjacent to Bull Creek, at Van Norman 
Reservoir, was in an area where suitable 
habitat is no longer present (CDFW 2017b). 
Suitable habitat is absent in Charlie Canyon 
and Placerita Canyon within the project area.  

No nesting records in the Upper 
Santa Clara River watershed 
outside the project area (CDFW 
2017a; Allen et al. 2016). 
Moderate potential to occur in 
riparian habitats in the area. 
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Table 3.2-2 
Special-Status Wildlife with Observations Recorded in the CNDDB or with Moderate to High Potential to Occur  

in the Project Area or within 500 Feet of Rivers and Streams Identified as Suitable for the UTS Conservation Action Site 

Scientific Name Common Name 

Status 
Federal/ 

State 
Primary Habitat 

Associations Status in Project Area 

Status within 500 Feet of Rivers 
and Streams Identified as 

Suitable for the UTS 
Conservation Action Sitea 

Mammals 

Antrozous pallidus pallid bat None/CSC Arid habitats, including 
grasslands, shrublands, 
woodlands and forests; for 
roosting, prefers rocky 
outcrops, cliffs and 
crevices with access to 
open habitats for foraging; 
also may roost in 
woodlands and buildings 

Known to occur in the project vicinity (e.g., 
Johnson 2006). High potential to forage, but 
only moderate potential to roost in riparian 
woodland in the affected area. 

High potential to forage, but only 
moderate potential to roost in 
riparian woodland where UTS 
habitat restoration or enhancement 
may occur. 

Bassariscus astutus Ringtail None/FP Riparian and shrubland 
vegetation in proximity to 
water and rocky areas 
used for cover; dens occur 
in rocky areas and tree 
hollows, where the species 
typically gives birth in May 
to June (Poglayen-Neuwall 
and Toweill 1988) 

Low to moderate potential to occur in riparian 
and scrub habitats in the project area. If the 
species occurs in the project vicinity, it occurs in 
low densities. The nearest record involved sign 
observed “approximately 0.5 mi up Elderberry 
Canyon above the Castaic Dam” in 2007 
(Huntley 2009). Two additional records known 
from Los Angeles County were not in the project 
vicinity (Belluomi 1980, as cited in ACOE and 
CDFG 2010). 

Although scarce, and few records 
exist for the region, potentially 
occurs anywhere in riparian habitat 
or scrub habitats near water. 
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Table 3.2-2 
Special-Status Wildlife with Observations Recorded in the CNDDB or with Moderate to High Potential to Occur  

in the Project Area or within 500 Feet of Rivers and Streams Identified as Suitable for the UTS Conservation Action Site 

Scientific Name Common Name 

Status 
Federal/ 

State 
Primary Habitat 

Associations Status in Project Area 

Status within 500 Feet of Rivers 
and Streams Identified as 

Suitable for the UTS 
Conservation Action Sitea 

Corynorhinus 
townsendii  

Townsend’s big-
eared bat 

None/SC,
CSC 

Mesic habitats 
characterized by 
coniferous and deciduous 
forests and riparian 
habitat, but also xeric 
areas; roosts in limestone 
caves and lava tubes, 
also man-made structures 
and tunnels; may roost in 
basal cavities of large 
trees 

Uncommon in the vicinity. Moderate potential 
to forage due to the presence of suitable 
habitat. Low potential to roost due to the lack of 
suitable roosting habitats.  

CNDDB includes two occurrences 
in the Soledad Canyon area, near 
Acton. Moderate potential to 
forage throughout the Upper Santa 
Clara River watershed where UTS 
habitat restoration or enhancement 
may occur, but low potential to 
roost in most riparian areas due to 
the absence of suitable habitat. 

Eumops perotis 
californicus 

western mastiff bat None/CSC Chaparral, coastal and 
desert scrub, coniferous 
and deciduous forest and 
woodland; roosts in 
crevices in rocky canyons 
and cliffs where the 
canyon or cliff is vertical 
or nearly vertical, trees 
and tunnels 

Known to occur in the project vicinity (e.g., 
Johnson 2006). Moderate potential to roost in 
woodlands in the area, including in the Santa 
Clara River and San Francisquito Canyon. 
High potential to forage in the project area.  

Moderate potential to roost and 
high potential to forage in most 
riparian areas where UTS habitat 
restoration or enhancement 
may occur. 
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Table 3.2-2 
Special-Status Wildlife with Observations Recorded in the CNDDB or with Moderate to High Potential to Occur  

in the Project Area or within 500 Feet of Rivers and Streams Identified as Suitable for the UTS Conservation Action Site 

Scientific Name Common Name 

Status 
Federal/ 

State 
Primary Habitat 

Associations Status in Project Area 

Status within 500 Feet of Rivers 
and Streams Identified as 

Suitable for the UTS 
Conservation Action Sitea 

Lasiurus blossevillii western red bat None/CSC Forages along open 
streams and rivers; 
roosts in tree canopy in 
forest, woodland, riparian, 
mesquite bosque and 
orchards, including fig, 
apricot, peach, pear, 
almond, walnut, 
and orange 

Detected at the SR-126/Commerce Center 
Drive Project in 2013 and elsewhere in the 
project vicinity (Rahn 2013a, 2013b; Johnson 
2006). Moderate potential to roost in riparian 
habitats in the Santa Clara River and San 
Francisquito Canyon, and high potential to 
forage throughout the project area. 

Moderate potential to roost and 
high potential to forage in riparian 
areas where UTS habitat 
restoration or enhancement 
may occur. 

Lepus californicus 
bennettii 

San Diego black-
tailed jackrabbit 

None/CSC Arid habitats with open 
ground; grasslands, 
coastal scrub, agriculture, 
disturbed areas, 
rangelands 

Uncommon in the area, including a CNDDB 
occurrence between San Francisquito and 
Charlie Canyons in 2005. Moderate potential to 
occur in the more open habitats in the project 
area, including riverwash. 

Moderate potential to occur in 
open habitats near where UTS 
habitat restoration or enhancement 
may occur, including where such 
habitat occurs within streambeds 
and near riparian woodland. 

Neotoma lepida 
intermedia 

San Diego desert 
woodrat 

None/CSC Open chaparral, coastal 
scrub, cactus patches 
and the understory of 
tree thickets 

Based on the known range of the species, high 
potential for this species to occur in scrub 
habitats in the project area. Low potential to 
occur within river and creek beds in the area. 

Low potential to occur within 
riparian habitats where UTS habitat 
restoration or enhancement may 
occur, but moderate potential to 
occur in most scrub habitat adjacent 
to these areas. 
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Table 3.2-2 
Special-Status Wildlife with Observations Recorded in the CNDDB or with Moderate to High Potential to Occur  

in the Project Area or within 500 Feet of Rivers and Streams Identified as Suitable for the UTS Conservation Action Site 

Scientific Name Common Name 

Status 
Federal/ 

State 
Primary Habitat 

Associations Status in Project Area 

Status within 500 Feet of Rivers 
and Streams Identified as 

Suitable for the UTS 
Conservation Action Sitea 

Nyctinomops 
femorosaccus 

pocketed free-tailed 
bat 

None/CSC Arid lands, including 
pinyon–juniper 
woodlands, desert scrub, 
desert succulent shrub, 
desert riparian, desert 
wash, alkali desert scrub, 
Joshua tree, palm oases; 
roosts in high cliffs or rock 
outcrops with dropoffs, 
caverns, buildings 

Known from the project vicinity (e.g., Johnson 
2006). High potential to forage based on the 
presence of suitable habitat, but likely roosts 
only in buildings within the project area. 

High potential to forage within 
most riparian areas. Low potential 
to roost near most riparian areas, 
which typically lack nearby 
cliffs, rock outcrops, caverns, 
and buildings. 

Taxidea taxus American badger None/CSC Grasslands, agriculture, 
drier open stages of 
shrub, forest, and 
herbaceous habitats with 
friable soils 

Occurs in the vicinity (e.g., Impact Sciences 
2005), and moderate potential to occur in most 
parts of the project area, but high potential to 
occur in the less developed areas, such as 
Charlie Canyon. 

Moderate potential to occur near 
most riparian habitats where UTS 
habitat restoration or enhancement 
may occur. 

Notes:  Species data are limited to CNDDB occurrences and other data in the literature, because no focused surveys for special-status wildlife have been conducted for this project other than UTS 
surveys in 2016.  

a  See Section 2.6.5 for a description of this conservation action. The area described includes the Santa Clara River (including Soledad Canyon), San Francisquito Creek, or a tributary of these 
streams upstream of the project area.  

b  A taxonomic revision has been published for Anniella pulchra which names four new species of California legless lizards and makes the Anniella species on the project site, and the Upper Santa Clara River 
watershed in general, unknown because it occurs in an uncertain contact zone between A. pulchra (northern California legless lizard) and one of the new species: A. stebbinsi (southern California legless lizard; 
Papenfuss and Parham 2013). CDFW incorporated this revision in its most recent version of its Special Animals List (CDFW 2017a) and designated all five species formerly under Anniella pulchra as CSCs. 
Because of the uncertainty surrounding which species occurs in the region, this EIR retains the common name “California legless lizard” for legless lizards occurring in the region, as Anniella spp. 

Status Key: 
FE = federal endangered 
FT = federal threatened 
BGEPA = Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act 
CSC = California species of special concern 

FP = fully protected  
SC = state candidate 
SE = state endangered 
ST = state threatened 
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Special-Status Vegetation Communities 

Special-status vegetation communities include communities identified by the CDFW as a high 
priority for inventory due to rarity or threat in California (CDFG 2010). Several vegetation types in 
the project area could be considered special status by CDFW: scrub and chaparral, oak forest and 
woodland, and riparian and bottomland habitat. However, no special-status vegetation 
communities are expected to be present within areas subject to direct disturbance, given the 
disturbed nature of the work sites. 

Given how broad the existing data are for vegetation within 500 feet of streams identified as 
suitable for the UTS conservation action (see Section 2.6.5), within the Upper Santa Clara River 
watershed, it cannot be determined whether the vegetation communities are special status per 
CDFW without more information on species composition. The following vegetation communities 
have been recorded within 500 feet of streams identified as suitable for the UTS conservation 
action, where a conservation site could be located. These communities may be special status, 
depending on their individual species composition (CDFG 2010): 

 Grasslands 

o California Central Valley and southern coastal grassland 

o California mesic serpentine grassland 

 Scrubs 

o Inter-mountain basins mixed salt desert scrub 

o Mediterranean California southern coastal dune 

o Mojave mid-elevation mixed desert scrub 

o Recently burned shrubland 

o Sonora–Mojave mixed salt desert scrub 

o Southern California coastal scrub 

 Chaparrals 

o California mesic chaparral 

o California montane woodland and chaparral 

o Mediterranean California mesic serpentine woodland and chaparral 

o Sonora–Mojave semi-desert chaparral 

o Southern California dry–mesic chaparral 
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 Woodland 

o California Central Valley mixed oak savanna 

o California coastal live oak woodland and savanna 

o California lower montane blue oak–foothill pine woodland and savanna 

o California montane Jeffrey pine–(Ponderosa pine) woodland 

o Mediterranean California mixed evergreen forest 

o Southern California oak woodland and savanna 

 Coniferous forest 

o California coastal redwood forest 

o Mediterranean California dry–mesic mixed conifer forest and woodland 

 Other natural land covers 

o North American warm desert bedrock cliff and outcrop 

o Southern California coast ranges cliff and canyon 

 Riparian 

o California Central Valley riparian woodland and shrubland 

o Mediterranean California foothill and lower montane riparian woodland 

o North American warm desert riparian woodland and shrubland 

 Wetland and aquatic 

o Temperate Pacific freshwater emergent marsh 

o Temperate Pacific freshwater mudflat 

In addition, the following vegetation communities were recorded in the CNDDB in the areas 
where the UTS conservation action could be located and would be considered special status 
(CDFG 2010): 

 Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub 

 Southern coast live oak riparian forest 

 Southern cottonwood–willow riparian forest 

 Southern sycamore–alder riparian woodland 
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 Southern riparian scrub 

 Southern willow scrub 

Oak Trees 

The potential site of the conservation action may include individual oak trees. Individual oak 
trees are regulated under the County of Los Angeles Oak Tree Ordinance (CLAOTO). Any oak 
tree measuring 36 inches or more diameter at breast height (dbh) as measured 4.5 feet above 
natural ground and any oak less than 36 inches dbh but having a significant historical or cultural 
importance to the community are considered heritage oaks. Mitigation required for heritage oaks 
is higher than mitigation required for non-heritage oaks, but both are covered under CLAOTO. 

Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waters 

A formal jurisdictional delineation has not been conducted for the proposed project. However, 
the Santa Clara River and its tributaries would be considered waters of the United States 
(including wetlands) regulated by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE), jurisdictional 
streams regulated by CDFW, and waters of the state regulated by the Los Angeles Regional 
Water Quality Control Board.  

3.2.2.4 Wildlife Movement 

Wildlife corridors are linear features that connect large patches of natural open space and provide 
avenues for the migration of animals. Wildlife corridors contribute to population viability by 
assuring continual exchange of genes between populations, providing access to adjacent habitat 
areas for foraging and mating, and providing routes for recolonization of habitat after local 
extirpation or ecological catastrophes (e.g., fires).  

Habitat linkages are small patches that join larger blocks of habitat and help reduce the adverse 
effects of habitat fragmentation. Habitat linkages provide a potential route for gene flow and 
long-term dispersal of plants and animals. They may also serve as primary habitat for smaller 
animals, such as reptiles and amphibians. Habitat linkages may be continuous habitat or discrete 
habitat islands that function as steppingstones for dispersal.  

South Coast Wildlands (2008) identified conceptual regional wildlife corridors that provide 
landscape-scale habitat connectivity within Southern California. One conceptual linkage focused 
specifically on connectivity between disjunct portions of the Angeles National Forest north of 
Santa Clarita and west of Santa Clarita. Penrod et al. (2006) focused specifically on the link, also 
included in South Coast Wildlands (2008), between the Santa Susana Mountains southwest of 
Santa Clarita and the Los Padres National Forest to the northwest. Although Penrod et al. (2006) 
considered portions of the project area “Important Habitat Areas” (i.e., Charlie Canyon, Castaic 
Lagoon), neither landscape-scale linkage includes any portion of the project area. Elsewhere in 
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the Upper Santa Clara River watershed, where UTS conservation activities may occur, much of 
Soledad Canyon lies within an identified linkage between preserved lands within two segments 
of the Angeles National Forest (South Coast Wildlands 2008). Much of San Francisquito Creek 
lies within preserved lands in the Angeles National Forest, but those areas of the creek lying 
outside the forest boundaries are not identified as a part of a linkage between habitat blocks.  

In addition to these large-scale linkages, wildlife moving at a more local level may take 
advantage of narrow corridors to move between important habitat areas. The Santa Clara River, 
the South Fork, and San Francisquito Canyon all potentially provide important movement 
corridors between local, undeveloped blocks of habitat within the project area. Heavy traffic, 
human activity, and non-natural land covers on and adjacent to the project area likely inhibit 
wildlife use of and movement through the area. Although some wildlife species, such as cougar, 
bobcat, mule deer, and American badger (Taxidea taxus), are relatively intolerant of urban 
development and intensive human activities, other common urban-tolerant species such coyote 
and northern raccoon may still use the area for movement. In general, in the Upper Santa Clara 
River watershed, streams traversing otherwise rugged terrain may provide important movement 
corridors for terrestrial and aquatic wildlife. 

3.2.3 Regulatory Framework 

Federal 

The following federal regulations pertaining to biological resources would apply to the 
proposed project. 

Clean Water Act of 1972, as amended 

This discussion focuses primarily on Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA), which 
authorizes the Secretary of the Army, acting through ACOE, to issue permits regulating the 
discharge of dredged or fill materials into the “navigable waters at specified disposal sites.” 
CWA Section 502 further defines “navigable waters” as “waters of the United States, including 
territorial seas.” “Waters of the United States” are broadly defined in the Code of Federal 
Regulations, Title 33, Section 328.3(a) to include navigable waters, perennial and intermittent 
streams, lakes, rivers, ponds, as well as wetlands, marshes, and wet meadows.5 

                                                 
5 This regulation (33 CFR Section 328.3) and the definitions contained therein have been the subject of recent 

litigation. In addition, the U.S. Supreme Court has recently addressed the scope and extent of ACOE 
jurisdiction over “navigable waters” and “waters of the United States” under the CWA. See, e.g., Solid Waste 
Agency of Northern Cook Cty v. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 531 U.S. 159 (2001) (“SWANCC”); Rapanos v. 
United States, 126 S.Ct. 2208 (2006). Despite the impact of these recent decisions, the definitions continue to 
provide guidance to the extent that they establish an outer limit for the extent of ACOE jurisdiction over waters 
of the United States, and therefore are referenced here for that purpose. 
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The lateral limits of ACOE’s CWA Section 404 jurisdiction in non-tidal waters are defined by the 
ordinary high water mark (OHWM), unless adjacent wetlands are present. The OHWM is a line on 
the shore or edge of a channel established by the fluctuations of water and indicated by physical 
characteristics such as a clear, natural line impressed upon the bank, shelving, changes in the 
character of soil, destruction of vegetation, or presence of debris (33 CFR 328.1–328.5). As such, 
waters of the United States are recognized in the field by the presence of a defined watercourse with 
appropriate physical and topographic features. If wetlands occur within, or adjacent to, waters of the 
United States, the lateral limits of ACOE jurisdiction will extend beyond the OHWM to the outer 
edge of the wetlands. The upstream limit of jurisdiction in the absence of adjacent wetlands is the 
point beyond which the OHWM is no longer perceptible (51 FR 41217; 33 CFR 328.4(c)(1)). 

The 404(b)(1) Guidelines govern the issuance of permits authorizing the discharge of fill 
material into waters of the United States, and state: 

[N]o discharge of dredged or fill material shall be permitted if there is a 
practicable alternative to the proposed discharge which would have less adverse 
impacts on the aquatic ecosystem, so long as the alternative does not have other 
significant adverse environmental consequences.  

Under the 404(b)(1) Guidelines, the Applicant must demonstrate avoidance or minimization of 
impacts to waters of the United States to the maximum extent practicable. Under the above 
requirements, ACOE can only issue a CWA Section 404 permit for the least environmentally 
damaging project alternative. In addition, as stated, ACOE is prohibited from issuing a permit 
that is contrary to the public interest (33 CFR 320.4). 

Section 401 of the CWA requires an Applicant requesting a federal permit (including a Section 
404 permit) for an activity that may result in any discharge of dredged or fill material into 
navigable waters to provide state certification that the proposed activity will not violate state and 
federal water quality standards. 

In addition to the above regulations on discharges of dredged or fill material into waters of the 
United States, CWA Section 404 extends additional protection to certain rare and/or sensitive 
“special aquatic sites”—in particular, wetlands.  

The 404(b)(1) Guidelines require consideration of whether an activity associated with a proposed 
discharge is dependent on access or proximity to or siting within a special aquatic site to fulfill 
its basic project purpose. If an activity is determined not to be water dependent, the 404(b)(1) 
Guidelines establish the following two presumptions that the Applicant is required to rebut in 
addition to satisfying the alternatives analysis requirements (40 CFR 230.10(a)(3)): 

 That practicable alternatives not involving discharges of fill material into 
special aquatic sites are presumed to be available; and 
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 That all practicable alternatives to the proposed discharge not involving a 
discharge into a special aquatic site are presumed to have less adverse impacts 
on the aquatic ecosystem.  

For non-water-dependent projects, the Applicant must rebut these presumptions in order to 
demonstrate compliance with the 404(b)(1) Guidelines. 

ACOE regulations define wetlands as: 

[T]hose areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or groundwater at a 
frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal 
circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life 
in saturated soil conditions.  

ACOE has developed a field technique to identify wetlands, often referred to as the “three 
parameter technique.” This method involves a procedure to identify the three requisite 
characteristics of a CWA Section 404 jurisdictional wetland: 

 Hydrophytic vegetation: more than 50% of dominant plants are adapted to anaerobic 
soil conditions 

 Hydric soils: soils classified as hydric or that exhibit characteristics of a reducing 
soil environment 

 Wetland hydrology: inundation or soil saturation during at least 5% of the growing 
season (in Southern California, this is equal to 18 days) 

The ACOE wetlands delineation manual describes an approach to identify field indicators of the 
above characteristics. In general, all three characteristics must be evident by field indicators, and 
their presence must be determined independent of the other characteristics. Positive identification 
of wetlands based on the presence of fewer than three characteristics can only occur when one or 
more parameters is absent due to normal seasonal variation in environmental conditions 
(“Problem Areas”), or due to recent human activities (“Atypical Situations”). Delineation of 
wetlands using ACOE’s 1987 manual requires a systematic field investigation of soil, plants, and 
hydrology using formal data forms. In September 2008, ACOE published a Regional Supplement 
to the 1987 Wetland Delineation Manual for use in the arid west region of the United States, 
which provides technical guidance and procedures for identifying and delineating wetlands under 
Section 404 of the CWA.  
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Endangered Species Act of 1973 

The ESA and its implementing regulations include provisions for the protection and management 
of federally listed threatened or endangered plants and animals and their designated critical 
habitats by the USFWS and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) 
Fisheries (16 U.S.C. 1531–1544; 50 CFR 17.1–17.108). ESA Section 4 requires USFWS and/or 
NOAA Fisheries to make determinations on whether any species should be listed as an 
endangered or threatened species and to designate critical habitat for endangered and threatened 
species (16 U.S.C. 1531–1544). ESA Section 3 defines critical habitat for endangered and 
threaten species as follows: 

(i) the specific areas within the geographical area occupied by the species, at the 
time it is listed in accordance with the provisions of section  of this Act, on 
which are found those physical or biological features (I) essential to the 
conservation of the species and (II) which may require special management 
considerations or protection; and 

(ii) specific areas outside the geographic area occupied by the species at the time 
it is listed in accordance with the provisions of section 4 of this Act, upon a 
determination by the Secretary that such areas are essential for the 
conservation of the species.  

ESA Section 4 also requires the preparation of recovery plans for the conservation and survival 
of an endangered or threatened species, unless such a plan would not promote the conservation 
of the species. Recovery plans include a description of site-specific management actions 
necessary to achieve the goal(s) for conservation and survival of the species; objective 
measurable criteria which, if met, would result in a determination of removing the species from 
the endangered or threatened species list; and estimates of the time required and cost to carry out 
the measures needed to achieve the plan’s goal(s) and to achieve the immediate steps to the 
goal(s) (16 U.S.C. 1533). 

ESA Section 7 requires federal agencies to formally consult with USFWS and/or NOAA 
Fisheries and obtain a biological opinion prior to carrying out any federal program or agency 
action that may adversely affect threatened or endangered species or may adversely modify 
designated critical habitat. The formal Section 7 consultation and biological opinion process 
includes an evaluation of whether a federal action is likely to jeopardize the continued existence 
of any endangered or threatened species or result in the “destruction or adverse modification” of 
critical habitat and requires the inclusion of reasonable and prudent measures in the 
implementation of a project or agency action in order to minimize any impact (16 U.S.C. 1533).  
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Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 

The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act provides authority for USFWS to evaluate impacts to 
fish and wildlife from proposed water resource development projects (16 U.S.C. 661–668ss). 
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Section 2 requires federal agencies to consult with USFWS 
when the waters or channel of a stream or other body of water are proposed to be modified 
pursuant to a federal permit or license (16 U.S.C. 662). Applicability depends on federal 
jurisdiction over some aspect of the project, and the consultation is undertaken with a view 
toward conservation of wildlife resources by preventing loss of and damage to such resources. 
With regard to the proposed project, ACOE would be required to comply with these 
requirements in coordination with USFWS. 

Migratory Bird Treaty Act 

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) includes provisions for the protection of migratory birds 
and prohibits the non-permitted take of most migratory birds, under the authority of USFWS and 
CDFW (16 U.S.C. 703–711). More specifically, the MBTA prohibits the taking, killing, possessing, 
transporting, and importing of migratory birds, parts of migratory birds, and their eggs and nests, 
except when specifically authorized by the Department of the Interior. The act defines take as “to 
pursue, hunt, capture, collect, kill or attempt to pursue, hunt, shoot, capture, collect or kill, unless the 
context otherwise requires.” Most birds are considered migratory under the MBTA. 

Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act 

In addition to the provisions of the MBTA, the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act includes 
specific protection for bald eagles (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) and golden eagles (Aquila 
chrysaetos) (16 U.S.C. 668–669d).  

State 

The following state regulations pertaining to biological resources would apply to the 
proposed project. 

California Endangered Species Act  

CESA is intended to conserve, protect, restore, and enhance species designated as endangered or 
threatened and their habitat (California Fish and Game Code, Section 2050 et seq.). The 
California Fish and Game Commission, a constitutionally established commission distinct from 
CDFW, has exclusive statutory authority under CESA to designate species as endangered or 
threatened (California Constitution, Article IV, Section 20(b); California Fish and Game Code, 
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Section 2070).6 Animal species designated as endangered or threatened under CESA are listed in 
California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section 670.5. Plant species designated as endangered 
or threatened under CESA, or designated as a rare plant species under the California Native Plant 
Protection Act, are listed in California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section 670.2 (California 
Fish and Game Code, Section 1900 et seq.).  

CESA directs all state agencies, boards, and commissions to seek to conserve endangered and 
threatened species and to use their authority in furtherance of that policy (California Fish and 
Game Code, Section 2050 et seq.). For the purposes of CESA, “conserve,” “conserving,” and 
“conservation” mean to use, and the use of all methods and procedures which are necessary to 
bring any endangered species or threatened species to the point at which the species protections 
provided by CESA are no longer necessary. These methods and procedures include, but are not 
limited to, all activities associated with scientific resources management, such as research, 
census, law enforcement, habitat acquisition, restoration and maintenance, propagation, live 
trapping, and transplantation, and, in the extraordinary case where population pressures within a 
given ecosystem cannot be otherwise relieved, may include regulated taking (California Fish and 
Game Code, Section 2061). CESA also emphasizes, consistent with its goal to conserve species, 
the policy of the State of California to acquire lands for habitat for endangered and threatened 
species (California Fish and Game Code, Section 2052). Finally, CESA indicates that state 
agencies should not approve projects that would jeopardize the continued existence of any 
endangered or threatened species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of habitat 
essential to the continued existence of those species if there are reasonable and prudent 
alternatives available, consistent with conserving the species or its habitat that would prevent 
jeopardy (California Fish and Game Code, Section 2052.1).  

With respect to lands under private ownership, CESA underscores that the cooperation of owners 
of land identified as habitat for endangered or threatened species is essential for the conservation of 
those species and that it is the policy of the State of California to foster and encourage that 
cooperation in furtherance of CESA’s conservation goals (California Fish and Game Code, 
Section 2056). To the extent that CESA requires a person to provide mitigation measures or 
alternatives to address a particular impact on a designated endangered, threatened, or candidate 
species, the California Fish and Game Code provides that any required measures or alternatives 
shall be roughly proportional in extent to any impact on those species caused by that person. 
Likewise, where various measures or alternatives are available to meet this requirement, CESA 
directs that those measures or alternatives shall maintain the person’s objectives to “the greatest 
extent possible” (California Fish and Game Code, Section 2052.1). To that same end, CESA 

                                                 
6 Note that although CDFG has changed its name to CDFW, both the California Fish and Game Commission and 

the California Fish and Game Code have retained their original names. 
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directs CDFW to work with project proponents to develop reasonable and prudent alternatives, 
consistent with CESA’s conservation goals, while at the same time maintaining the project purpose 
to the greatest extent possible (California Fish and Game Code, Section 2053; 14 CCR 783.2(b)).  

Species designated as endangered, threatened, or as candidates for listing or delisting under 
CESA are subject to what is commonly known as CESA’s take prohibition. In general, this 
prohibition provides that no person shall import into the state, export out of the state, or take, 
possess, purchase, or sell within the state (or attempt to do any of those acts) any species, or any 
part or product thereof, designated by the California Fish and Game Commission as protected 
under CESA, except as otherwise provided by law (California Fish and Game Code, Sections 
2050–2115.5; 14 CCR 670.2(i)(1)(B)1). The California Fish and Game Code defines take to 
mean “hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill,” or an attempt to do any such act, and violations of 
CESA’s take prohibition are criminal misdemeanors under state law (California Fish and Game 
Code, Section 86).  

The passage of AB 2488 created a new section (2080.10) in this chapter of the California Fish 
and Game Code, which authorizes CDFW to issue a permit to Metropolitan for incidental take 
of the endangered and fully protected UTS. Incidental take is limited within a defined 
geographic area and applies to “the periodic dewatering, inspection, maintenance, 
modification, or repair, including emergency repair, of the Metropolitan Water District of 
Southern California’s Foothill Feeder” (California Fish and Game Code, Section 2080.10). 
Incidental take may also be permitted outside of the geographic area specified above “in the 
course of implementing mitigation or conservation actions required in the permit” (California 
Fish and Game Code, Section 2080.10). Additional requirements include the following: 

 Incidental take authorization shall provide for the development and implementation, in 
cooperation with CDFW, of an adaptive management plan for monitoring the 
effectiveness of, and adjusting as necessary, the measures to minimize and fully mitigate 
the impacts of the authorized take and to satisfy the conservation standard in subdivision 
(d) of Section 2805 of the California Fish and Game Code. 

 A qualified biologist who has substantial relevant experience evaluating impacts to inland 
fisheries shall be on duty whenever an activity is conducted that may affect the UTS. 

 Metropolitan shall consult with CDFW to consider feasible measures to avoid and 
minimize incidental take of UTS. 

 The incidental take permit issued shall include conditions that cover biological and 
scientific considerations including, but not limited to, criteria for the handling of stranded 
fish and their relocation into suitable habitat, the dewatering of the Foothill Feeder, and 
reasonable and feasible mimicking of stream flows. 
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If Metropolitan receives a permit, Metropolitan shall report to the CDFW within 6 months after 
every dewatering of the Foothill Feeder. The report shall address compliance with the permit 
conditions and the effectiveness of the adaptive management plan in contributing to the 
conservation of UTS, and the report shall be made available to the public. 

California Fish and Game Code Sections 1600–1616 

California Fish and Game Code Section 1602 (Chapter 6, Fish and Wildlife Protection and 
Conservation) states that it is unlawful for any person to “substantially divert or obstruct the 
natural flow of, or substantially change or use any material from the bed, channel, or bank of, 
any river, stream, or lake” without first notifying CDFW of that activity. Thereafter, if CDFW 
determines and informs the entity that the activity will not substantially adversely affect any 
existing fish or wildlife resources, the entity may commence the activity. If, however, CDFW 
determines that the activity may substantially adversely affect an existing fish or wildlife 
resource, the entity may be required to obtain from CDFW a streambed alteration agreement, 
which will include reasonable measures necessary to protect the affected resource(s), before the 
entity may conduct the activity or activities described in the notification (California Fish and 
Game Code, Section 1602).  

Streambed alteration agreements are typically required for activities such as excavation or 
placement of fill within a stream channel, vegetation clearing, installation (and sometimes 
operation) of structures that divert the flow of water, installation of culverts and bridge supports, 
cofferdams for construction dewatering, and bank reinforcement.  

“Substantially divert,” “substantially change,” “streams,” “rivers,” and “lakes” are not defined in 
California Fish and Game Code Section 1600 et seq. (Section 1600), and CDFW has not defined 
those terms in its regulations. CDFW may interpret “streambed” to encompass all portions of the 
bed, banks, and channel of any stream, including intermittent and ephemeral streams, extending 
laterally to the upland edge of riparian vegetation. In the case of watercourses with vegetated 
floodplains, such as the Santa Clara River, this interpretation often results in an asserted 
jurisdictional area that is much wider than the active channel of the stream. The upstream limit of 
CDFW’s asserted jurisdiction is the point upstream of which there is no evidence of a defined 
bed and bank, and riparian vegetation is not present. 

California Fish and Game Code Sections 3503, 3503.5, and 3513 

In addition to the federal MBTA, the California Fish and Game Code provides protections for 
birds, nests, and eggs. Section 3503 states that it is unlawful to take, possess, or needlessly 
destroy the nest or eggs of any bird, except as otherwise provided by the California Fish and 
Game Code or any regulation made pursuant thereto; Section 3503.5 states that is it unlawful to 
take, possess, or destroy any birds in the orders Falconiformes or Strigiformes (birds of prey) or 
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to take, possess, or destroy the nest or eggs of any such bird except as otherwise provided by the 
California Fish and Game Code or any regulation adopted pursuant thereto; and Section 3513 
states that it is unlawful to take or possess any migratory nongame bird as designated in the 
MBTA or any part of such migratory nongame bird except as provided by rules and regulations 
adopted by the Secretary of the Interior under provisions of the MBTA. 

Native Plant Protection Act of 1977 

The Native Plant Protection Act of 1977 authorizes the California Fish and Game Commission to 
designate rare and endangered native plants and provides specific protection measures for these 
listed species (California Fish and Game Code, Section 1900 et seq.).  

California Public Resources Code Section 21083.4 

This section of CEQA (California Public Resources Code, Section 21000 et seq.) provides for 
the conservation of oak woodlands through conservation easements and mitigation measures and 
includes certain exemptions. Specifically, the section requires that a county determine whether a 
project in its jurisdiction may result in a conversion of oak woodlands (“oak” is defined to apply 
only to those oak trees that are 5 inches dbh or more) that will have a significant effect on the 
environment. If the county determines that there may be a significant effect to oak woodlands, 
the county must require one or more of the following mitigation measures: 

1. Conserve oak woodlands through the use of conservation easements. 

2. Plant an appropriate number of trees, including maintaining plantings and replacing dead 
or diseased trees. Planted trees must be maintained for 7 years, and the plantings shall not 
fulfill more than one-half of the mitigation requirement for the project. 

3. Contribute funds to the Oak Woodlands Conservation Fund.  

4. Implement other mitigation measures developed by the county. 

Local 

The following local/regional regulations pertaining to biological resources would apply to the 
proposed project. 

County of Los Angeles General Plan 

The County’s General Plan directs future growth and development in the County’s 
unincorporated areas and establishes goals, policies, and objectives that pertain to the entire 
County. The current General Plan, adopted in 1980, includes a Conservation and Open Space 
Element that serves as a long-range plan and sets policy direction for the open space resources of 
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the County. The Conservation and Open Space Element addresses land and water areas, 
recreation, scenic beauty, agriculture, and mineral production, among other things. The element 
also contains several action programs designed to implement the goals and policies stated 
therein. Relevant policies support the preservation of significant ecological areas and habitat 
management areas; protection of watersheds, streams, and riparian vegetation; and preservation 
of heritage trees. In addition, the Land Use Element addresses the conservation of ecological 
resources and calls for effective protection of significant ecological and habitat resources through 
land use controls. 

The County circulated a draft General Plan update, entitled Los Angeles County General Plan 2035 
(General Plan 2035), in January 2014 and a Draft EIR addressing the General Plan 2035 in June 
2014. The General Plan 2035 was adopted on October 6, 2015. The General Plan 2035 contains a 
new Conservation and Natural Resources Element that includes a section on biological resources 
and addresses regional habitat linkages, forests, coastal zones, woodlands, significant ecological 
areas, and riparian habitats, streambeds, and wetlands. Relevant policies address the conservation 
and enhancement of natural habitats and biological resources; conservation and sustainable 
management of forests and woodlands; development within significant ecological areas; and the 
restoration of significant riparian resources. 

Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan: One Valley One Vision 

The recently updated Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan: One Valley One Vision 2012 (Area Plan), 
serves as a long-term guide for development in the Valley Planning Area over the next 20 years. 
The Area Plan ensures consistency between the General Plans of the County and the City of 
Santa Clarita in order to achieve common goals. The Area Plan Conservation and Open Space 
Element includes policies regarding habitat preservation, the use of site-appropriate native or 
adapted plant materials, maintaining wildlife corridors, and the protection of wetlands, heritage 
oak trees, and biological resources in significant ecological areas. 

County of Los Angeles Oak Tree Ordinance  

CLAOTO, codified at Los Angeles County Code Chapter 22.56, Part 16, prohibits damaging or 
removing oak trees with trunks that are at least 8 inches dbh (or that have two trunks totaling at 
least 12 inches in diameter), as measured 4.5 feet above natural ground (County of Los Angeles 
1988). A heritage oak, as defined by CLAOTO, is any oak tree measuring 36 inches dbh or 
more, or any oak of 36 inches dbh or less having a significant historical or cultural importance to 
the community. CLAOTO requires that all potential impacts to oak trees regulated by this 
ordinance be preceded by an application to the County that includes a detailed oak tree report. 
Mitigation for impacts to oak trees is usually required as a condition of an Oak Tree Permit 
issued by the County. 
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3.2.4 Thresholds of Significance 

The criteria that were used to evaluate impacts to biological resources are based on the following 
questions (Thresholds 3.2-1 through 3.2-6) from Appendix G, Section IV, of the CEQA Guidelines; 
Threshold 3.2-7 (based on Question b, Section XVIII (Mandatory Findings of Significance), of 
Appendix G) was added to help determine cumulative biological resources impacts from the 
proposed project.  

 Threshold 3.2-1: Would the project have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or 
through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or 
special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the 
California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?  

 Threshold 3.2-2: Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat 
or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations 
or by the California Department of Fish and Game or US Fish and Wildlife Service? 

 Threshold 3.2-3: Would the project 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? 

 Threshold 3.2-4: Would the project interfere substantially with the movement of any 
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or 
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?  

 Threshold 3.2-5: Would the project conflict with any local policies or ordinances 
protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?  

 Threshold 3.2-6: Would the project conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat 
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, 
regional, or state habitat conservation plan?  

 Threshold 3.2-7: Would the project result in cumulatively considerable impacts on 
biological resources? 

3.2.5 Project Impacts  

3.2.5.1 Methods of Analysis  

This section defines the types of impacts that would occur as a result of project implementation, 
including permanent direct impacts, temporary direct impacts, and indirect impacts. These types 
of impacts are described for the project modifications identified in Section 2.6, Revised Project 
Description for This Supplemental EIR, including take of the UTS, an additional location at the 
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pumpwell north of the Rejection Tower (Station 342+12), the use of additional equipment at the 
Santa Clara River Blow-Off site, dewatering for emergency repairs, and activities associated 
with the UTS conservation action. In addition, because project activities may affect biological 
resources differently at different times of year (depending on the life cycles of the species 
potentially impacted), this section analyzes impacts from the extension of the project window to 
include the months November to March, as opposed to the December to February time frame 
analyzed in the 2005 EIR. Note that as described in Section 2.6.4, Dewatering for Emergency 
Repairs, emergency repairs may be exempt from CEQA. However, Metropolitan is including an 
analysis of emergency dewatering to provide CDFW with adequate analysis to support issuance 
of an incidental take permit that covers both planned and emergency dewatering. 

The impact evaluation to biological resources is organized by threshold (similar to the rest of 
the environmental topical chapters in this Supplemental EIR). The analysis of impacts as it 
relates to each threshold begins with a summary of the impacts outlined in the 2005 EIR. 
Unlike the other topical chapters, the analysis is not organized primarily by the five project 
components (incidental take of UTS, additional work site, use of additional equipment at Santa 
Clara River Blow-Off, dewatering for emergency repairs, and the UTS conservation 
action).Instead, the analysis is organized by resource type, and in the case of wildlife, further 
divided by guild. Within each discussion, a clear statement about the potential impact to each 
resource type, including species guild, as it relates to each of the project elements is provided 
under headings for these elements. However, a summary table has been included in Section 
3.2.5.3, Summary of Impacts to Special-Status Biological Resources, that provides an impact 
conclusion statement of each threshold as it applies to each of the five project components. For 
the analysis of impacts to biological resources, the longer window for work was analyzed as a 
project element, because different biological impacts may occur at different times of year. 
Further, the “Take of UTS” heading was removed because this issue is analyzed in detail in 
Section 3.2.5, under the heading “Fish (UTS, Santa Ana Sucker, Arroyo Chub).” Organization 
of the impact analysis in this manner helps streamline the analysis and eliminate the need for 
repetition of impact statements that could apply to multiple project components.   

The 2011 Supplemental EIR did not analyze impacts to biological resources, because the project 
modifications to meet new carbon fiber lining standards would not result in work outside 
disturbed areas and would not introduce new impacts to sensitive biological resources.  

Direct permanent impacts refer to the absolute and permanent physical loss of a biological 
resource due to project operation and maintenance activities and construction activities at the 
UTS conservation action site, such as clearing and grading. Permanent direct impacts are 
analyzed in four ways: (1) permanent loss of vegetation communities, land covers, and general 
wildlife and their habitat; (2) permanent loss of or harm to special-status plant and wildlife 
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species; (3) permanent loss of suitable habitat for special-status species; and (4) permanent loss 
of wildlife movement and habitat connectivity in the project vicinity. 

Direct temporary impacts refer to a temporary loss of vegetation communities and land covers 
due to activities such as grading of existing dirt access roads, placement of aggregate (e.g., 
crushed rock used for road base or road surfacing) on some roads or work areas to restore an all-
weather driving surface where needed, use of equipment at the blow-off sites during shutdown 
activities, temporary changes in stream flow, and other improvements required for the project. 
Direct temporary impacts associated with the UTS conservation action include those associated 
with invasive species removal and temporary disturbance involved in recontouring channels and 
through the restoration of natural fluvial processes in support of UTS habitat characteristics (e.g., 
hydrology, sediment deposition, and scour). Habitat restoration would include removal of non-
native vegetation and wildlife. The main criterion for temporary direct impacts is that impacts 
would occur for a short time and would be reversible.  

Indirect impacts are reasonably foreseeable effects caused by project implementation on 
remaining or adjacent biological resources outside the direct construction or maintenance 
disturbance zone. Indirect impacts may occur during construction or maintenance (i.e., short-term 
construction-related indirect impacts) or later as a result of long-term operations and maintenance. 
Indirect impacts may affect areas within the defined project area but outside the construction 
disturbance zone, including open space and areas outside the project area, such as downstream 
effects. Indirect impacts include short-term effects immediately related to construction activities 
and long-term or chronic effects related to long-term operations and maintenance. For indirect 
impacts to biological resources from implementation of habitat restoration for UTS, biological 
resources within 500 feet of rivers and streams were examined, given that the restoration site 
associated with the UTS conservation action will be sited directly along a stream or river and 500 
feet is a typical distance to analyze for indirect effects to special-status resources due to 
construction activities. 

For each of the following impact sections, direct and indirect impacts for biological resources 
from the Foothill Feeder project and activities at the potential UTS conservation action site are 
identified. As identified below, this section includes some impacts not identified in the 2005 
EIR, due either to modifications to the project description or to the consideration of potential 
impacts from habitat restoration activities.  
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3.2.5.2 Analysis of Impacts 

Threshold 3.2-1:  Would the project have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or 
through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, 
sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or 
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service?  

Summary of Relevant Information in 2005 EIR 

The 2005 EIR identified relatively few significant impacts to special-status species, and found 
that the measures provided mitigate these impacts to less than significant. Direct impacts to 
biological resources from the UTS conservation action are not discussed in the 2005 EIR.  

Because project activities associated with dewatering would occur in winter, outside the nesting 
bird season, the 2005 EIR found that no impacts would occur to nesting birds, or to most special-
status wildlife species. The 2005 EIR concluded that the project would not result in significant 
direct impacts to habitat for any wildlife species, because impacts were limited to small, previously 
disturbed areas. Mitigation measures provided in the 2005 EIR mitigated any potential impacts to 
special-status terrestrial wildlife species, as well as direct impacts to rare plants. Impacts from 
noise on wildlife were determined to be less than significant because of the localized and 
temporary nature of disturbances.  

The 2005 EIR generally found impacts of discharges on aquatic resources to be less than 
significant, or less than significant with proposed mitigation measures. Impacts to UTS habitat 
from the discharge of water were determined to be less than significant, and discharges under 
the Release Plan would result in avoidance of stranding of this special-status species. 
Therefore, the project would not result in the incidental take of UTS. For similar reasons, the 
2005 EIR also found that impacts to arroyo chub, Santa Ana sucker, arroyo toad, western pond 
turtle, and two-striped gartersnake would be less than significant. 

Special-Status Plant Species  

Several special-status plant species have been documented in the project area, or within 500 feet 
of rivers and streams identified as suitable for the UTS conservation action (see Section 2.6.5), or 
have moderate or high potential to occur (see Table 3.2-1).  

Direct Impacts to Special-Status Plants 

The 2005 EIR concluded that since water releases are planned to take place during the wet 
season, the downstream impact areas are expected to be the same or similar to areas that would 
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be naturally scoured by seasonal flows due to rain events. Therefore, any potentially occurring 
special-status plants in the downstream path of the released water would likely be subject to 
scour by natural flows prior to dewatering and these impacts would be less than significant. The 
2005 EIR also concluded that the project would result in potentially significant direct impacts to 
special-status plant species that occur within less disturbed habitat immediately adjacent to work 
sites and equipment staging areas if equipment operation and other activities could inadvertently 
harm or destroy special-status plant species if they occur immediately adjacent to work sites and 
right-of-way areas.  

Additional Work Site 

Several project modifications noted in Section 2.6 would be unlikely to result in additional direct 
permanent impacts to special-status plant species. Impacts associated with the additional work site 
at the pumpwell north of the Rejection Tower (Station 342+12) would be limited to previously 
disturbed areas that would not be expected to support special-status plants because it is located on a 
hillside within a planned housing community. Activities associated with dewatering here would be 
similar to those associated with dewatering and maintenance activities at other project locations. 
Given the lack of suitable habitat for special-status plants at the additional work site, there would 
be no impacts to special-status plant species or suitable habitat for special-status plants from the 
additional work site.  

Use of Additional Equipment at Santa Clara River Blow-Off 

The 2005 EIR stated additional remaining discharge would require two 125-kilowatt generators 
and three submersible pumps. Use of additional equipment (up to two 1,000-kilowatt generators 
and two submersible pumps) at the Santa Clara River Blow-Off would primarily result in 
increased noise (an indirect impact to wildlife), but would not result in additional direct impacts to 
special-status plant species or suitable habitat for suitable habitat for special-status plant species.  

Longer Window for Work 

Extension of the window for conducting regular maintenance activities to include the months 
from November to March would not result in additional impacts to special-status plants 
compared to the project timeframe discussed in the 2005 EIR; therefore, no impacts to special-
status plants or suitable habitat for special-status plants from extension of the window are 
expected to occur.  

Dewatering for Emergency Repairs  

Similarly, emergency repairs, should they occur, are not likely to result in direct impacts to special-
status plant species that would be greater than those resulting from routine operation and 
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maintenance activities. The primary differences between dewatering for emergency repairs and the 
regular operations and maintenance activities are related to the potential need for rapid dewatering 
(100% valve opening from the outset of dewatering) and the potential for dewatering to occur at 
any time of year, and therefore potentially outside the November to March window designated for 
regular maintenance, and the December to February window analyzed in the 2005 EIR. Equipment 
used for emergency repairs would be similar to that used for dewatering for inspection and 
planned maintenance, as described in Section 2.5.2. Impacts to upland areas would remain limited 
to small, previously disturbed areas, and are not likely to result in direct impacts to special-status 
plants or suitable habitat for special-status plants.  

The potential for dewatering to occur at any time of the year for emergency repairs would not 
substantially affect the level and nature of direct impacts to special-status plants. In addition, the 
areas around most of the work sites are relatively disturbed, resulting in no direct impacts to 
special-status plants and their habitat.  

UTS Conservation Action 

As described in Section 2.6.5, potential locations for the conservation action necessary to 
satisfy the requirements of Section 2081.10(a)(3) and meet the conservation standard in Section 
2805(d) of the California Fish and Game Code are currently undetermined; therefore, it is 
assumed that the potential exists for suitable habitat for special-status plants to occur 
adjacent to, or within, these proposed sites. Therefore, special-status plant species associated 
with vegetation communities that can support special-status plants recorded within 500 feet 
of river and streams described in Section 2.6.5 (i.e., grassland, scrubs, chaparral, woodlands, 
coniferous forest, riparian, and wetland communities listed in Section 3.2.2.1, Vegetation 
Communities) could be directly impacted during grading or other ground disturbance 
associated with restoration of UTS habitat. Thirteen special-status plants were recorded in 
the CNDDB within 500 feet of rivers and streams in the conservation action area defined in 
Section 2.6.5. Permanent direct impacts to potentially occurring special-status plant species 
and suitable habitat for special-status plants would be significant absent mitigation. 

In summary, direct permanent impacts to special-status plants within the areas affected by 
proposed operations and maintenance within less disturbed habitat immediately adjacent to 
activity locations and equipment staging areas would be significant absent mitigation. If any of 
the special-status plants listed in Table 3.2-1 occur within the restoration site associated with the 
UTS conservation action, direct permanent impacts to special-status plant species within areas 
subject to clearing or grading from restoration activities would be significant absent mitigation.  
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Indirect Impacts to Special-Status Plants 

Project Activities Associated with Dewatering 

The 2005 EIR did not address indirect impacts to special-status plant species, instead focusing on 
indirect effects of light and noise on wildlife species. For the most part, indirect effects to 
special-status plants on site and adjacent to work sites would be limited given the disturbance of 
the work locations and temporary nature of the work. Several project modifications noted in 
Section 2.6 would be unlikely to result in additional indirect permanent impacts to special-status 
plant species. Work at the additional work site at the pumpwell north of the Rejection Tower 
(Station 342+12), the extension of the window for project activities to include the period from 
November to March, and use of additional equipment would not result in significant indirect 
impacts beyond those analyzed in the 2005 EIR. The staging and work sites are already largely 
disturbed and the proposed activities are temporary in nature.  

Therefore, if special-status species or suitable habitat for special-status species occur near the 
additional work site or emergency repair areas, indirect impacts from the proposed project 
modifications would be less than significant. The additional equipment and longer window for work 
are not expected to result in indirect impacts to special-status plants or suitable habitat for special-
status plants because plants are not affected by noise or timing of work, like wildlife may be. 

UTS Conservation Action 

Indirect impacts to special-status plant species associated with the potential UTS conservation 
action site are not discussed in the 2005 EIR, and the 2005 EIR does not address impacts from 
habitat restoration or enhancement for UTS. However, indirect impacts to the potentially 
occurring special-status plants listed in Table 3.2-1 from habitat restoration or enhancement 
activities, such as fugitive dust; runoff; sedimentation; chemical pollution; erosion; litter; 
accidental clearing, grading, and trampling; fertilizers and herbicides, invasive plant species, and 
wildfires during grading, as well as potential water quality impacts, could result in significant 
indirect impacts to special-status plants and suitable habitat for special-status plants. These 
impacts would be significant absent mitigation. 

Level of Significance Absent Mitigation Measures: Direct impacts to special-status plants 
within the project area immediately adjacent to activity locations and equipment staging areas 
would be significant absent mitigation. Direct impacts to potentially occurring special-status 
plants within the habitat restoration site associated with the UTS conservation action would be 
significant absent mitigation. Work associated with the additional work site, additional 
equipment at the Santa Clara River Blow-Off, dewatering for emergency repairs, and the longer 
window for work compared to the project described in the 2005 EIR would result in no impacts 
or impacts would be less than significant. 
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Although indirect impacts to special-status plants within the project area would be less than 
significant, indirect impacts to special-status plants within and adjacent to the UTS conservation 
action site would be significant absent mitigation. 

Mitigation Measures: MM-BR-1 through MM-BR-5; SMM-BR-2A, SMM-BR-2B, SMM-BR-
6, and SMM-BR-7. 

Level of Significance With Mitigation Measures: Implementation of MM-BR-1 would require a 
qualified biologist to assess the potential of special-status plant and wildlife species to occur 
immediately adjacent to all proposed preparation and dewatering work sites, as well as staging and 
storage areas, once these have been identified and delineated. This would result in minimization 
and avoidance of direct and indirect impacts to special-status plants from shutdown releases. 
Implementation of MM-BR-2 would result in minimization and avoidance of all direct impacts to 
special-status plants within the project area by requiring fencing to exclude suitable habitat areas 
containing special-status species from preparation and dewatering activities, as well as equipment 
and materials staging and storage. Indirect impacts to special-status plants would be addressed by 
requiring drip pans under stationary equipment. Implementation of MM-BR-3 would result in 
minimization and avoidance of direct and indirect impacts to special-status plants from project 
activities by requiring a training/education session to addresses the particular species that could 
occur within the adjacent habitat and measures to minimize adverse impacts to adjacent habitat 
areas. Implementation of MM-BR-4 would result in minimization and avoidance of indirect 
impacts to special-status plants adjacent to work sites by requiring BMPs to ensure that no debris, 
oil, petroleum products, or other organic material from any project activity are allowed to enter into 
adjacent natural habitat areas. Implementation of MM-BR-5 would result in minimization and 
avoidance of indirect impacts to special-status plants within the project area by requiring periodic 
biological monitoring of all activities at work sites. MM-BR-1 through MM-BR-5 have become 
standard practice during dewatering of the Foothill Feeder since the 2005 EIR. 

Implementation of SMM-BR-2A and SMM-BR-2B would result in mitigation for direct and 
indirect impacts to special-status plants that may occur within the habitat restoration/
enhancement site for UTS by requiring pre-construction surveys for special-status plants within 
this area and providing for avoidance of any special-status plants found during pre-construction 
surveys. SMM-BR-7 would require demarcation and fencing around sensitive resources, such as 
adjacent special-status plants, to ensure that no impacts occur to these sources. SMM-BR-6 
would require a biological monitor to ensure that protections to sensitive biological resources are 
properly installed, and that impacts to these resources are avoided and minimized. With 
implementation of these measures, indirect impacts to special-status plants from habitat 
enhancement and creation activities would be less than significant. 
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Special-Status Wildlife Species  

Several special-status wildlife species have been documented in the project area, or generally 
within 500 feet of streams identified in the UTS conservation area, or have moderate or high 
potential to occur (see Table 3.2-2). Because both direct and indirect impacts could affect many 
of the species with similar life histories and behaviors (referred to as “species guilds”) in much 
the same way, the discussion of impacts is organized by species guild as follows: 

 Invertebrates – vernal pool fairy shrimp 

 Fish – arroyo chub, Santa Ana sucker, UTS 

 Reptile – Low Mobility: Blainville’s horned lizard (Phrynosoma blainvillii), silvery 
legless lizard (Anniella pulchra pulchra), San Diegan tiger whiptail (Aspidoscelis tigris 
stejnegeri), California glossy snake (Arizona elegans), coast patch-nosed snake (Salvadora 
hexalepis virgultea) 

 Reptile and Amphibian – Semi-Aquatic: arroyo toad, California red-legged frog, 
western pond turtle, western spadefoot (Spea hammondii), two-striped gartersnake, south 
coast gartersnake (Thamnophis sirtalis ssp.)  

 Bird – Foraging Raptor: California condor (Gymnogyps californianus), golden eagle  

 Bird – Nesting/Foraging Raptor: burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia), white-tailed kite, 
long-eared owl (Asio otus), loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus) (although the latter 
is not technically a “raptor,” it shares raptorial life history traits and habitat associations 
with the raptors on site) 

 Bird – Upland Scrub and Chaparral: coastal California gnatcatcher 

 Bird – Riparian: southwestern willow flycatcher, least Bell’s vireo, yellow-breasted chat 
(Icteria virens), yellow warbler (Setophaga petechia), summer tanager (Piranga rubra), 
western yellow-billed cuckoo, tricolored blackbird (Agelaius tricolor) (nesting restricted to 
wetlands associated with riparian) 

 Bat: pallid bat (Antrozous pallidus), pocketed free-tailed bat (Nyctinomops 
femorosaccus), Townsend’s big-eared bat (Corynorhinus townsendii), western mastiff bat 
(Eumops perotis californicus), western red bat (Lasiurus blossevillii) 

 Mammal – Low and Moderate Mobility: San Diego desert woodrat (Neotoma lepida 
intermedia), American badger, San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit (Lepus californicus 
bennettii), ringtail (Bassariscus astutus) 

Federally designated critical habitat for arroyo toad, California red-legged frog, least Bell’s vireo, and 
southwestern willow flycatcher occurs within the project area or elsewhere in the Upper Santa Clara 
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River watershed where habitat restoration activities have the potential to occur. Potential impacts to 
these areas are discussed under “Reptile and Amphibian – Semi-Aquatic.” 

Invertebrates (vernal pool fairy shrimp)  

The 2005 EIR did not analyze impacts to vernal pool fairy shrimp. No surveys have been 
conducted for this species in the project area. Suitable vernal pool habitat potentially occurs in 
upland areas outside the Santa Clara River, such as in uplands in Charlie Canyon. However, no 
such habitat occurs immediately adjacent to any of the work sites.  

Direct Impacts to Invertebrates 

Direct impacts are limited to the work areas immediately around the work sites and to areas 
within the streams where temporary changes in stream flows may occur. Therefore, no direct 
permanent or temporary impacts would occur on vernal pool fairy shrimp from project activities, 
as described below.  

Additional Work Site 

Because activities associated with the additional work site at the pumpwell north of the Rejection 
Tower (Station 342+12) would be similar to those occurring at other work sites, and because no 
vernal pools occur at this location, this project modification would result in no direct permanent 
or temporary impacts to vernal pool fairy shrimp.  

Use of Additional Equipment at Santa Clara River Blow-Off 

Because use of additional equipment at the Santa Clara River Blow-Off will occur within the 
existing footprint of activities at this work site, no direct permanent or temporary impacts would 
occur on vernal pool fairy shrimp as a result of this project modification.  

Longer Window for Work 

The longer window for work (November to March) will not result in impacts in addition to those 
analyzed in the 2005 EIR. Therefore, this project modification would result in no impacts to 
vernal pool fairy shrimp. 

Dewatering for Emergency Repairs  

Although the nature of emergency repairs is not predictable, the only changes associated with 
this project modification involve the potential to conduct work activities at any time of year and 
to dewater the Foothill Feeder at 100% valve opening from the outset of dewatering, rather than 
according to the Release Plan. Equipment used for emergency repairs would be similar to that 
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used for dewatering for inspection and planned maintenance, as described in Section 2.5.2. 
Dewatering for emergency repairs will not result in impacts outside the area of impacts analyzed 
in the 2005 EIR. Therefore, this project modification would result in no direct permanent or 
temporary impacts to vernal pool fairy shrimp. 

UTS Conservation Action 

Vernal pool fairy shrimp occurs in upland areas where vernal pools form during the wet season. 
This species is unlikely to occur within streams affected by habitat restoration or enhancement 
activities, and thus no impacts are expected to this species from these activities.  

Indirect Impacts to Invertebrates 

Although the 2005 EIR did not specifically analyze indirect impacts to vernal pool fairy shrimp, 
the 2005 EIR concluded that, after mitigation, the Foothill Feeder project would not result in 
indirect impacts to any upland or aquatic wildlife species.  

Project Activities Associated with Dewatering 

Vernal pool habitat is absent immediately adjacent to any of the work sites, and none of the 
project modifications (the additional work site, the use of additional equipment at the Santa Clara 
River Blow-Off, the longer window for work, and dewatering for emergency repairs) would 
result in impacts outside the area analyzed in the 2005 EIR. Therefore, the project would result in 
no indirect impacts to vernal pool fairy shrimp.  

UTS Conservation Action 

Because vernal pool fairy shrimp are unlikely to occur adjacent to any habitat restoration or 
enhancement site for UTS, no indirect impacts would occur to vernal pool fairy shrimp from habitat 
restoration activities.  

Level of Significance Absent Mitigation Measures: No impact would occur.  

Mitigation Measures: None required. 

Level of Significance With Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required and no impact 
would occur. 

Fish (UTS, Santa Ana sucker, arroyo chub)  

The 2005 EIR concluded that the project would not result in the incidental take of UTS or impacts 
to other special-status fish species, as noted in Section 2.4, Proposed Project Overview. This 
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Supplemental EIR describes new information since the 2005 EIR on the potential for the proposed 
project to result in incidental take of UTS. In 2015, a California Supreme Court decision7 reversed 
a Court of Appeals decision regarding a permit issued by the CDFW to The Newhall Land and 
Farming Company. The Supreme Court held that handling and relocating UTS, a fully protected 
species, back into a stream to mitigate or avoid impacts constitutes prohibited take of that species, 
even if no harm to any UTS occurred as a result of the live relocation. Therefore, if UTS became 
stranded as a result of dewatering the Foothill Feeder, qualified biologists would be prohibited 
from rescuing and repatriating them. AB 2488 was signed into law by Governor Brown on 
September 16, 2016, with an effective date of January 1, 2017, and allows CDFW to issue an 
incidental take permit for take of the fully protected UTS that occurs as a result of otherwise lawful 
dewatering, inspection, maintenance, modification, or repair of Foothill Feeder, or that occurs as a 
result of implementing mitigation and conservation actions. 

Direct Impacts to Fish Species 

The 2005 EIR concluded that the project would not result in permanent direct impacts to UTS or 
other special-status fish species habitat. Discharge from all Foothill Feeder shutdown releases 
would minimize impacts to fish habitat by avoiding scour and changes in streambed morphology 
and by minimizing temporary impacts to vegetation in the streambed, which would recover 
quickly and through natural processes. However, as described above, direct impacts to UTS 
could result from incidental take of UTS in the form of rescue and relocation, or as a result of 
dewatering, inspection, maintenance, modification, or repair of the Foothill Feeder, or as a result 
of implementing adaptive management plans and conservation actions to meet the terms and 
conditions of the UTS incidental take authorization in accordance with Section 2180.10 for the 
Foothill Feeder. In addition, dewatering of the Foothill Feeder could result in displacement and 
stranding of Santa Ana sucker and arroyo chub that could have a substantial temporary effect on 
local populations. 

The potential for and severity of release effects on UTS, Santa Ana sucker, and arroyo chub, 
resulting in direct impacts on these special-status species, are related to the timing of water 
releases, recent hydrology, and pattern/volume of release. In general, unless they percolate into 
the streambed, high flows can displace fish, particularly smaller fish such as juveniles, 
downstream of existing locations and can even result in fish mortality. UTS are adapted to 
periodic high-flow regimes during the rainy season. While some UTS, as well as Santa Ana 
sucker and arroyo chub, may be displaced during high flows, such flows may also increase gene 
variation, which benefit the populations. High flows are relatively common from January 
through March within the Santa Clara River watershed; however, possibly as an adaptation, most 

                                                 
7  Center for Biological Diversity v. Department of Fish & Wildlife (2015) 62 Cal. 4th 204. 
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UTS in the Santa Clara River watershed do not breed until after February. The breeding activities 
of Santa Ana sucker and arroyo chub, which are not native to the Santa Clara River but are 
native elsewhere in Southern California, follow similar schedules (Greenfield et al. 1970; Moyle 
2002; Swift 2001). High flows can also affect the potential for fish strandings. Rapid flows in 
occupied portions of the streambed can increase the chance that special-status fish could be 
stranded. Strandings potentially occur when fish retreat to low flow areas of the channel (such as 
flooded side channels) to avoid high flows and then a rapid decrease in flow volume dewaters 
these areas. In addition, high flows can alter special-status species fish habitat. High flows that 
result in scour can cause changes to stream morphology that would result in habitat unsuitability. 

Discharge from emergency shutdown releases at up to 100% valve opening from the outset of 
dewatering—that is, not according to the Release Plan—would not exceed the level of runoff 
associated with a modeled 2-year storm event in any of the streams into which dewatering would 
occur (Table 3.2-3). Such discharges would not reach the threshold of moving sediment in any of the 
streams in the project area, would not result in scour within the streams, and therefore would not alter 
habitat for UTS or other special-status fish. Implementing the Release Plan for planned shutdowns 
further reduces any impacts from dewatering and results in releases during the rainy season 
(approximately November through March) that more closely mimic winter storm events (gradually 
increasing and then decreasing the release volume). The timed water releases according to the 
Release Plan would further reduce the potential for habitat scour and the potential for fish strandings. 
Gradual increases in flow allow fish to find an appropriate refuge from the higher-velocity flows, and 
gradually declining flows allow the fish to leave their refuge before it becomes isolated from the 
stream channel. These releases during the rainy season in years of normal to high rainfall would 
mimic a winter storm event, but produce less than runoff for 100% valve opening from the outset of 
dewatering (which itself would not exceed a 2-year storm event or result in sediment transport or 
scour), and would not adversely affect UTS, Santa Ana suckers, or arroyo chubs in the Santa Clara 
River or other streams in the project area. Gradually increasing the water release rate up at the 
beginning and allowing the release rate to decline as the water drains out of the pipeline at the end of 
the dewatering period would minimize or avoid displacement and stranding of special-status fish 
species. When UTS strandings do occur, as may have happened in 2007 (see below), any loss of 
UTS is expected to be relatively minor and within the natural annual population variation as 
identified in USFWS (2011). In 2005 and 2012, when shutdown releases were conducted according 
to the Release Plan, no UTS strandings were recorded. In addition, no strandings of Santa Ana sucker 
or arroyo chub were recorded, although two Santa Ana suckers were observed in the Santa Clara 
River downstream of the blow-off site in 2012. In 2007, shutdown releases occurred according to the 
Release Plan; however, the flows coincided with releases from Castaic Lake Water Agency and an 
unexpected inflow from Bouquet Canyon Creek, upstream of the project area. The qualified fish 
biologists monitoring Metropolitan’s releases were unable to conclusively determine whether 
Metropolitan’s flow resulted in possible strandings (SMEA 2007).  

3/13/2018 Board Meeting 7-1 Attachment 2, Page 214 of 855



3.2 – BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Foothill Feeder Repair and Future Inspections Project Supplemental EIR 10109 
December 2017 3.2-79 

As described in Section 2.6.5, the project includes a conservation action that would ensure 
preservation, restoration, or enhancement of special-status species fish habitat at a UTS 
conservation action site, or result in a contribution to the establishment, operation, and 
maintenance of a UTS conservation facility. Such a facility could support the emergency rescue of 
populations of UTS that are at risk, and the reintroduction of these fish into the wild. Preservation, 
restoration, and enhancement would provide habitat for all three special-status fish species that 
would offset the relatively minimal potential loss of these species from strandings. The project 
includes an adaptive management plan for monitoring the effectiveness of, and adjusting as 
necessary, the “measures to minimize and fully mitigate” impacts from take of UTS per 
California Fish and Game Code Section 2081.10(a)(3). Contribution to a conservation facility 
would similarly offset any loss of UTS due to dewatering activities, to achieve the “minimize and 
fully mitigate” standard in Section 2081.10(a)(3). In addition, the potential loss of UTS from 
strandings due to shutdown releases is relatively unlikely during any single release event, and 
losses from potential strandings are expected to be within the range of normal annual population 
fluctuations. However, any loss of UTS could be considered a significant impact. Also, although 
habitat restoration associated with the UTS conservation action would also offset any potential loss 
of Santa Ana suckers or arroyo chubs due to strandings, impacts to these species could still be 
significant, if the conservation action includes contribution to a strictly UTS conservation facility 
and not habitat restoration benefiting all three special-status fish species. 

As noted above, the 2005 EIR concluded that, because of the Release Plan, vegetation in the 
streambed would recover quickly after releases, and through natural processes. Therefore, the 
EIR concluded that direct temporary impacts to fish habitat were less than significant.  

Table 3.2-3 
Peak Flow Values for 2-Year Storm Event vs. Emergency Dewatering 

(Immediate 100% Valve Opening) 

Stream/River 

Station 
(CDM 
Smith 
2012) 

2-Year 
Storm 

Event (cfs) 
Location of Closest Blow-Off Point Relative 

to Stations Modeled for ACOE Reaches 

Blow-Off Discharge 
at 100% Opening 

(cfs) 
Castaic Creek 264+82 410 About 1.5 miles downstream of blow-off location 

2 (Station 97+34, at confluence with Charlie 
Canyon creek) 

64 

Charlie Canyon N/A 80 About 1.4 miles downstream of blow-off location 
2 (Station 97+34) 

64 

San Francisquito 
Creek 

0 500 About 3 miles upstream of blow-off locations 3 
and 4 (Station 287+70 and Station 321+40) 

141 

Santa Clara River 0 750 About 12 miles upstream of blow-off location 5 
(Station 383+90) 

146 
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Table 3.2-3 
Peak Flow Values for 2-Year Storm Event vs. Emergency Dewatering 

(Immediate 100% Valve Opening) 

Stream/River 

Station 
(CDM 
Smith 
2012) 

2-Year 
Storm 

Event (cfs) 
Location of Closest Blow-Off Point Relative 

to Stations Modeled for ACOE Reaches 

Blow-Off Discharge 
at 100% Opening 

(cfs) 
Placerita Creek 0 80 About 2,000 feet downstream of blow-off 

location 6 (Station 521+20, at confluence with 
South Fork Santa Clara River) 

45 

Sources:  Aqua Terra Consultants 2009; CDM Smith 2012. 
Notes: cfs = cubic feet per second; ACOE = U.S. Army Corps of Engineers). 

Additional Work Site 

Work activities at the additional work site at the pumpwell north of the Rejection Tower (Station 
342+12) would occur far from aquatic habitat and thus would not result in direct permanent or 
temporary impacts to UTS, Santa Ana sucker, or arroyo chub.  

Use of Additional Equipment at Santa Clara River Blow-Off 

Noise from additional equipment at the Santa Clara River Blow-Off location would not result in 
direct permanent or temporary impacts to aquatic habitat and therefore also would not affect 
special-status fish species.  

Longer Window for Work 

The extension of project dewatering activities into March may slightly increase the number of 
special-status fish potentially stranded, including UTS, but implementation of the Release Plan 
for planned shutdowns will continue to minimize the possibility of strandings, and the number of 
stranded special-status fish would be within the range of natural population fluctuations.  

Dewatering for Emergency Repairs  

Activities connected with emergency dewatering would be similar to those associated with 
releases for inspection and for operation and maintenance activities. Equipment used for 
emergency repairs would be similar to that used for dewatering for inspection and planned 
maintenance, as described in Section 2.5.2. The exact nature of an emergency release cannot be 
predicted, but it may require rapid dewatering that would necessitate a 100% valve opening from 
the outset of dewatering and discharge of water into the Santa Clara River. It could also occur at 
any time of year. As demonstrated above, such a rapid release (at up to 100% valve opening 
from the outset of dewatering) would not exceed the level of runoff associated with a modeled 2-
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year storm event, and it would not result in sediment transport or scour that may cause long-term 
changes to UTS habitat, or habitat of Santa Ana sucker or arroyo chub. In addition, since the 
Foothill Feeder was constructed in the 1970s, emergency dewatering has occurred only once, and 
this event did not result in water being discharged into the Santa Clara River. As a result of 
damage from the Northridge Earthquake, a portion of the Foothill Feeder was dewatered for 
emergency repairs in early 1994. The damage was limited to cracks and leakage in a reinforced 
concrete conduit at a welded slip joint near the Jensen Treatment Plant, outside the Santa Clara 
River watershed (O’Rourke and Toprak 2006). However, should dewatering for emergency 
repairs result in discharge that would reach waters occupied by UTS, additional impacts to UTS 
could result, on a scale similar to that resulting from scheduled releases. Impacts could also 
occur to Santa Ana sucker and arroyo chub. Although dewatering for emergency repairs may be 
conducted at 100% valve opening from the outset, as noted previously, this would not exceed the 
level of runoff associated with a modeled 2-year storm event and would not result in sediment 
transport or scour that would adversely alter habitat for special-status fish species. Therefore, as 
with scheduled releases for inspection and maintenance, vegetation would recover quickly and 
direct temporary impacts to special-status fish habitat would be less than significant.  

UTS Conservation Action  

Activities to create, enhance, or restore habitat for UTS would also potentially result in direct 
impacts to UTS, Santa Ana sucker, or arroyo chub. As these activities would be creating or 
restoring fish habitat, they would provide a net habitat benefit to the species. However, if these 
three special-status fish species are present prior to restoration, and if restoration occurs within or 
adjacent to aquatic habitat, ground-disturbing activities within the channel could result in injury 
or mortality to special-status fish species. Although any injury or mortality to these species is 
likely to be within the range of the natural fluctuations of their populations, this impact would be 
potentially significant. Any relocation of or injury or mortality to UTS would constitute 
incidental take of a state fully protected species that is also listed under the ESA and CESA. 
Although Santa Ana sucker is listed as threatened under ESA elsewhere in its range, it is not 
listed in the Upper Santa Clara River watershed, where it is introduced. Arroyo chub, although a 
California species of special concern, is not listed under the ESA. Therefore, any handling and 
relocation or loss of Santa Ana suckers or arroyo chubs is not considered take under the ESA. 

Indirect Impacts to Fish Species 

Project Activities Associated with Dewatering 

The 2005 EIR identified light and noise as potential indirect impacts to special-status wildlife 
species. It determined that indirect impacts to special-status species fish would be less than 
significant after implementation of project mitigation measures. Impacts from the additional 
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work site would occur far from special-status fish habitat and work activities would not be 
different from those conducted at other sites. Although use of additional equipment at the Santa 
Clara River Blow-Off site could result in increased noise, this would not result in indirect 
impacts to special-status fish. Indirect impacts from dewatering for emergency repairs and 
impacts conducted in November or March would also not differ from indirect impacts identified 
in the 2005 EIR. 

UTS Conservation Action 

Conservation activities may result in temporary modifications of habitat, but the net effect would 
be to increase habitat for these three special-status fish species. Restoration or enhancement 
activities resulting in temporary changes in water quality could affect special-status fish species, 
even resulting in mortality. Potential water quality effects include chemical and toxic compound 
pollution (particularly from fuel, oil or lubricants from machinery used in restoration), increased 
turbidity, excessive sedimentation, and excessive dust.  

Level of Significance Absent Mitigation Measures: No direct permanent impacts would occur 
to habitat for special-status fish species from the additional work site at the pumpwell north of 
the Rejection Tower (Station 342+12) or the use of additional equipment.  

Direct impacts to UTS, Santa Ana sucker, and arroyo chub (due to stranding) during shutdown 
releases, for scheduled inspections and maintenance, and during dewatering for emergency 
repairs would not result in long-term effects on special-status fish habitat, but could result in 
effects on regional populations that would be substantially adverse. Therefore, this is a 
potentially significant impact.  

Direct impacts to UTS, Santa Ana sucker, and arroyo chub due to mortality and injury during 
habitat restoration activities, should they be present, would also be potentially significant. Injury 
and mortality of UTS would be considered incidental take. 

Direct temporary impacts to special-status fish habitat from all aspects of the proposed 
project, including from UTS habitat restoration and enhancement activities described in 
Section 2.6.5, would be less than significant. 

No additional indirect impacts to special-status fish would result from project modifications, 
except for potential water quality impacts associated with habitat restoration, which would be a 
potentially significant impact. 

Mitigation Measures: SMM-BR-4, SMM-BR-5, SMM-BR-6, SMM-BR-8, and SMM-BR-9.  
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Level of Significance With Mitigation Measures: As noted above, conservation actions 
outlined in Section 2.6.5 would provide net benefits by preserving and creating or restoring 
habitat that would benefit the overall population of special-status fish species. Implementation 
of SMM-BR-5 would result in minimization and avoidance of remaining direct impacts to 
UTS, Santa Ana sucker, and arroyo chub from shutdown releases by requiring development of 
a Monitoring, Rescue, and Relocation Plan to identify populations of these fish that could be 
affected by discharge from shutdown releases, ensuring that pools where fish are potentially 
stranded because of releases would be identified, and describing procedures for collecting 
stranded or potentially stranded special-status fish and releasing them in a safe location 
connected with stream flows.  

Implementation of SMM-BR-9 and SMM-BR-5 would result in avoidance of impacts to UTS, 
Santa Ana sucker, and arroyo chub from activities associated with the UTS conservation action. 
SMM-BR-9 would ensure that areas occupied by special-status fish species are identified. SMM-
BR-5 would require development of procedures to relocate special-status species from work 
areas. SMM-BR-6 would further ensure avoidance of impacts to special-status fish by requiring 
the presence of a qualified biological monitor during ground-disturbance activities. With 
implementation of these measures, impacts to UTS, Santa Ana sucker, and arroyo chub would be 
less than significant. 

SMM-BR-8 would ensure that BMPs will be implemented at any UTS habitat restoration site, 
ensuring the UTS conservation action will not result in water quality impacts that could affect 
UTS, Santa Ana sucker, or arroyo chub. SMM-BR-4 would ensure that a qualified biological 
monitor inspects all BMPs associated with the habitat restoration site, further reducing impacts 
to special-status fish. With implementation of these measures, impacts to UTS, Santa Ana 
sucker, and arroyo chub from water quality effects of the UTS conservation action would be 
less than significant. 

Reptile – Low Mobility (Blainville’s horned lizard, silvery legless lizard, San Diegan tiger 
whiptail, California glossy snake, coast patch-nosed snake)  

Direct Impacts to Reptile – Low Mobility Species 

The 2005 EIR concluded that the project’s direct impacts to special-status terrestrial reptile 
species habitat, and to these species, would be less than significant. Although the 2005 EIR did 
not address impacts to San Diegan tiger whiptail, California glossy snake, or coast patch-nosed 
snake, impacts to these species, should they occur in the project area, should be the same as 
impacts occurring to other Reptile – Low Mobility species, because these species are associated 
with similar habitats. 
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Additional Work Site 

Impacts associated with the additional work site at the pumpwell north of the Rejection Tower 
(Station 342+12) would be limited to previously disturbed areas. Activities associated with 
dewatering here would be similar to those associated with pumping and dewatering at other 
similar project locations described for the Foothill Feeder. Therefore, impacts to Reptile – Low 
Mobility species would be similar, and would be less than significant.  

Use of Additional Equipment at Santa Clara River Blow-Off 

Use of additional equipment at the Santa Clara River Blow-Off would primarily result in 
increased noise (an indirect impact), but would not result in direct impacts to Reptile – Low 
Mobility species or their habitat.  

Longer Window for Work 

Conducting work during an extended window (November to March) compared to that analyzed 
in the 2005 EIR would not result in different impacts to these species or their habitats. Although 
these species are more likely to be active in March than earlier in the year, project activities 
associated with dewatering would still be limited to previously disturbed areas. 

Dewatering for Emergency Repairs  

Dewatering for emergency repairs, should it occur, is not likely to result in direct impacts to 
Reptile – Low Mobility species that would be greater than those resulting from regular 
maintenance activities. The primary differences between dewatering for emergency repairs and 
dewatering for planned inspection and maintenance relate to the potential need for rapid 
dewatering (100% valve opening from the outset) and the potential for dewatering to occur at any 
time of year, and therefore outside the November to March window designated for regular 
maintenance, and the December to February window analyzed in the 2005 EIR. Equipment used 
for emergency repairs would be similar to that used for dewatering for inspection and planned 
maintenance, as described in Section 2.5.2. Impacts to upland areas would remain limited to small, 
previously disturbed areas, and are not likely to result in injury or mortality of these species.  

The potential for dewatering to occur at any time of year for emergency maintenance could 
affect the level and nature of direct impacts to Reptile – Low Mobility guild species. All of these 
species are more likely to be active, and all conduct breeding activities, outside the winter 
months. However, any impacts to breeding activity would be temporary and short in duration. In 
the event that dewatering for emergency repairs occurs at a time when Reptile – Low Mobility 
species are engaging in breeding activities and would result in disturbance to these species, they 
would be able to resume breeding activities after the cessation of project activities. In addition, 
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the areas adjacent to most of the work sites are relatively disturbed, further reducing impacts 
from dewatering for emergency repairs.  

UTS Conservation Action 

Given the uncertainty over the location for potential habitat restoration or enhancement 
activities to provide conservation for UTS per requirements in Section 2081.10, suitable 
habitat for any of the Reptile – Low Mobility species could occur adjacent to, or even within, 
selected sites. Blainville’s horned lizard, San Diegan tiger whiptail, and silvery legless lizard 
may all occur within either riparian habitat (silvery legless lizard) or open streambeds. All 
Reptile – Low Mobility species (also including California glossy snake and coast patch-nosed 
snake) could occur in scrub habitat adjacent to streams or riparian habitat. Restoration 
activities are expected to create riparian habitat, so any loss of habitat affecting these species 
would likely involve conversion of upland scrub habitats to riparian or streambed. The area 
restored is expected to be less than 2 acres, and scrub habitats are likely to make up a small 
percentage of this area, if any. Therefore, the project would not result in substantial habitat loss 
for the Reptile – Low Mobility species. However, these species are slow moving on the surface 
or are otherwise underground and are highly vulnerable to injury and mortality during ground-
disturbing activities. Therefore, these species could be injured or killed during grading or other 
ground disturbance associated with restoration or enhancement of UTS habitat.  

Indirect Impacts to Reptile – Low Mobility Species 

Project Activities Associated with Dewatering 

The 2005 EIR found that indirect impacts to all wildlife species would be less than significant. 
Work at the additional work site at the pumpwell north of the Rejection Tower (Station 342+12), 
dewatering for emergency repairs, and the extension of the window for project dewatering 
activities to include the period from November to March would not result in indirect impacts 
beyond those analyzed in the 2005 EIR. Although noise from the use of additional equipment 
would potentially be greater than that prior to this project modification, the use of these 
generators would not extend the period of noise-generating activities at the Santa Clara River 
Blow-Off. Because of the short duration of noise-generating project activities, and because the 
noise source would be localized, the 2005 EIR found that impacts to special-status terrestrial 
wildlife species from noise generated by project activities would be less than significant. The use 
of additional equipment at the Santa Clara River Blow-Off and additional work site would not 
result in a substantial change to this impact. All indirect impacts from dewatering for emergency 
repairs, such as noise and lighting, would remain within a focused area and would be short in 
duration, so would not exceed indirect impacts analyzed in the 2005 EIR.  

3/13/2018 Board Meeting 7-1 Attachment 2, Page 221 of 855



3.2 – BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Foothill Feeder Repair and Future Inspections Project Supplemental EIR 10109 
December 2017 3.2-86 

UTS Conservation Action 

Indirect impacts from UTS restoration or enhancement activities, such as dust, noise and ground 
vibration during grading, as well as potential water quality impacts, are relatively unlikely to 
affect these species.  

Level of Significance Absent Mitigation Measures: Direct permanent and temporary impacts to 
habitat for Reptile – Low Mobility species, and to these species, from the activities at the 
additional work site at the pumpwell north of the Rejection Tower (Station 342+12), use of 
additional equipment at the Santa Clara River Blow-Off, dewatering for emergency repairs, and the 
extension of the period during which maintenance could occur would be less than significant.  

Direct impacts from loss of habitat as a result of the UTS conservation action would be less 
than significant.  

Direct impacts from the UTS conservation action to Reptile – Low Mobility species, which are 
relatively uncommon and have experienced habitat fragmentation and loss in Southern 
California, would be a potentially significant impact.  

Indirect impacts to these species from project activities, including the UTS conservation action, 
would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures: SMM-BR-6, SMM-BR-7, and SMM-BR-10.  

Level of Significance With Mitigation Measures: Implementation of SMM-BR-10 would 
require Surveys for Reptile – Low Mobility species, and capture and relocation of any these 
species if found, reducing impacts to species in this guild to less than significant. This impact 
would be further reduced by implementation of SMM-BR-7, which would ensure that sensitive 
resources are fenced and protected from restoration activities, and SMM-BR-6, which would 
require worker education and biological monitoring for restoration activities. 

Reptile and Amphibian – Semi-Aquatic (arroyo toad, California red-legged frog, western 
spadefoot, western pond turtle, two-striped gartersnake, south coast gartersnake) 

This guild includes two species listed under ESA (arroyo toad and California red-legged frog). 
The USFWS has designated critical habitat for both species either within the proposed project 
area or elsewhere in the Upper Santa Clara watershed where UTS restoration or enhancement 
activities may occur.  

Subunit 6b of critical habitat for arroyo toad is located, in part, within the project area. Subunit 
6b includes approximately 4 miles of the Santa Clara River running from its confluence with San 
Francisquito Creek downstream to approximately 1 mile below its confluence with Castaic 
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Creek. Subunit 6b also encompasses approximately 2.6 miles of Castaic Creek from The Old 
Road to its confluence with the Santa Clara River (see Figure 3.2-3). In addition, Subunit 6c is 
located, in part, in Soledad Canyon, where it encompasses 11 miles of the Upper Santa Clara 
River, from Arrastre Canyon downstream to the confluence with Bee Canyon (Figure 3.2-4). In 
total, Unit 6c contains approximately 1,279 acres (1%) of federal critical habitat for the species 
(76 FR 7246–7467). 

The revised final critical habitat for California red-legged frog includes approximately 1,636,609 
acres in 27 counties in California. The San Francisquito Creek Unit includes approximately 
4,231 acres of aquatic and upland habitats in San Francisquito Canyon (75 FR 12816–12959) 
(Figure 3.2-4). 

Direct Impacts to Reptile and Amphibian – Semi-Aquatic Species 

The 2005 EIR concluded that, with implementation of the Release Plan and project mitigation 
measures, direct permanent impacts to Reptile and Amphibian – Semi-Aquatic species habitat 
from water releases would be less than significant, and that impacts to these species would be 
less than significant. Also, as noted in the discussion of impacts to special-status fish species, 
even under 100% valve opening from the outset of dewatering, discharges would not exceed 
runoff of the modeled 2-year storm event (Table 3.2-3). Such discharges would not result in 
sediment transport or scour that would alter stream morphology and aquatic habitat. Discharges 
under the Release Plan would be conducted at an average 50% valve opening and would involve 
a gradual ramping up and down of the hydrograph, using a lower discharge rate. Impacts to 
upland habitats would occur in a limited area, in previously disturbed habitat. Therefore, the 
project would not result in impacts to these species in the upland phases of their life cycles.  

Additional Work Site 

No direct impacts would occur to these species from work associated with the additional work 
site at the pumpwell north of the Rejection Tower (Station 342+12). Work conducted at this site 
would be the same as work conducted elsewhere and would occur in a previously disturbed area. 
Also, work here would occur in a relatively disturbed area far from aquatic habitat. The area is 
separated from aquatic habitat in both San Francisquito Creek and the Santa Clara River by more 
than 0.5 miles of development, so none of these species is expected to occur in the vicinity of the 
additional work site during the upland phases of their life cycles. 

Use of Additional Equipment at Santa Clara River Blow-Off 

The use of additional equipment at the Santa Clara River Blow-Off would not result in additional 
direct permanent or temporary impacts to habitat within or surrounding the work site. 
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Longer Window for Work 

The extension of the project window to include the entire period of November to March would 
not result in additional direct permanent or temporary habitat impacts. Because vegetation 
impacts would remain confined to previously disturbed areas, this project modification would 
not result in additional impacts to these species.  

Dewatering for Emergency Repairs  

Activities connected with emergency dewatering would be similar to those associated with 
releases for inspection and planned maintenance. Equipment used for emergency repairs would be 
similar to that used for dewatering for inspection and planned maintenance, as described in 
Section 2.5.2. The exact nature of such an emergency release cannot be predicted, but it may 
require rapid dewatering that would necessitate a 100% valve opening from the outset of 
dewatering and discharge of water into the Santa Clara River or San Francisquito Creek. It could 
also occur at any time of year. However, such a release (at up to 100% valve-opening from the 
outset of dewatering) would not exceed the level of runoff associated with a modeled 2-year 
storm event, and would not result in sediment transport or scour that would alter stream 
morphology. Therefore, it would not result in long-term loss of habitat for Reptile and 
Amphibian – Semi-Aquatic species or direct permanent impacts to arroyo toad critical habitat. 
Adults of these species occupying aquatic habitat would be able to avoid being washed away. 
Egg masses and larvae of arroyo toad would potentially be more vulnerable to a sudden increase 
in flows, if these flows inundated arroyo toad breeding pools. However, arroyo toad egg masses 
and tadpoles are present in spring and early summer, when water levels have typically subsided. 
In addition, arroyo toads have only been recorded in the project area at the confluence of San 
Francisquito Creek and the Santa Clara River and farther downstream, within Critical Habitat 
Unit 6b and downstream of McBean Parkway. No arroyo toads have been recorded since 2003, 
when they were recorded near the Santa Clara River’s confluence with San Francisquito Creek. 
During periods when existing flows are relatively low, releases from the San Francisquito 
Canyon High-Rise and Low-Rise Blow-Off sites, and the Santa Clara River Blow-Off site, are 
unlikely to reach this area. Should they reach this area, releases are expected to be of a volume 
unlikely to affect arroyo toad egg masses or tadpoles. 

Past occurrence of dewatering for emergency repairs further suggests that impacts to Reptile and 
Amphibian – Semi-Aquatic species is unlikely. Since the Foothill Feeder was constructed in the 
1970s, emergency dewatering has occurred only once. As a result of damage from the Northridge 
Earthquake, a portion of the Foothill Feeder was dewatered for emergency repairs in early 1994. 
The damage was limited to cracks and leakage in a reinforced concrete conduit at a welded slip 
joint near the Jensen Treatment Plant, outside the Santa Clara River watershed (O’Rourke and 
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Toprak 2006). This event did not result in water being discharged into the Santa Clara River or 
any of its tributaries. 

UTS Conservation Action 

Activities associated with the UTS conservation action could result in direct impacts to any of 
these species. Alterations in hydrology, stream morphology, or vegetation intended to benefit 
UTS would potentially affect suitability for listed amphibians, which include arroyo toad and 
California red-legged frog. Restoration or enhancement could potentially affect critical habitat 
for either of these species, depending on the location. However, UTS habitat restoration is 
intended to restore fluvial processes and will result in removal of non-native vegetation. These 
activities would mitigate any temporary or permanent changes to habitat for these species and to 
critical habitat for arroyo toad and California red-legged frog. 

Removal of vegetation could result in mortality or injury to species in this guild during the 
upland portion of their life phases, including arroyo toad, California red-legged frog, western 
pond turtle, two-striped gartersnake, and south coast gartersnake. Any ground disturbances 
within aquatic habitats could result in mortality or injury to adults of all of these species, as well 
as to egg masses, tadpoles, and metamorphs of arroyo toad, California red-legged frog, and 
western spadefoot.  

Habitat restoration activities associated with the UTS conservation action would result in 
temporary modifications of habitat. However, these effects would be temporary and minor, and 
these activities would result in a net benefit to these species.  

Indirect Impacts to Reptile and Amphibian – Semi-Aquatic Species 

The 2005 EIR concluded that indirect impacts to Reptile and Amphibian – Semi-Aquatic species 
(noise and nighttime illumination) would be less than significant with implementation of the 
Release Plan.  

Project Activities Associated with Dewatering 

Impacts from the additional work site would occur away from Reptile and Amphibian – Semi-
Aquatic habitat and work activities would not be different from those conducted at other sites. 
Although use of additional equipment at the Santa Clara River Blow-Off site could result in 
increased noise, this project modification would not extend the duration of impacts from noise, 
which would be limited. Indirect impacts from dewatering for emergency repairs and impacts 
conducted in November or March would also not differ from indirect impacts identified in the 
2005 EIR.  
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UTS Conservation Action 

UTS habitat restoration or enhancement activities resulting in temporary changes in water quality 
could affect Reptile and Amphibian – Semi-Aquatic species, even resulting in mortality to these 
species. Potential water quality effects include chemical and toxic compound pollution 
(particularly from fuel, oil or lubricants from machinery used in restoration), increased turbidity, 
excessive sedimentation, and excessive dust. Indirect impacts related to noise could also affect 
Reptile and Amphibian – Semi-Aquatic species during habitat restoration activities, which may 
occur at any time of year. 

Level of Significance Absent Mitigation Measures: Work at the additional work site, the use 
of additional equipment at the Santa Clara River Blow-Off, the extension of the project window, 
and dewatering for emergency repairs would result in no direct permanent or temporary habitat 
impacts, or these impacts would be less than significant. 

Direct permanent and temporary impacts to habitat for Reptile and Amphibian – Semi-Aquatic 
species, including critical habitat for arroyo toad and California red-legged frog, from the UTS 
conservation action would be less than significant. 

Impacts to Reptile and Amphibian – Semi-Aquatic species from work at the additional work site, 
the use of additional equipment at the Santa Clara River Blow-Off, and the extension of the 
project window would be less than significant. 

No impacts would occur on egg masses and larvae of arroyo toads from dewatering for 
emergency repairs. 

Indirect impacts to Reptile and Amphibian – Semi-Aquatic species from work at the additional 
work site, the use of additional equipment at the Santa Clara River Blow-Off, the extension of 
the project window, and dewatering for emergency repairs would be less than significant. 

Indirect impacts to Reptile and Amphibian – Semi-Aquatic species due to noise and water 
quality effects from the UTS conservation action would be potentially significant.  

Mitigation Measures: MM-BR-1 and MM-BR-3; SMM-BR-6 through SMM-BR-8, and SMM-
BR-11 through SMM-BR-13. 

Level of Significance With Mitigation Measures: MM-BR-1 would further ensure emergency 
dewatering would not result in impacts to arroyo toad egg masses and tadpoles. If feasible to 
implement this measure during an emergency situation, and should emergency repairs require 
dewatering into the Santa Clara River or San Francisquito Creek during the spring or summer, MM-
BR-1 would ensure identification of potential sensitive resources prior to releases, MM-BR-3 would 
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require worker training, further reducing this potential impact to less than significant. Both MM-BR-
1 and MM-BR-3 have become standard practice during dewatering of the Foothill Feeder since 
the 2005 EIR. 

Prior to initiation of UTS habitat restoration or enhancement activities, SMM-BR-11 through 
SMM-BR-13 would require protocol surveys for arroyo toad and California red-legged frog and 
focused surveys for western pond turtle, two-striped gartersnake, and south coast gartersnake, if 
suitable habitat for these species is present. SMM-BR-11 would also require consultation with 
USFWS, if arroyo toad or California red-legged frog are confirmed in the vicinity of proposed 
restoration activities. SMM-BR-12 would require that a qualified biologist consult with CDFW on 
appropriate measures to relocate western pond turtle, if any are observed and would be subject to 
injury or mortality from project activities. SMM-BR-13 would require that any two-striped 
gartersnakes or south coast garternakes identified be captured, if possible, and relocated out of 
harm’s way. SMM-BR-7 would require fencing of sensitive resources identified during surveys. 
SMM-BR-8 would require installation of BMPs to avoid impacts related to water quality and 
habitat degradation from UTS habitat restoration or enhancement. SMM-BR-6 would require 
biological monitoring of restoration activities so no impacts would occur on any sensitive 
resources identified. With implementation of these measures, both direct and indirect impacts to 
Reptile and Amphibian – Semi-Aquatic species from the UTS conservation action would be less 
than significant.  

Bird – Foraging Raptor (California condor, golden eagle) 

Direct Impacts to Bird – Foraging Raptor Species 

The 2005 EIR did not address impacts to golden eagle and California condor. Neither species has the 
potential to nest in the project area. Also, project activities associated with dewatering would occur 
within previously disturbed areas and therefore would not result in permanent loss of foraging habitat 
for these species. Because adults of this species are highly mobile and would be able to avoid project 
activities, the proposed project is not expected to result in impacts to individual California condors 
and golden eagles. 

Additional Work Site 

Work activities at the additional work site at the pumpwell north of the Rejection Tower (Station 
342+12) would be limited to previously disturbed areas and would be similar to activities 
associated with pumping at other project locations. Therefore, this project modification would 
result in no direct impacts to these species. 
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Use of Additional Equipment at Santa Clara River Blow-Off 

Use of additional equipment at the Santa Clara River Blow-Off would remain within the existing 
project footprint and would occur in previously disturbed areas. Therefore, this project 
modification would not result in direct permanent or temporary impacts to Bird – Foraging 
Raptor species. 

Longer Window for Work 

As neither golden eagle nor California condor are expected to nest in the vicinity of project 
dewatering activities, the potential for conducting project activities during the months of 
November and March would not result in impacts to these species. In addition, project activities 
associated with dewatering would remain limited to small, previously disturbed areas, so this 
project modification would result in no direct impacts to Bird – Foraging Raptor species.  

Dewatering for Emergency Repairs  

Dewatering for emergency repairs, should it occur, is not likely to result in temporary or 
permanent in impacts to Bird – Foraging Raptor species habitat or to these species. Differences 
between dewatering for emergency repairs and scheduled project dewatering activities relate to 
the potential need for rapid dewatering (100% valve opening from the outset) and the potential 
for dewatering to occur at any time of the year, and therefore potentially outside the November 
to March window designated for regular maintenance, and the December to February window 
analyzed in the 2005 EIR. Because neither species has the potential to nest near project 
dewatering activities, no impacts would occur to individual California condors or golden eagles. 
Equipment used for emergency repairs would be similar to that used for dewatering for inspection 
and planned maintenance, as described in Section 2.5.2. Also, project activities would remain 
limited to small, previously disturbed areas and therefore would not result in direct permanent or 
temporary habitat impacts to these species.  

UTS Conservation Action 

UTS restoration or enhancement activities are unlikely to result in permanent impacts to foraging 
habitat for these species. As noted in Table 3.2-2, neither species is likely to nest near areas 
where restoration may occur. Impacts would occur adjacent to the stream and are most likely to 
occur to riparian, wetland, aquatic, or disturbed habitats, which are not suitable foraging habitats 
for these species. Should any impacts occur to communities suitable for foraging by golden eagle 
and California condor, these impacts would be minimal. These species are highly mobile, and 
would be able to avoid work associated with restoration activities, if in the area.  
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Indirect Impacts to Bird – Foraging Raptor Species 

Project Activities Associated with Dewatering 

Several project modifications noted in Section 2.6 would not result in additional indirect 
impacts to Bird – Foraging Raptor species. Work activities at the additional work site at the 
pumpwell north of the Rejection Tower (Station 342+12) would not be different in nature from 
activities analyzed in the 2005 EIR. The use of additional equipment at the Santa Clara River 
Blow-Off site may result in increased noise, but would not affect the overall duration of noise 
associated with inspection and repairs. Also, because of the short duration of project 
dewatering activities, and because the noise source would be localized, noise from the 
additional equipment at the Santa Clara River Blow-Off would not result in significant impacts 
to Bird – Foraging Raptor species. All indirect impacts for work associated with dewatering for 
emergency repairs, such as noise and lighting, would also remain within a focused area and 
would be short in duration. For birds, potential impacts from conducting work outside the 
winter months relate to the disruption of nesting activities, and neither of these species has the 
potential to nest near project dewatering activities.  

UTS Conservation Action 

Although human activities and noise associated with UTS restoration or enhancement could 
potentially result in indirect impacts to golden eagle and California condor, these species have a 
low likelihood to forage in those areas, and the area of impacts would be limited. 

Level of Significance Absent Mitigation Measures: Work associated with the additional work 
site, the use of additional equipment at the Santa Clara River Blow-Off site, work during the 
extended window for inspections and repairs, and dewatering for emergency repairs would result 
in no direct permanent or temporary impacts to Bird – Foraging Raptor species habitat, or to 
direct impacts to these species. 

Restoration activities could result in direct permanent impacts to suitable foraging habitat for Bird – 
Foraging Raptor species, but these impacts would be minimal and therefore less than significant. 

Indirect impacts to Bird – Foraging Raptor species from work associated with the additional 
work site, the use of additional equipment at the Santa Clara River Blow-Off site, dewatering for 
emergency repairs, the extension of the window for project activities to include the period of 
November to March, and the UTS conservation action would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures: None required. 
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Level of Significance With Mitigation Measures: Impacts would be less than significant and 
no mitigation would be required; therefore, impacts would remain less than significant. 

Bird – Nesting/Foraging Raptor (burrowing owl, white-tailed kite, long-eared owl, 
loggerhead shrike) 

Direct Impacts to Bird – Nesting/Foraging Raptor Species 

The 2005 EIR concluded that the project would not result in direct impacts to nesting birds, 
including nesting raptors. Project dewatering activities would occur in a limited area, in previously 
disturbed habitat, so no direct permanent or temporary impacts to Bird – Nesting/Foraging Raptor 
habitat would occur. In addition, project dewatering activities would occur at a time of year when 
birds were not nesting, so no impacts would occur to nests, eggs, or young. Adult raptors are 
highly mobile and would be able to avoid construction activities, so no impacts would occur to 
individual Bird – Nesting/Foraging Raptor species. It should also be noted that white-tailed kite 
and long-eared owl nest in trees, and no trees would be removed as a result of site preparation 
activities for scheduled inspections and maintenance. No burrowing owl nesting habitat occurs at 
any of the sites.  

Additional Work Site 

Work at the additional work site at the pumpwell north of the Rejection Tower (Station 342+12) 
would not result in additional direct permanent or temporary impacts to foraging or nesting 
habitat for Bird – Foraging/Nesting Raptor species. 

Use of Additional Equipment at Santa Clara River Blow-Off 

The use of additional equipment at the Santa Clara River Blow-Off site would not result in 
additional direct permanent or temporary impacts to foraging or nesting habitat for Bird – 
Foraging/Nesting Raptor species, or impacts on nesting by these species from habitat removal.  

Longer Window for Work 

The extension of the window for project activities to include the period from November to 
March would increase the likelihood of disturbance to nesting birds, and would increase the 
likelihood that other project modifications could result in impacts to nesting activities. Although 
adult and fully-fledged birds could escape project activities, hand removal of vegetation could 
result in destruction of nests, eggs, or nestlings for some species, such as loggerhead shrike, 
which nests in shrubs. If site preparation activities occur in March, hand clearing of vegetation 
could potentially result in impacts to nesting loggerhead shrikes, if any shrubs are removed, 
resulting in violation of MBTA and the California Fish and Game Code. Site preparation 
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activities and activities associated with dewatering would not affect other Bird – Nesting/
Foraging Raptor species. 

Dewatering for Emergency Repairs  

Dewatering for emergency repairs would not result in impacts to nesting or foraging habitat, or 
to individual adult raptors. Also, it would not result in impacts to nests of tree-nesting species of 
the Bird – Nesting/Foraging Raptor guild, or to nests of burrowing owls. However, dewatering 
for emergency repairs could result in impacts to nesting loggerhead shrikes, if conducted during 
the nesting bird season (March through August). This impact would constitute a violation of the 
MBTA and the California Fish and Game Code.  

UTS Conservation Action 

Activities related to UTS habitat restoration or enhancement may have the potential to result in 
direct permanent and temporary impacts to Bird – Nesting/Foraging Raptor species. Any 
removal of scrub, grassland, or other open habitat suitable for foraging by burrowing owl, white-
tailed kite, long-eared owl, or loggerhead shrike is likely to be minimal. Also, burrowing owls 
are unlikely to occur in areas where restoration activities would occur, and adults of all species in 
the Bird – Nesting/Foraging Raptor guild would be able to avoid equipment used in restoration 
activities. However, removal of any trees or shrubs could result in destruction of nests, eggs, or 
nestlings of white-tailed kite, long-eared owl, or loggerhead shrike.  

Indirect Impacts to Bird – Nesting/Foraging Raptor Species 

The 2005 EIR concluded that project activities would not result in indirect impacts to Bird – 
Nesting/Foraging Raptor species. Although noise and nighttime illumination might temporarily 
affect the activities of these species, which may avoid otherwise suitable habitat, these impacts 
would be temporary and would occur in a limited area. Also, project activities would occur 
outside the nesting season.  

Project Activities Associated with Dewatering 

Most project modifications noted in Section 2.6 would not result in additional indirect impacts to 
Bird – Nesting/Foraging Raptor species. Noise levels and nighttime illumination associated with 
the additional work site would not exceed those associated with other work locations. While the 
use of additional equipment may increase noise, it would not result in a longer duration of this 
impact. However, should these activities begin during the nesting season (such as in March), 
any birds already nesting adjacent to work locations could abandon nests, resulting in nest 
failure and violation of MBTA and the California Fish and Game Code. Similarly, noise and 
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nighttime illumination from dewatering for emergency repairs could result in indirect impacts 
to nesting birds, should repairs occur during the nesting season (March to August).  

UTS Conservation Action 

Indirect impacts from noise during UTS habitat restoration or enhancement activities, should 
ground-disturbing activities occur during the nesting season (March to August), could disrupt 
nesting by raptors, resulting in abandonment of nests and nest failure. 

Level of Significance Absent Mitigation Measures: Work associated with the additional 
location, the use of additional equipment at the Santa Clara River Blow-Off site, the extension of 
the window for project activities to include the period from November to March, and dewatering 
for emergency repairs would result in no additional direct permanent and temporary impacts to 
habitat for Bird – Nesting/Foraging Raptor species.  

Direct impacts from permanent and temporary loss of foraging and nesting habitat for Bird – 
Nesting/Foraging Raptor species due to the UTS conservation action would be less than significant. 

Work associated with the additional location and the use of additional equipment at the Santa 
Clara River Blow-Off site would not result in impacts on individual Bird – Nesting/Foraging 
Raptor species. 

Impacts from the extension of the window for work activities to the period November to March 
and from dewatering for emergency repairs could result in impacts to loggerhead shrike nests, 
eggs, or nestlings, if conducted during the nesting season (March to August), and would be 
potentially significant.  

Direct impacts to Bird – Nesting/Foraging Raptor species from the UTS conservation action, if 
resulting in removal of trees or shrubs during the nesting season, would be potentially significant. 

Indirect impacts due to noise and nighttime illumination due to the extension of the project 
window or to dewatering for emergency repairs, should they occur during the nesting season 
(March to August), would be potentially significant.  

Indirect impacts from noise during ground-disturbing activities during UTS habitat restoration 
conducted during the nesting season (March to August) would be potentially significant. 

Mitigation Measures: MM-BR-3 and MM-BR-5; SMM-BR-1, SMM-BR-6, SMM-BR-7, and 
SMM-BR-14. 

Level of Significance With Mitigation Measures: Should dewatering, inspection, and 
maintenance occur during the nesting bird season (March to August), implementation of SMM-
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BR-14 would lead to identification of nesting raptors near work locations, reducing both direct 
and indirect impacts to Bird – Nesting/Foraging Raptor species. MM-BR-3 would require worker 
education about sensitive resources, and MM-BR-5 and supplemental mitigation measure SMM-
BR-1 would require monitoring of the work areas during site preparation, dewatering, inspection, 
and maintenance for the Foothill Feeder, ensuring that nesting raptors are not disturbed. 
Implementation of these measures would therefore reduce these impacts to less than significant. 
MM-BR-3 and MM-BR-5 have become standard practice since the 2005 EIR. 

SMM-BR-14 would also require pre-construction nesting bird surveys prior to ground-disturbing 
activities associated with the UTS conservation action, should these activities occur during the 
nesting season (March to August). SMM-BR-7 would require fencing of sensitive resources at 
restoration sites, thus reducing the potential for disturbance of raptor nests. SMM-BR-6 would 
require a qualified biologist to monitor restoration activities, ensuring no impacts occur to 
sensitive resources, such as nesting raptors. Implementation of these measures would reduce 
direct and indirect impacts to Bird – Nesting/Foraging Raptor species to less than significant. 

Bird – Upland Scrub and Chaparral (coastal California gnatcatcher) 

The 2005 EIR concluded that the project would not result in any impacts to coastal California 
gnatcatcher. This analysis was based in part on the limited nature of impacts, their confinement 
to previously disturbed areas, and the fact that project activities would occur outside the nesting 
season. But it was also partly based on the lack of occurrences of coastal California gnatcatchers 
in the project area. Since 2005, nesting has not been confirmed by the species in the project area, 
and the species has not been confirmed as a resident anywhere in the project vicinity. However, 
several occurrences since 2005 have established that the species occurs regularly in the Santa 
Clarita Valley in the project area. 

Direct Impacts to Bird – Upland Scrub and Chaparral Species 

The 2005 EIR concluded the project would not result in direct temporary or permanent impacts 
to coastal California gnatcatcher habitat. Despite the increase in occurrences in the Santa Clarita 
Valley portion of the project area, this conclusion remains valid for activities conducted during 
the period December to February. The project would not result in removal of suitable habitat for 
the species. Should coastal California gnatcatcher nest adjacent to work sites, hand clearing of 
vegetation could result in impacts due to destruction of a coastal California gnatcatcher nest, 
eggs, or nestlings. However, the likelihood of this occurring is very low. Also, no impacts would 
occur to individual adult coastal California gnatcatchers at any season, because adults of this 
species are highly mobile and would be able to avoid project activities. 
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Additional Work Site 

Work activities at the additional work site at the pumpwell north of the Rejection Tower (Station 
342+12) would be similar to activities conducted at other locations.  

Use of Additional Equipment at Santa Clara River Blow-Off 

The use of additional equipment would occur within the same footprint as activities analyzed in the 
2005 EIR. Therefore, this project modification would result in no direct permanent or temporary 
impact to coastal California gnatcatcher habitat or to individual coastal California gnatcatchers.  

Longer Window for Work 

The extension of the window for project activities to the period November to March would not 
result in additional direct permanent or temporary impacts to coastal California gnatcatcher 
habitat, or to individual adult coastal California gnatcatchers. Should these activities occur in 
March, a low likelihood exists for these activities to result in impacts to coastal California 
gnatcatchers, should coastal California gnatcatchers nest adjacent to project activities. Some 
suitable habitat is present adjacent to the Charlie Canyon Blow-Off site. But coastal California 
gnatcatchers have never been confirmed nesting in the project vicinity and no populations of this 
species have been identified.  

Dewatering for Emergency Repairs  

Dewatering for emergency repairs would also not result in additional direct permanent or 
temporary impacts to coastal California gnatcatcher habitat, or to individual adults of this 
species. Should these activities occur in the period from March to August, a low likelihood exists 
for these activities to result in impacts to coastal California gnatcatchers, should coastal 
California gnatcatchers nest adjacent to project activities. Some suitable habitat is present 
adjacent to the Charlie Canyon Blow-Off site. But coastal California gnatcatchers have never 
been confirmed nesting in the project vicinity and no populations of this species have been 
identified. Potential impacts from dewatering for emergency repairs are the same as from the 
extension of the window for project activities to March. Equipment used for emergency repairs 
would be similar to that used for dewatering for inspection and planned maintenance, as described 
in Section 2.5.2. No additional direct permanent or temporary impacts would occur, and activities 
in the spring and summer would have a very low likelihood of resulting in impacts due to 
destruction of nests, eggs, or nestlings or the disruption of nesting. 
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UTS Conservation Action 

UTS habitat restoration or enhancement activities could potentially result in permanent or 
temporary removal of suitable habitat for coastal California gnatcatcher. However, these 
activities would most likely affect riparian, wetland, aquatic, and/or disturbed habitats, and any 
permanent or temporary impacts to scrub habitat would be very limited. As with the project area, 
coastal California gnatcatchers have only a very low likelihood of nesting in the vicinity of any 
location where restoration may occur. The species has not been recorded nesting in the Upper 
Santa Clara River watershed, and no populations have been identified in the region. But should it 
occur, any impacts to nesting coastal California gnatcatcher would be considered take and a 
violation of the ESA, the California Fish and Game Code, and MBTA. 

Indirect Impacts to Bird – Upland Scrub and Chaparral Species 

The 2005 EIR concluded effects from nighttime lighting and noise on the coastal California 
gnatcatcher would be less than significant. From December to February, the period analyzed for 
impacts in the 2005 EIR, the potential for impacts is very low, given the species typically begins 
nesting activities in Los Angeles County in March (mean date for initiation of the first nest is 
March 16; Atwood and Bontrager 2001). Also, this species has not been confirmed nesting in the 
project area, and no populations have been recorded. Because of the extension of the period 
during which project dewatering activities may take place (November to March rather than 
December to February), the possibility of indirect impacts to the coastal California gnatcatcher is 
greater, although still small. 

Project Activities Associated with Dewatering 

Work at the additional work site at the pumpwell north of the Rejection Tower (Station 342+12) 
and the use of additional equipment at the Santa Clara River Blow-Off site would not result in 
additional indirect impacts to coastal California gnatcatcher. The extension of the window for 
project activities to the period November to March and dewatering for emergency repairs, 
however, could result in indirect impacts to coastal California gnatcatchers, should the species 
nest adjacent to the project area, such as in Charlie Canyon. Noise and nighttime lighting during 
the nesting season could potentially disrupt nesting activities, resulting in abandonment of an 
active nest, mortality of nestlings, and nest failure. However, given the very low likelihood of 
this species nesting adjacent to project activities, the very limited area in which these impacts 
could occur, and the relatively brief duration of project activities, the likelihood of indirect 
impacts to nesting coastal California gnatcatcher is minimal.  
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UTS Conservation Action 

UTS habitat restoration or enhancement activities could also potentially result in indirect impacts 
to coastal California gnatcatcher from noise, if they occur during the nesting season and 
disturbance occurs near suitable coastal scrub habitat. Noise could result in disruption of nesting 
activities, resulting in nest abandonment and failure, including mortality of nestlings. However, as 
with the project area, this species has a very low potential to occur in the area where restoration 
may occur. Also, given the small area where impacts may potentially occur (less than 2 acres) and 
the low likelihood that these impacts will occur in close proximity to coastal scrub, the potential for 
any indirect impacts to coastal California gnatcatcher is minimal. However, impacts to nesting by 
this species would be considered take and a violation of MBTA, the California Fish and Game 
Code, and ESA. 

Level of Significance Absent Mitigation Measures: Work at the additional work site and the use of 
additional equipment would result in no direct permanent or temporary impacts to coastal California 
gnatcatcher habitat and no direct impacts to coastal California gnatcatchers.  

Direct permanent and temporary impacts to coastal California gnatcatcher habitat and impacts to 
coastal California gnatcatchers from the extension of the window for project activities and 
dewatering for emergency repairs would be less than significant. 

Direct impacts to coastal California gnatcatchers from disturbance of nests due to the UTS 
conservation action would be potentially significant. 

No indirect impacts would result from the additional work site and the use of additional equipment. 

Indirect impacts from noise due to the extension of the window for project activities and 
dewatering for emergency repairs would be less than significant. 

Indirect impacts to nesting coastal California gnatcatchers due to noise from the UTS 
conservation action would be potentially significant. 

Mitigation Measures: SMM-BR-1, SMM-BR-6, SMM-BR-7, SMM-BR-14, and SMM-BR-15. 

Level of Significance With Mitigation Measures: Although direct impacts to coastal California 
gnatcatcher from the extension of the project window would be less than significant, SMM-
BR-1, SMM-BR-6, and SMM-BR-7 would further reduce these impacts by providing 
information on nesting birds adjacent to work locations, requiring a biological monitor to 
identify sensitive resources in the area, including special-status wildlife species, fencing sensitive 
resources from restoration activities, and ensuring no impacts occur to sensitive resources.  
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Implementation of SMM-BR-14 would reduce potential impacts to nesting birds, including the 
coastal California gnatcatcher, by requiring nesting bird surveys for inspection and maintenance 
activities, for emergency repairs (to the extent feasible), and prior to the initiation of ground 
disturbances, if these activities occur during the nesting bird season. SMM-BR-15 would reduce 
potential direct and indirect impacts to coastal California gnatcatchers near restoration or 
enhancement areas by requiring focused, protocol surveys if suitable habitat is present, and 
requiring a 500-foot buffer from work around an active nest. With implementation of SMM-BR-
15, this impact would be less than significant. 

Bird – Riparian (least Bell’s vireo, southwestern willow flycatcher, summer tanager, 
yellow-breasted chat, yellow warbler, western yellow-billed cuckoo, tricolored blackbird) 

Direct Impacts to Bird – Riparian Species 

The 2005 EIR concluded that the project would not result in direct permanent or temporary 
impacts to Bird – Riparian species habitat, as under the Release Plan, no permanent impacts 
would occur to any habitats from shutdown releases, and any impacts to vegetation in the 
streams, including riparian vegetation, would recover quickly from the effects of releases. The 
project also would not have direct impacts by disturbing nesting riparian bird species, since these 
species are not nesting between December and February, when project activities would occur. Of 
these species, only tricolored blackbird has the potential to occur during the project window 
analyzed in the 2005 EIR, although it does not nest in the December to February window, so the 
project would not result in impacts to tricolored blackbird nests. Adults of all of these species are 
highly mobile and would be able to avoid project activities. 

Several project modifications noted in Section 2.6 would result in no direct permanent or 
temporary impacts to Bird – Riparian species habitat. None of the activities associated with 
inspection and maintenance of the Foothill Feeder would result in additional impacts to riparian 
habitat or any other plant community beyond that analyzed in the 2005 EIR. Site preparation, 
dewatering, and inspection and maintenance activities would result in no impacts to least Bell’s 
vireo or southwestern willow flycatcher critical habitat, which occurs along the Santa Clara 
River well downstream of project activities. UTS habitat restoration or enhancement, however, is 
likely to result in temporary removal of riparian habitat. However, as the goal of restoration 
activities would be to create riparian habitat and suitable aquatic habitat for UTS, these activities 
would be self-mitigating.  

Additional Work Site 

Work at the additional work site at the pumpwell north of the Rejection Tower (Station 342+12) 
would not result in impacts to habitat of Bird – Riparian species, as no such habitat occurs near 
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this site. Also, this project modification would not result in project activities occurring during the 
nesting season for Bird – Riparian species.  

Use of Additional Equipment at Santa Clara River Blow-Off 

The use of additional equipment at the Santa Clara River Blow-Off would not result in additional 
habitat impacts so would result in no direct permanent or temporary impacts to habitat for Bird – 
Riparian species. Also, because this project modification would not alter the location of impacts, 
it would not result in additional impacts to these species.  

Longer Window for Work 

The extension of the window for project activities would not result in additional impacts to Bird 
– Riparian species. Except for tricolored blackbird, species in this guild do not nest during a 
window in which regular project activities may occur (November to March). Because direct 
permanent and temporary impacts to vegetation would occur only within disturbed areas, no 
direct impacts would occur to tricolored blackbird habitat or to tricolored blackbirds, including 
nests, eggs, and young. 

Dewatering for Emergency Repairs  

Dewatering for emergency repairs may potentially occur during the nesting season for these 
species (April to August). However, even should these activities involve dewatering into the 
Santa Clara River, San Francisquito Creek, or Placerita Creek, they would not result in impacts 
to these species, including nests. Emergency dewatering during the nesting season for these 
species would occur at a time of year when existing flows are relatively low, so that discharge, 
which would not exceed the runoff from the modeled 2-year storm event, is unlikely to extend 
above the OHWM. These species nest in established vegetation above the OHWM, so nests 
would not be affected by releases. Also, equipment used for emergency repairs would be similar 
to that used for dewatering for inspection and planned maintenance, as described in Section 2.5.2. 
Because emergency dewatering would not result in direct impacts to habitat of these species, 
these releases would not result in direct impacts to these species. 

UTS Conservation Action 

Activities associated with UTS habitat restoration or enhancement also have the potential to 
result in impacts to Bird – Riparian species. Temporary impacts to riparian vegetation could 
result in destruction of nests, eggs, or nestlings, or could result in adults abandoning nests, and 
indirectly to mortality of nestlings and nest failure. This would be considered take and would be 
a violation of MBTA, the California Fish and Game Code, and, depending on the species, ESA. 
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Indirect Impacts to Bird – Riparian Species 

The 2005 EIR did not address indirect impacts specifically to Bird – Riparian Species, but 
concluded that indirect impacts from noise and nigh-time illumination for were less than 
significant for all wildlife species. In addition, because the window for project activities included 
only the months of December to February, when none of the Bird – Riparian species are nesting 
and only tricolored blackbird has the potential to be present, no indirect impacts would occur to 
nesting Bird – Riparian species.  

Several project modifications noted in Section 2.6 would result in no indirect impacts to Bird – 
Riparian species.  

Project Activities Associated with Dewatering 

Work at the additional work site at the pumpwell north of the Rejection Tower (Station 342+12) 
would be similar to work activities conducted elsewhere. The use of additional equipment at the 
Santa Clara River Blow-Off could increase noise levels at that location, but would not extend the 
relatively short duration of these activities. The extension of the window for dewatering, 
inspection, and maintenance to include the months November to March could result in project 
dewatering activities occurring at a time when tricolored blackbirds could be nesting in the 
project vicinity. Noise or nighttime lighting from project activities could potentially result in 
disruption of nesting activities by this species, if it should be nesting nearby, causing adults to 
abandon nests and resulting in nest failure. However, although this species may have the 
potential to nest somewhere in the Santa Clara River or San Francisquito Creek in the future, 
depending on year-to-year habitat change within these streams, no suitable marshy or dense 
herbaceous habitat was observed at either of these sites in 2016 or 2017. Also, considering the 
short duration of project impacts from noise and nighttime lighting, activities at the Santa Clara 
River, San Francisquito Canyon High-Rise, and San Francisquito Canyon Low-Rise Blow-Offs 
are unlikely to result in impacts to nesting by this species. 

Dewatering for emergency repairs would result in noise and nighttime lighting similar to that 
generated by scheduled inspection and maintenance activities. These activities could occur at any 
time of year, and thus could result in indirect disturbances to any Bird – Riparian species, if they 
occurred near a work area. However, only the San Francisquito Canyon High-Rise, San 
Francisquito Canyon Low-Rise, and Santa Clara River Blow-Offs are adjacent to habitat suitable 
for any of these species. Habitat for several of the Bird – Riparian species is absent from the 
immediate vicinity of any of the work locations. Western yellow-billed cuckoo requires 
extensive, mature riparian forest that is absent from the areas around the blow-off sites on the 
Santa Clara River and San Francisquito Creek, where the riparian habitat is fragmented. 
Southwestern willow flycatcher has never nested in the project area (although it is known to have 
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nested occasionally elsewhere in the Santa Clara River watershed, in the lower watershed and 
once in Soledad Canyon), including in the relatively extensive riparian habitat west of I-5. In 
addition, the relatively open, fragmented riparian habitat that occurs near the blow-off sites lacks 
several of the habitat elements associated with the species, such as a complex structure to dense 
riparian stands. As noted above, habitat suitable for tricolored blackbird nesting is also lacking 
immediately adjacent to any of the blow-off sites. Other species have some potential to nest in 
the riparian habitats near the blow-off sites, and a singing least Bell’s vireo was noted near the 
Santa Clara River Blow-Off in May 2016. However, because of the relatively short duration of 
project activities, noise and lighting are not expected to disrupt nesting activity by these species.  

UTS Conservation Action 

Noise associated with UTS habitat restoration or enhancement could adversely affect Bird – 
Riparian species that may be nesting in the vicinity. Noise could disrupt nesting activities, 
causing adults to abandon nests, resulting in death of nestlings and nest failure. 

Level of Significance Absent Mitigation Measures: Work at the additional work site, the use 
of additional equipment at the Santa Clara River Blow-Off, the extension of the window for 
project activities to include the period November to March, and dewatering for emergency 
repairs would result in no direct permanent or temporary impacts to Bird – Riparian habitat or 
direct impacts to these species.  

UTS habitat restoration or enhancement activities would likely result in temporary impacts to 
riparian habitat, but the creation of habitat for this purpose would mitigate this impact. 

Impacts to Bird – Riparian species from UTS habitat restoration activities conducted during the 
nesting season would be potentially significant.  

Work at the additional work site, the use of additional equipment at the Santa Clara River Blow-
Off, and the extension of the window for project activities would result in no indirect impacts to 
Bird – Riparian species from noise and nighttime lighting. 

Indirect impacts to Bird – Riparian species from noise and nighttime lighting associated with 
dewatering for emergency repairs would be less than significant. 

Indirect impacts to Bird –Riparian species from noise associated with UTS habitat restoration or 
enhancement activities would be potentially significant. 

Mitigation Measures: MM-BR-1 through MM-BR-3; SMM-BR-1, SMM-BR-6, SMM-BR-7, 
SMM-BR-14, and SMM-BR-15.  
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Level of Significance With Mitigation Measures: SMM-BR-14 would help mitigate impacts 
to Bird – Riparian species by requiring pre-construction nesting bird surveys for UTS habitat 
restoration or enhancement activities and (if feasible) dewatering for emergency repairs. SMM-
BR-15 would require a habitat assessment for listed bird species prior to UTS habitat 
restoration or enhancement activities and, if suitable habitat is present, protocol surveys for 
these species. It would also prohibit work within 500 feet of active nests. MM-BR-1, MM-BR-
2, and new measure SMM-BR-7 will further reduce this impact by requiring that any sensitive 
resources be delineated and fenced, so that impacts to these resources are avoided. MM-BR-3 
and new measures SMM-BR-1 and SMM-BR-6 will require monitoring and worker training to 
ensure that impacts do not occur on sensitive resources, such as Bird – Riparian species. With 
implementation of these measures, these impacts would be less than significant.  MM-BR-1 
through MM-BR-3 have become standard practice during dewatering of the Foothill Feeder 
since the 2005 EIR. 

Although indirect impacts to Bird – Riparian species from noise and nighttime lighting during 
dewatering for emergency repairs would be less than significant, these impacts would be further 
reduced through nesting bird surveys required (if feasible) under SMM-BR-14 and fencing of 
sensitive resources, worker training, and monitoring required in MM-BR-2 and MM-BR-3 and 
supplemental mitigation measures SMM-BR-1 and SMM-BR-14. 

Indirect impacts to Bird – Riparian species from UTS habitat restoration or enhancement would be 
mitigated through pre-construction nesting bird surveys conducted under SMM-BR-14, habitat 
assessment and focused protocol surveys for listed birds conducted under SMM-BR-15, fencing of 
sensitive resources conducted under SMM-BR-7, and monitoring conducted under SMM-BR-6. 
With implementation of these measures, these impacts would be less than significant. 

Bat (pallid bat, pocketed free-tailed bat, Townsend’s big-eared bat, western mastiff bat, 
western red bat) 

Direct Impacts to Bat Species 

The 2005 EIR concluded that direct temporary and permanent impacts to bats would be less than 
significant because of the low likelihood of these species occurring near the blow-off sites, due 
to the lack of suitable habitat. As vegetation would be removed only by hand and at previously 
disturbed locations, project activities analyzed in the EIR would not result in impacts to foraging 
habitat. The project would not remove roosting habitat for these species, because it would not 
result in the removal of trees or buildings. Because no impacts would occur to roosting habitat, 
no impacts would result to these species.  
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Additional Work Site 

Work at the additional work site at the pumpwell north of the Rejection Tower (Station 342+12) 
would be similar to that conducted at other work sites. Therefore, it would result in no direct 
permanent or temporary impacts to roosting habitat and no impacts to individual bats. These 
activities would also not result in impacts to additional foraging habitat. 

Use of Additional Equipment at Santa Clara River Blow-Off 

The use of additional equipment would result in no habitat impacts. Therefore, this project 
modification would result in no impacts to roosting or foraging habitat and no impacts to 
individual bats.  

Longer Window for Work 

The extension of the window for project activities to include the months of November to March 
would also result in no habitat impacts. Therefore, this project modification would result in no 
impacts to roosting or foraging habitat and no impacts to individual bats.  

Dewatering for Emergency Repairs  

Dewatering for emergency repairs would result in no impacts to roosting or foraging habitat and 
therefore no impacts to individual bats.  

UTS Conservation Action 

UTS habitat restoration or enhancement activities could result in temporary impacts to bat 
roosting and foraging habitat and direct impacts to bats, if roosts are disturbed through removal 
of trees or buildings. However, restoration impacts to bat habitat would be mitigated as part of 
the restoration process, which would result in a net gain in suitable riparian habitat.  

Indirect Impacts to Bat Species 

The 2005 EIR did not specifically address indirect impacts to bats, but it did generally address 
indirect impacts from noise and nighttime lighting on biological resources, which it concluded 
was less than significant because of the limited duration of these impacts and the limited area in 
which they would occur. 

Project Activities Associated with Dewatering 

The additional work site would involve work activities similar to those analyzed in the 2005 EIR. 
The use of additional equipment at the Santa Clara River Blow-Off would potentially increase 
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project noise but would not increase the duration of this noise. Dewatering for emergency repairs 
and the extension of the window for project activities could result in production of noise and 
nighttime illumination, which can potentially deter bats from using an area, at a time of year 
when more bat species are present (migratory species such as western red bat) or more active 
(e.g., pallid bat). However, these project modifications would not change the activities being 
conducted, so disturbances to bats from noise and nighttime lighting would still only deter these 
species temporarily from a small area. 

UTS Conservation Action 

Noise associated with UTS habitat restoration or enhancement activities could adversely affect 
bats that may be roosting in the vicinity. Specifically, noise has the potential to disrupt bat breeding 
activities, potentially resulting in abandonment of a maternity roost or reduced productivity. 

Level of Significance Absent Mitigation Measures: Project modifications related to 
dewatering, inspection, and maintenance would not alter the area of project impacts and 
therefore would not result in direct permanent or temporary impacts to foraging or roosting 
habitat for bats.  

Direct temporary impacts to bat roosting and foraging habitat from the UTS conservation action 
would be less than significant, because restoration activities would be self-mitigating. 

Project modifications related to dewatering, inspection, and maintenance would not alter the area 
of project impacts and therefore would not result in direct impacts to bats, as they would not 
result in removal of roosting habitat. 

Direct impacts from the UTS conservation action on bats through removal of trees and buildings 
where bats are roosting would be potentially significant. 

Because activities related to dewatering, inspection, and maintenance of the Foothill Feeder 
would not alter the duration of noise and nighttime illumination and would not increase the area 
where these impacts would occur, the indirect impacts to bats would be less than significant. 

Indirect impacts to roosting bats from noise created by UTS habitat restoration or enhancement 
activities would be potentially significant. 

Mitigation Measures: SMM-BR-6, SMM-BR-7, and SMM-BR-16. 

Level of Significance With Mitigation Measures: With implementation of SMM-BR-16, 
which would require a pre-construction survey for bats and avoidance of roosting bats, SMM-
BR-7, which would require fencing of sensitive resources at the UTS restoration site to ensure 
these resources are not disturbed, and SMM-BR-6, which would require biological monitoring of 
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restoration activities, both direct and indirect impacts to bats from the UTS conservation action 
would be reduced to less than significant. 

Mammal – Low and Moderate Mobility (San Diego desert woodrat, American badger, 
San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit, ringtail) 

Direct Impacts to Mammal – Low and Moderate Mobility Species 

The 2005 EIR concluded that the project would not result in direct permanent and temporary 
impacts to habitat for species in the Mammal – Low and Moderate Mobility guild. The EIR also 
concluded that the project would not result in impacts to these species. 

Additional Work Site 

Work at the additional work site at the pumpwell north of the Rejection Tower (Station 342+12) 
would be similar to that conducted at other work sites; therefore, it would not result in direct 
permanent and temporary impacts to Mammal – Low and Moderate Mobility species.  

Use of Additional Equipment at Santa Clara River Blow-Off 

The use of additional equipment at the Santa Clara River Blow-Off would not result in any direct 
impacts to vegetation communities or land covers and therefore would not result in direct 
impacts to habitat or species of the Mammal – Low and Moderate Mobility guild.  

Longer Window for Work 

The longer window for work would not influence the extent of the area directly affected by 
project activities. Therefore, it would result in no direct impacts to habitat or species of the 
Mammal – Low and Moderate Mobility guild. 

Dewatering for Emergency Repairs  

Dewatering for emergency repairs could be conducted at any time, but would not affect a larger 
area than scheduled site preparation, dewatering, inspection, and maintenance activities. Because 
these project modifications would involve equipment similar to that used for releases for 
inspection and planned maintenance and would not extend the project footprint, it is also 
unlikely they would result in impacts to Mammal – Low and Moderate Mobility species in 
addition to impacts identified in the 2005 EIR. 

UTS Conservation Action 

Activities associated with UTS habitat restoration or enhancement would be relatively unlikely 
to result in direct permanent or temporary removal of habitat for American badger, San Diego 
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black-tailed jackrabbit, or San Diego desert woodrat. These species typically occur in scrub, 
chaparral, grassland, and riverwash. While restoration could potentially result in impacts to any 
of these habitats, because of the small overall area of restoration impacts (less than 2 acres) and 
the greater likelihood that restoration or enhancement would affect riparian, wetland, aquatic, 
and disturbed habitats, any impact to habitats typically occupied by these three species would be 
minimal. Ringtail has a higher likelihood of occupying riparian habitat. However, UTS habitat 
restoration activities would result in a net gain in riparian habitat, so mitigation for loss of this 
habitat type is built into the restoration activities.  

Although minimal habitat suitable for these species is likely to be removed, UTS habitat 
restoration activities could result in impacts to Mammal – Low and Moderate Mobility species 
during the reproductive phases of their life cycles. Should conversion of upland habitats result 
from UTS habitat restoration or enhancement, impacts to denning American badger, San Diego 
desert woodrats, and ringtail, and to young San Diego black-tailed jackrabbits dependent on the 
nest, could occur. Ringtail is a fully protected species, and take of this species is prohibited. 

Indirect Impacts to Mammal – Low and Moderate Mobility Species 

Project Activities Associated with Dewatering 

Several project modifications noted in Section 2.6 would not result in indirect impacts to 
Mammal – Low and Moderate Mobility species not identified in the EIR, including work at the 
additional work site and the use of additional equipment at the Santa Clara River Blow-Off site. 
Dewatering for emergency repairs and the extension of the window for project activities to 
include the months November to March could result in work being conducted during the 
reproductive phases of the life cycles of these species. However, because the duration of work 
activities is relatively short, and because these species have a low likelihood of occurring in the 
mostly developed areas where dewatering, inspection, and maintenance of the Foothill Feeder 
would occur, the likelihood of indirect impacts to these species is very low.  

UTS Conservation Action 

Indirect impacts to Mammal – Low and Moderate Mobility species due to noise from UTS 
habitat restoration or enhancement could disrupt reproductive activities of these species. 
Compared with other work locations, UTS habitat restoration is likely to occur in otherwise 
relatively undisturbed areas where these species have a greater potential to occur and to create 
nests (San Diego desert woodrat, San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit) or natal dens (American 
badger, ringtail).  

Level of Significance Absent Mitigation Measures: No project modifications associated with 
dewatering, inspection, or maintenance of the Foothill Feeder would result in direct permanent or 
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temporary impacts to habitat for Mammal – Low and Moderate Mobility species or to direct 
impacts to these species. 

Activities associated with the UTS conservation action would not result in direct permanent or 
temporary habitat impacts to American badger, San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit, or San Diego 
desert woodrat, and any direct impacts to ringtail habitat would be self-mitigating.  

Should any of these species establish nests or dens within the impact area for UTS habitat 
restoration, impacts to these species would be potentially significant. 

Project modifications associated with dewatering, inspection, and maintenance of the Foothill 
Feeder would result in no indirect impacts in addition to those analyzed in the 2005 EIR, or 
would result in indirect impacts that would be less than significant. 

Activities associated with the UTS conservation action could result in indirect impacts to 
Mammal – Low and Moderate Mobility species from noise that would be potentially significant. 

Mitigation Measures: SMM-BR-6, SMM-BR-7, and SMM-BR-17. 

Level of Significance With Mitigation Measures: SMM-BR-17 would require surveys for 
Mammal – Low and Moderate Mobility species to identify the locations of nesting and denning 
by these species within or near the restoration site associated with the UTS conservation action. 
SMM-BR-7 would require demarcation and fencing around sensitive resources, such as denning 
mammals, to ensure that no impacts occur to these sources. SMM-BR-6 would require a 
biological monitor to ensure that protections to sensitive biological resources are properly 
installed, and that no impacts occur to these resources. With implementation of these measures, 
direct impacts to Mammal – Low and Moderate Mobility species from the UTS conservation 
action, and indirect impacts from noise from restoration activities, would be less than significant. 

Threshold 3.2-2: Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian 
habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or 
regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California Department of 
Fish and Game or US Fish and Wildlife Service? 

Summary of Relevant Information in 2005 EIR 

According to the 2005 EIR, there would be no impacts to plant communities (and therefore 
special-status vegetation communities) given the highly disturbed nature of the habitat within the 
work location areas, and due to the temporary nature of the proposed preparation activities. In 
addition, impacts to aquatic/riparian communities as a result of dewatering would be less than 
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significant given that the project design and BMPs would minimize flood, scouring, and erosion 
that may affect aquatic/riparian communities. 

The 2005 EIR does not address indirect impacts to special-status vegetation communities. Direct 
and indirect impacts to vegetation communities with implementation of the UTS conservation 
action were not discussed in the 2005 EIR, which do not address impacts from potential habitat 
restoration for UTS. 

Special-Status Vegetation Communities  

Direct Impacts to Special-Status Vegetation Communities 

Project Activities Associated with Dewatering 

No direct permanent impacts to vegetation communities in the project area are expected to occur 
with implementation of the proposed project. Even at 100% valve opening from the outset of 
dewatering, as may be required for emergency repairs, shutdown releases would result in flows 
that would not exceed runoff from the 2-year modeled storm event and would not result in 
sediment transport or scour that would permanently alter vegetation within the streambed. 
Requirements in the Release Plan would further reduce flows from releases and would ensure 
that releases would closely mimic a natural winter storm event (gradually increasing and then 
decreasing the release volume), thereby avoiding permanent impacts to vegetation.  

Direct temporary impacts to vegetation communities could occur as a result of grading existing 
dirt access roads and placing aggregate (e.g., crushed rock used for road base or road surfacing) on 
some roads or work areas to restore an all-weather driving surface where needed. However, these 
activities would occur within a very small footprint, estimated to be several hundred square feet 
in size, within and immediately adjacent to existing Metropolitan access roads and rights-of-way 
where vegetation is already disturbed. Shutdown activities may temporarily impact a slightly 
larger area at the blow-off sites because more and larger equipment is needed for these activities. 
However, the area would only be subject to impacts for no more than a few days and vegetation, 
where present, has already been previously disturbed. 

Several project modifications noted in Section 2.6 would be unlikely to result in additional direct 
permanent impacts to special-status vegetation communities.  

Additional Work Site 

Impacts associated with the additional work site at the pumpwell north of the Rejection Tower 
(Station 342+12) would be limited to previously disturbed areas that do not support special-
status vegetation communities. Activities associated with dewatering here would be similar to 
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those associated with pumping at other project locations. Therefore, there would be no impacts to 
special-status vegetation communities.  

Use of Additional Equipment at Santa Clara River Blow-Off 

Use of additional equipment at the Santa Clara River Blow-Off would primarily result in 
increased noise (an indirect impact to wildlife), but would not result in additional direct impacts 
to special-status vegetation communities.  

Longer Window for Work 

Impacts from extension of the window for conducting regular maintenance activities to include 
the months from March to November would not result in substantially different direct impacts to 
special-status vegetation communities compared to the 2005 EIR. 

Dewatering for Emergency Repairs  

Dewatering for emergency repairs, should it occur, is not likely to result in direct impacts to 
special-status vegetation communities that would be greater than those resulting from regular 
maintenance activities. The primary differences between dewatering for emergency repairs and 
the regular operations and maintenance activities related to the potential need for rapid 
dewatering (100% valve opening from the outset) and the potential for dewatering to occur at 
any time of year, and therefore potentially outside the November to March window designated 
for regular maintenance, and the December to February window analyzed in the 2005 EIR. 
Equipment used for emergency repairs would be similar to that used for dewatering for inspection 
and planned maintenance, as described in Section 2.5.2. Impacts to upland areas would remain 
limited to small, previously disturbed areas, and are not likely to result in direct impacts to 
special-status vegetation communities.  

The potential for dewatering to occur at any time of year for emergency maintenance would not 
substantially affect the level and nature of direct impacts to special-status vegetation 
communities. In addition, the areas around most of the work sites are relatively disturbed, such 
that no direct impacts to special-status vegetation communities are expected from dewatering for 
emergency repairs.  

UTS Conservation Action 

Given the potential locations for activities to provide for conservation of the species per the 
terms and conditions of a Section 2081.10 permit, special-status vegetation could occur adjacent 
to, or within, selected sites. Therefore, any special-status vegetation within 500 feet of rivers and 
streams described in the conservation action (see Section 2.6.5) (i.e., special-status grassland, 
scrubs, chaparral, woodlands, coniferous forest, riparian, and wetland communities listed broadly 
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in Section 3.2.2.3, Special Status/Regulated Resources) could be directly impacted during 
grading or other ground disturbance associated with restoration or enhancement of UTS habitat. 
Permanent direct impacts to potentially occurring special-status vegetation communities would 
be significant absent mitigation. 

In summary, direct permanent impacts to any potentially occurring special-status vegetation 
communities within the potential UTS conservation action site within areas subject to clearing 
or grading from restoration or enhancement activities would be significant absent mitigation.  

Indirect Impacts to Special-Status Vegetation Communities 

Short-term project activity effects to vegetation communities may include fugitive dust; runoff, 
sedimentation, chemical pollution, and erosion; litter; and accidental clearing, grading, and 
trampling. Excessive dust can decrease or limit plant survivorship by decreasing photosynthetic 
output, reducing transpiration, and adversely affecting reproductive success. Grading of existing 
access roads, can alter the surface hydrology in an area and affect plant communities by reducing 
access to sheet flow during rain events or increasing the chance of erosion. Operation and 
maintenance of equipment can increase the chance of petroleum or other chemical spills or leaks 
(e.g., fuels, lubricants, cleaning solutions) that can enter off-site vegetation.  

Project Activities Associated with Dewatering 

No long-term indirect impacts are expected with project implementation given the short-term 
nature of activities and the shutdown schedule. Indirect impacts to special-status vegetation 
communities during operations and maintenance, including the project modifications since the 
2005 EIR, are expected to be temporary and minor. Therefore, if special-status vegetation 
communities occur near the additional work site or emergency repair areas, indirect impacts from 
the proposed project modifications would be less than significant. The additional equipment and 
longer window for work are not expected to result in indirect impacts to special-status vegetation 
communities because vegetation communities are not affected by noise or timing of work like 
wildlife may be. 

UTS Conservation Action 

Any disturbance associated with a restoration or enhancement activity within a potential UTS 
conservation action site would be temporary in nature. Indirect impacts to special-status 
vegetation communities from restoration or enhancement activities, such as fugitive dust; runoff; 
sedimentation; chemical pollution; erosion; litter; accidental clearing, grading, and trampling; 
fertilizers and herbicides, invasive plant species, and wildfires during grading, as well as 
potential water quality impacts, could result in significant indirect impacts to special-status 
vegetation communities. These impacts would be significant absent mitigation. 
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Level of Significance Absent Mitigation Measures: Direct and indirect impacts to special-
status vegetation communities from operations and maintenance of the project would be less than 
significant. Direct and indirect impacts to special-status vegetation communities at and adjacent 
to the potential restoration site associated with the UTS conservation action would be potentially 
significant. 

Mitigation Measures: SMM-BR-3, SMM-BR-6, and SMM-BR-7. 

Level of Significance With Mitigation Measures: Implementation of SMM-BR-3 would result 
in mitigation for direct and indirect impacts to special-status vegetation communities that may 
occur within the restoration site associated with the UTS conservation action by requiring pre-
construction surveys for special-status vegetation within this area and providing for avoidance of 
any special-status vegetation found during pre-construction surveys. SMM-BR-7 would require 
demarcation and fencing around sensitive resources, such as adjacent special-status vegetation 
communities, to ensure that no impacts occur to these resources. SMM-BR-6 would require a 
biological monitor to ensure that protections to sensitive biological resources are properly 
installed, and that no impacts occur to these resources. With implementation of these measures, 
indirect impacts to special-status vegetation communities from the UTS conservation action 
would be less than significant. 

Threshold 3.2-3: Would the project 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? 

Summary of Relevant Information in 2005 EIR 

The 2005 EIR states that no significant impacts would occur to habitat or drainages under the 
jurisdiction of the ACOE or the California Department of Fish and Game (now the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW)). Impacts to jurisdictional waters and wetlands from 
implementation of restoration at the potential UTS restoration site were not discussed in the 2005 
EIR, which did not address impacts from the UTS conservation action.  

Jurisdictional Resources 

Direct Impacts to Jurisdictional Resources 

No direct permanent or temporary impacts to jurisdictional waters in the project area are expected 
to occur with implementation of the Foothill Feeder project given the temporary nature of the 
water releases and maintenance activities. At 100% valve opening from the outset of dewatering, 
shutdown releases would result in flows that would not exceed runoff from the 2-year modeled 
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storm event and would not result in sediment transport or scour that would permanently alter 
stream morphology or vegetation within the stream. Requirements in the Release Plan would 
further reduce flows from releases and would ensure that releases would closely mimic a natural 
winter storm event (gradually increasing and then decreasing the release volume), thereby 
avoiding permanent impacts to jurisdictional resources.  

Several project modifications noted in Section 2.6 would be unlikely to result in additional direct 
permanent or temporary impacts to jurisdictional resources.  

Additional Work Site 

Impacts associated with the additional work site at the pumpwell north of the Rejection Tower 
(Station 342+12) would be limited to previously disturbed areas that would not be expected to 
affect jurisdictional resources. Activities associated with dewatering here would be similar to 
those associated with pumping at other project locations. Therefore, there would be no impacts to 
jurisdictional resources.  

Use of Additional Equipment at Santa Clara River Blow-Off 

Use of additional equipment at the Santa Clara River Blow-Off would primarily result in 
increased noise (an indirect impact to wildlife), but would not result in additional direct impacts 
to jurisdictional resources.  

Longer Window for Work 

Impacts from extension of the window for conducting regular maintenance activities to include 
the months from March to November would not result in substantially different direct impacts to 
jurisdictional resources. 

Dewatering for Emergency Repairs  

Dewatering for emergency repairs, should it occur, is not likely to result in direct impacts to 
jurisdictional resources that would be greater than those resulting from regular maintenance 
activities. The primary differences between dewatering for emergency repairs and the regular 
operations and maintenance activities related to the potential need for rapid dewatering (100% 
valve opening from the outset) and the potential for dewatering to occur at any time of year, and 
therefore potentially outside the November to March window designated for regular maintenance, 
and the December to February window analyzed in the 2005 EIR. Equipment used for emergency 
repairs would be similar to that used for dewatering for inspection and planned maintenance, as 
described in Section 2.5.2. Impacts to upland areas would remain limited to small, previously 
disturbed areas, and are not likely to result in direct impacts to jurisdictional resources.  
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The potential for dewatering to occur at any time of year for emergency maintenance would not 
substantially affect the level and nature of direct impacts to jurisdictional resources. In addition, the 
areas around most of the work sites are relatively disturbed, such that impacts on jurisdictional 
resources from dewatering for emergency repairs are not expected to occur.  

UTS Conservation Action 

However, implementation of restoration or enhancement at the potential conservation site may 
permanently impact jurisdictional resources by recontouring channels and through the restoration 
of natural fluvial processes in support of UTS habitat characteristics (e.g., hydrology, sediment 
deposition, and scour). Temporary impacts to jurisdictional resources may also result from these 
activities or other restoration and enhancement activities, including invasive plant and wildlife 
species removal.  

Indirect Impacts to Jurisdictional Resources 

Project Activities Associated with Dewatering 

Indirect impacts to jurisdictional resources during operations and maintenance, including the 
project modifications since the 2005 EIR, are expected to be temporary and minor. Therefore, 
where jurisdictional resources occur near the additional work site or emergency repair areas, 
indirect impacts from the proposed project modifications related to dewatering would be less 
than significant. The additional equipment and longer window for work are not expected to result 
in indirect impacts to jurisdictional resources since jurisdictional resources are not affected by 
noise or timing of work like wildlife may be. 

UTS Conservation Action 

Indirect impacts to jurisdictional resources associated with the potential conservation site are not 
discussed in the 2005 EIR, which do not address impacts from habitat restoration or 
enhancement for UTS. However, indirect impacts from restoration/enhancement activities, such 
as fugitive dust; runoff; sedimentation; chemical pollution; erosion; litter; accidental clearing, 
grading, and trampling; fertilizers and herbicides, invasive plant species, and wildfires during 
grading, as well as potential water quality impacts, could result in significant indirect impacts to 
jurisdictional resources. These impacts would be significant absent mitigation. 

Level of Significance Absent Mitigation Measures: Direct and indirect impacts to 
jurisdictional wetlands and waters from implementation of operations and maintenance 
associated with the proposed project would be less than significant. Direct and indirect impacts 
to jurisdictional wetlands and waters from the UTS conservation action would be significant 
absent mitigation.  
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Mitigation Measures: SMM-BR-4, SMM-BR-6, and SMM-BR-7. 

Level of Significance With Mitigation Measures: SMM-BR-4 requires preparation and 
implementation of a Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (HMMP) to mitigate for any direct 
impacts to jurisdictional resources that would result from the UTS conservation action. 
Implementation of the HMMP will mitigate any direct impacts to jurisdictional waters and 
wetlands associated with the UTS conservation action such that the project will be self-
mitigating. SMM-BR-7 would require demarcation and fencing around sensitive resources, such 
as adjacent riparian and wetlands communities, to ensure that no impacts occur to these sources. 
SMM-BR-6 would require a biological monitor to ensure that protections to sensitive biological 
resources are properly installed, and that no impacts occur to these resources. With 
implementation of these measures, indirect impacts to riparian and wetlands communities from 
the UTS conservation action would be less than significant. 

In addition to preparation and implementation of the HMMP, any impacts to jurisdictional 
resources at the potential restoration site associated with the UTS conservation action would 
potentially require a streambed alteration agreement from CDFW, a CWA Section 404 Permit 
from ACOE, and a Section 401 Water Quality Certification from the Regional Water Quality 
Control Board. Restoration of the potential restoration site would be required to follow any 
avoidance and minimization measures included in the permit conditions.  

Threshold 3.2-4: Would the project interfere substantially with the movement of any 
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established 
native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of 
native wildlife nursery sites?  

Summary of Relevant Information in 2005 EIR 

The 2005 EIR found that project activities would not interfere substantially with the movement 
of any native or migratory terrestrial or aquatic wildlife species and would not interfere with 
established wildlife corridors. Effects from preparation activities would be limited in scope and 
short in duration. The discharge of water from the pipeline would also be temporary and would 
not inhibit the movement of fish up and down the Santa Clara River any more than would 
naturally occurring flood events from winter rains. Therefore, the 2005 EIR found that impacts to 
wildlife movement would be less than significant.  

The 2005 EIR found that the project would not result in impacts to nesting birds, which would 
constitute impeding a native nursery site, because project activities would take place outside the 
nesting bird season. 
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Wildlife Movement 

As described in Section 3.2.2.4, Wildlife Movement, the area between protected lands north 
and south of SR-14 is an important regional habitat linkage. In addition, the Santa Clara River, 
the South Fork, and San Francisquito Canyon all potentially provide important movement 
corridors between local, undeveloped blocks of habitat. However, the project area itself 
currently has limited value as a habitat linkage or wildlife corridor for species that are 
relatively intolerant of human activity (e.g., cougar, bobcat, mule deer, and badger) because of 
heavy traffic, human activity, and non-natural land covers on and adjacent to the project area. 
Given that the proposed project does not involve removal of blocks of habitat, the existing 
wildlife corridors would remain available to wildlife traversing through the area. Landscape-
level or regional wildlife movement along the Santa Clara River, the South Fork, and San 
Francisquito Canyon would be maintained.  

Direct Impacts to Wildlife Movement 

Additional Work Site 

Impacts associated with the additional work site at the pumpwell north of the Rejection Tower 
(Station 342+12) would be limited to previously disturbed areas. Activities associated with 
dewatering here would be similar to those associated with pumping at other project locations. 
Also, work activities would occur well away from the wildlife corridor associated with the Santa 
Clara River; therefore, no impacts would occur to wildlife movement.  

Use of Additional Equipment at Santa Clara River Blow-Off 

Use of additional equipment at the Santa Clara River Blow-Off would primarily result in 
increased noise (an indirect impact); therefore, it would not increase the extent of direct impacts  
to wildlife movement.  

Longer Window for Work 

The longer window for work would not increase the footprint of project activities. Therefore, this 
project modification would result in no direct impacts to wildlife movement.  

Dewatering for Emergency Repairs  

Dewatering for emergency repairs, should it occur, is not likely to result in direct impacts to 
wildlife movement that would be greater than those resulting from regular maintenance 
activities. The primary differences between dewatering for emergency repairs relate to the 
potential need for rapid dewatering (100% valve opening from the outset) and the potential for 
dewatering to occur at any time of year, and therefore potentially outside the November to March 
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window designated for regular maintenance, and outside the December to February window 
analyzed in the 2005 EIR. Equipment used for emergency repairs would be similar to that used for 
dewatering for inspection and planned maintenance, as described in Section 2.5.2. Impacts to 
upland areas would remain limited to small, previously disturbed areas, and are not likely to 
significantly limit the use of the area for wildlife movement relative to current use of the area.  

The potential for dewatering to occur at any time of year for emergency maintenance could 
affect the level and nature of direct impacts to wildlife movement. Most wildlife species are 
more likely to be active, and conduct breeding activities, outside the winter months. However, 
any impacts to wildlife movement would be short in duration. In the event that dewatering for 
emergency repairs occurs at a time that disrupts wildlife movement through the project area, 
wildlife would be able to resume using the project area for movement after the cessation of 
project activities.  

UTS Conservation Action 

No development would occur at any potential UTS conservation action site. Restoration or 
enhancement activities may still result in temporary impacts to wildlife movement. Although 
site preparation and dewatering activities would be short in duration, restoration or 
enhancement activities could represent a longer-term disruption of wildlife movement. 
However, most terrestrial species using the streams in the Upper Santa Clara River watershed 
as movement corridors are nocturnal, and these impacts would be limited to daylight hours.  

Indirect Impacts to Wildlife Movement 

Project Activities Associated with Dewatering 

None of the project dewatering activities, including work associated with the additional work site 
at the pumpwell north of the Rejection Tower (Station 342+12), use of additional equipment at 
the Santa Clara River Blow-Off, the longer window for work, and dewatering for emergency 
repairs, would extend the length of the period over which project activities would take place. 
Although some indirect effects of project dewatering activities, especially noise and nighttime 
illumination, may deter wildlife movement along the Santa Clara River and other streams near 
work sites, project activities would be short in duration, and wildlife would be able to resume 
using wildlife corridors near work sites after project activities have ceased.  

UTS Conservation Action 

Although no nighttime lighting would be associated with habitat restoration or enhancement, 
noise from these activities could deter wildlife from moving through restoration areas. 
However, most wildlife move at night, when indirect impacts from noise associated with 
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restoration activities would not deter animals from using the area. In addition, the extent of the 
restoration area is expected to be small, further limiting indirect effects on wildlife movement .  

Level of Significance Absent Mitigation Measures: Project modifications related to 
dewatering, inspection, and repair of the Foothill Feeder would result in no direct impacts to 
wildlife movement.  

Direct impacts to wildlife movement from UTS habitat restoration activities would be less 
than significant.  

Indirect impacts from noise and nighttime illumination associated with project activities, and 
from noise from restoration activities, would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures: None required. 

Level of Significance With Mitigation Measures: Because impacts to wildlife movement from 
project operations and maintenance and from UTS habitat restoration activities would not be 
significant, no mitigation is required; impacts would remain less than significant.  

Impeding the Use of Native Nurseries (Common Nesting Birds) 

Project modifications could result in both direct and indirect impacts to native common nesting 
birds. Destruction of a nest from project activities, or disruption of nesting activities, resulting in 
nest failure, would constitute a violation of MBTA and the California Fish and Game Code. 

Direct Impacts to Common Nesting Birds 

Because these are species for which habitat is abundant in the project region; because work 
activities associated with dewatering, inspection, and maintenance of the Foothill Feeder would 
not result in loss of habitat; and because activities associated with UTS habitat restoration would 
provide a net gain in the area of natural communities suitable for common nesting birds, the 
project as modified would not result in direct permanent impacts to habitat for common nesting 
birds. Although UTS habitat restoration activities could result in minor direct temporary impacts, 
impacts would be less than significant because these species are common and would suffer no 
population impacts from temporary loss of habitat.  

Additional Work Site 

Work at the additional work site at the pumpwell north of the Rejection Tower (Station 342+12) 
would not result in different project activities, so by itself would not result in impacts to common 
nesting birds.  
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Use of Additional Equipment at Santa Clara River Blow-Off 

Use of the additional equipment at the Santa Clara River Blow-Off site would not result in 
different project activities, so by itself would not result in impacts to common nesting birds. 

Longer Window for Work 

Project activities conducted during March in the nesting bird season (March 1 to August 31) 
could result in disturbances to nesting birds. Adult birds are highly mobile and can escape harm 
from work activities associated with dewatering, inspection, and maintenance. However, should 
project activities occur during March in the nesting bird season (March 1 to August 31), nests, 
eggs, or nestlings could be destroyed or nesting activities could be disrupted, forcing nest 
abandonment and failure. In particular, the extension of the window for project activities to the 
period November to March could result in direct disturbance or destruction of nests from hand 
clearing of vegetation. Take of a nest of any bird protected under MBTA or the California Fish 
and Game Code would be a significant impact. 

Dewatering for Emergency Repairs  

Dewatering for emergency repairs conducted during the nesting bird season (March 1 to August 
31) could result in disturbances to nesting birds. Adult birds are highly mobile and can escape 
harm from work activities associated with dewatering, inspection, and maintenance. However, 
should project dewatering activities occur during the nesting bird season (March 1 to August 31), 
nests, eggs, or nestlings could be destroyed or nesting activities could be disrupted, forcing nest 
abandonment and failure. Dewatering for emergency repairs within the period November to 
March could result in direct disturbance or destruction of nests from hand clearing of vegetation 
and a violation of MBTA and the California Fish and Game Code. In addition, dewatering for 
emergency repairs, should it result in discharge of water into the Santa Clara River or San 
Francisquito Creek at a time when ground-nesting species are present, could result in inundation 
of a nest and nest failure. 

UTS Conservation Action 

UTS habitat restoration or enhancement activities conducted during the nesting bird season could 
result in direct disturbance or destruction of nests, eggs, or nestlings, thus resulting in a violation 
of MBTA and the California Fish and Game Code.  

Indirect Impacts to Common Nesting Birds 

Noise and nighttime lighting both have the potential to cause indirect disturbance of nesting 
birds, resulting in nest abandonment and failure.  
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Project Activities Associated with Dewatering 

Work associated with the additional work site would not be different than work conducted at 
other work locations described in the 2005 EIR. Although the use of additional equipment at the 
Santa Clara River Blow-Off Site would increase noise at that location, it would not extend the 
brief period during which noise from project activities would occur, and thus would not result in 
indirect impacts to common nesting birds. The extension of the window for project activities to 
include the months of November to March and dewatering for emergency repairs, which could 
take place at any time of year, could extend project activities into the nesting bird season. 
However, the extended window would not result in a longer duration of noise or nighttime 
lighting associated with dewatering, inspection, or maintenance of the Foothill Feeder; therefore, 
it would not result in impacts to nesting birds.  

UTS Conservation Action 

Noise associated with UTS habitat restoration or enhancement could be of longer duration than 
noise associated with project dewatering activities and could disrupt the nesting activities of 
common birds, resulting in nest abandonment and failure. 

Level of Significance Absent Mitigation Measures: No direct permanent and temporary impacts 
to habitat of common nesting birds would occur from work at the additional work site, the use of 
additional equipment at the Santa Clara River Blow-Off site, dewatering for emergency repairs, 
and the extension of project activities to include the months of November to March.  

Activities associated with UTS habitat restoration or enhancement would result in no direct 
permanent impacts to common nesting bird habitat, and direct temporary impacts would be less 
than significant.  

Work at the additional work site and the use of additional equipment at the Santa Clara River 
Blow-Off site would result in no direct impacts to common nesting birds. 

Direct impacts to common nesting birds from dewatering for emergency repairs, the extension of 
project activities to include the period of November to March, and the UTS conservation action 
would be potentially significant, if activities are conducted during the nesting bird season (March 
1 to August 31). 

No indirect impacts would result to common nesting birds from project activities associated with 
site dewatering, inspection, and maintenance of the Foothill Feeder. 

Indirect impacts from noise associated with UTS habitat restoration or enhancement would be 
potentially significant. 

3/13/2018 Board Meeting 7-1 Attachment 2, Page 258 of 855



3.2 – BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Foothill Feeder Repair and Future Inspections Project Supplemental EIR 10109 
December 2017 3.2-123 

Mitigation Measures: SMM-BR-1 and SMM-BR-14. 

Level of Significance With Mitigation Measures: SMM-BR-14 would require nesting bird 
surveys that would result in the location of common bird nests prior to project activities 
associated with dewatering, inspection, and maintenance of the Foothill Feeder conducted during 
the nesting bird season (March 1 to August 31), and the implementation of measures to protect 
nesting birds from direct and indirect impacts. SMM-BR-1 would ensure that, if pre-work 
nesting bird surveys under SMM-BR-14 are not permitted due to emergency timing 
considerations, a qualified biological monitor will search for nests during work activities and 
take all feasible measures to protect nesting birds. Implementation of these measures would 
reduce impacts to common nesting birds from project activities, including the UTS conservation 
action, conducted during the nesting bird season to less than significant. 

Threshold 3.2-5: Would the project conflict with local policies or ordinances protecting 
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance? 

Summary of Relevant Information in 2005 EIR 

The 2005 EIR did not analyze impacts to oak trees protected under CLAOTO.  

No tree inventories have been conducted in the project area. Oak woodlands occur in the 
general project area and within 500 feet or rivers and streams described in SMM-BR-2A and 
SMM-BR-2B. 

Oak Trees 

Direct Impacts to Oaks 

Suitable habitat for oak trees protected under CLAOTO occurs in the project area. However, direct 
impacts are limited to the work areas immediately around the work sites and to areas within the 
streams where temporary changes in stream flows may occur. Therefore, no significant direct 
permanent or temporary impacts would occur on oak trees from project activities.  

Several project modifications noted in Section 2.6 would be unlikely to result in additional 
direct permanent impacts to oak trees.  

Additional Work Site 

Impacts associated with the additional work site at the pumpwell north of the Rejection Tower 
(Station 342+12) would be limited to previously disturbed areas that do not support oak trees. 
Activities associated with dewatering here would be similar to those associated with pumping 
at other project locations. Therefore, no direct impacts to oaks or other protected trees 
associated with the additional work site would occur.  
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Use of Additional Equipment at Santa Clara River Blow-Off 

Use of additional equipment at the Santa Clara River Blow-Off would primarily result in 
increased noise (an indirect impact to wildlife); it would not result in additional direct impacts 
to oak trees.  

Longer Window for Work 

The longer window for work (November to March) is not likely to result in direct impacts to oak 
trees that would be greater than those between December and February. 

Dewatering for Emergency Repairs  

Dewatering for emergency repairs, should it occur, is not likely to result in direct impacts to oak 
trees that would be greater than those resulting from regular maintenance activities. The primary 
differences between dewatering for emergency repairs and the regular operations and 
maintenance activities related to the potential need for rapid dewatering (up to 100% valve 
opening from the outset) and the potential for dewatering to occur at any time of year, and 
therefore potentially outside the November to March window designated for regular 
maintenance, and the December to February window analyzed in the 2005 EIR. Equipment used 
for emergency repairs would be similar to that used for dewatering for inspection and planned 
maintenance, as described in Section 2.5.2. Work activities in upland areas would remain limited 
to small, previously disturbed areas, and are not likely to result in direct impacts to oak trees.  

The potential for dewatering to occur at any time of year for emergency maintenance would not 
substantially affect the level and nature of direct impacts to oak trees. In addition, the areas 
around most of the work sites are relatively disturbed, further reducing impacts from dewatering 
for emergency repairs.  

UTS Conservation Action 

Given the potential locations for habitat restoration or enhancement activities to provide for 
conservation of the species according to Section 2081.10, suitable habitat for any oak trees could 
occur adjacent to, or within, selected sites. Therefore, oak trees could be directly impacted during 
grading or other ground disturbance associated with restoration of UTS habitat. Permanent direct 
impacts to potentially occurring oak trees would be significant absent mitigation. 

In summary, no significant direct permanent or temporary impacts are expected to occur to oak 
trees within the areas affected by proposed operations and maintenance. If any oak trees occur 
within or directly adjacent to the restoration site associated with the UTS conservation action, 
direct impacts to oak trees within areas subject to clearing or grading from restoration or 
enhancement activities would be significant absent mitigation.  
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Indirect Impacts to Oaks 

The 2005 EIR did not address indirect impacts to oak trees. For the most part, indirect effects to 
oak trees on site and adjacent to the site would be limited given the disturbance of the work 
locations and temporary nature of the work. Several project modifications noted in Section 2.6 
would be unlikely to result in additional indirect permanent impacts to oak trees.  

Project Activities Associated with Dewatering 

Work at the additional work site at the pumpwell north of the Rejection Tower (Station 342+12), 
dewatering for emergency repairs, the extension of the window for project activities to include 
the period from November to March, and use of additional equipment would not result in 
significant indirect impacts beyond those analyzed in the 2005 EIR because the work locations 
are already largely disturbed and the work is temporary in nature. Therefore, where oaks occur 
near the additional work site or emergency repair areas, indirect impacts from the proposed 
project modifications would be less than significant. The additional equipment and the longer 
window for work are not expected to result in indirect impacts to oaks because oaks are not 
affected by noise or timing of work like wildlife may be. 

UTS Conservation Action 

Indirect impacts to oak trees associated with the potential UTS conservation action site are not 
discussed in the 2005 EIR, which do not address impacts from habitat restoration for UTS. 
However, indirect impacts from restoration activities, such as fugitive dust, runoff, 
sedimentation, chemical pollution, erosion, accidental clearing, grading, fertilizers and 
herbicides, invasive plant species, and wildfires during grading, as well as potential water quality 
impacts, could result in indirect impacts to oaks. However, given the size of the potential UTS 
conservation action site and the nature of restoration or enhancement activities, these impacts 
would be less than significant. 

Level of Significance Absent Mitigation Measures: Direct and indirect impacts to oak trees 
within the project area immediately adjacent to activity locations and equipment staging areas 
would be less than significant. Direct impacts to potentially occurring oak trees within the UTS 
conservation action site would be significant absent mitigation. Indirect impacts to potentially 
occurring oak trees within or adjacent to the restoration site would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures: SMM-BR-6, SMM-BR-7, and SMM-BR-18.  

Level of Significance With Mitigation Measures: Implementation of SMM-BR-18 would 
result in replacement of any impacted oak trees at mitigation ratios required under CLAOTO. 
Therefore, implementation of SMM-BR-18 would reduce direct permanent impacts to oak trees 
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to a less than significant level. SMM-BR-7 would require demarcation and fencing around 
sensitive resources, such as oak trees, to ensure that no impacts occur to these sources. SMM-
BR-6 would require a biological monitor to ensure that protections to sensitive biological 
resources are properly installed, and that no impacts occur to these resources. With 
implementation of these measures, indirect impacts to oak trees from UTS restoration and 
enhancement activities would be less than significant. 

Threshold 3.2-6: Would the project conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat 

Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or 

other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan? 

Summary of Relevant Information in 2005 EIR 

The 2005 EIR addressed previous shutdown and maintenance activities associated with the project 
area. The project is consistent with the activities proposed in the 2005 EIR, and new information and 
potential for impacts have been adequately addressed in this Supplemental EIR section. 

The existing Low-Effect Habitat Conservation Plan is still in draft form and therefore has not 
been implemented. However, the project described in this Supplemental EIR, including the 
impacts to biological resources discussed in this section, is consistent with the Draft Low-Effect 
Habitat Conservation Plan.  

Both the South Coast Missing Linkages Project (SCMLP) (Penrod et al. 2006) and Save Open 
Space and Agricultural Resources (SOAR) are non-governmental planning initiatives. The 
SCMLP identified conceptual regional wildlife connections to help focus regional planning 
efforts. As discussed under Threshold 3.2-5, the proposed project would not directly affect any 
regional corridors identified by SCMLP. SOAR is a non-profit organization that seeks to 
maintain agricultural, open space, and rural lands within Ventura County and surrounding 
regions. Development activities within the SOAR boundaries are limited by County ordinance. 
Although SOAR provides a regional context that was incorporated into the SCMLP, it would 
not be affected by the proposed project, including the UTS conservation action. The proposed 
project would not therefore have significant impacts on SCMLP or SOAR planning efforts.  

Level of Significance Absent Mitigation Measures: The proposed project would not 
significantly impact or conflict with the provisions of any approved local, regional, or state 
habitat conservation plan, including the Draft Low-Effect Habitat Conservation Plan, SCMLP, or 
SOAR. 

Mitigation Measures: None required. 
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Level of Significance With Mitigation Measures: Impacts would be less than significant and 
no mitigation is required; therefore, impacts would remain less than significant. 

Threshold 3.2-7: Would the project result in cumulatively considerable impacts on 
biological resources? 

Summary of Relevant Information in 2005 EIR 

The 2005 EIR found that the project’s contribution to impacts to biological resources would not 
be cumulatively considerable. Because of the Release Plan and proposed measures, all impacts 
would be mitigated and cumulative impacts would be less than significant. This finding was 
based, in part, on the assessment that the project would not result in the incidental take of UTS.  

Per the 2005 EIR, buildout of the related projects primarily within open space areas has the 
potential to cumulatively affect biological resources in the area, including reducing the amount 
of available habitat for special-status species; impacting special-status plants, wildlife species, 
vegetation communities, oaks, or jurisdictional resources; and constricting wildlife movement. 
However, project implementation would not make a significant contribution to these cumulative 
impacts. As discussed earlier in this section (Section 3.2.5.2, Analysis of Impacts), Metropolitan 
has prepared a Release Plan for the project and has proposed several mitigation measures within 
this EIR to protect special-status biological resources. As a result, the contribution of the project 
to direct or indirect impacts on these resources, when considered in conjunction with related 
projects in the area, would not be cumulatively considerable and is less than significant. 

Several project modifications noted in Section 2.6 would be unlikely to result in additional 
cumulative impacts to special-status biological resources.  

Project Activities Associated with Dewatering 

Work at the additional work site at the pumpwell north of the Rejection Tower (Station 342+12), 
dewatering for emergency repairs, the extension of the window for project activities to include 
the period from November to March, and use of additional equipment at the Santa Clara River 
Blow-Off would generally not result in significant cumulative impacts beyond those analyzed in 
the 2005 EIR because the work locations are already largely disturbed and the work is temporary 
in nature. Therefore, there would be no cumulative impacts from the additional work site, use of 
additional equipment at the Santa Clara River Blow-Off, or longer window for work. Any 
additional impacts to nesting birds and UTS are mitigated to less than significant with 
implementation of the existing and supplemental mitigation measures described in Section 3.2.1 
of this Supplemental EIR. Therefore, cumulative impacts to biological resources associated with 
project modifications since the 2005 EIR would be less than significant. 
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UTS Conservation Action 

Cumulative impacts to biological resources associated with the potential conservation site for 
UTS are not discussed in the 2005 EIR, which do not address impacts from habitat restoration or 
enhancement for UTS. However, because activities would be restoring or enhancing riparian 
habitat and natural processes, they would provide a net benefit with respect to a number of 
special-status species, vegetation communities, jurisdictional wetlands, and wildlife movement. 
In addition, other direct or indirect impacts on biological resources resulting from restoration or 
enhancement activities would be temporary in nature and would be mitigated through 
implementation of the mitigation measures described in Section 3.2.1 of this Supplemental EIR. 
Therefore, cumulative impacts to biological resources associated with the potential UTS 
conservation action site would be less than significant. 

Several related projects were examined to determine whether cumulative impacts to UTS would 
occur with implementation of the proposed project, including the Stickleback Movie Ranch 
Restoration Project, Bouquet Canyon Creek Restoration Project, Soledad to Fish Canyon Creek 
Rescue, Sierra Highway Over Santa Clara River Project, Bridge No. 53C1777L&R, and LARC 
Ranch Water Pipeline Project. Only the Stickleback Movie Ranch Restoration Project, Bouquet 
Canyon Creek Restoration Project and Soledad to Fish Canyon Creek Rescue may result in the 
incidental take of UTS.  

The Los Angeles County Flood Control District intends to implement a habitat mitigation 
program at the Stickleback Movie Ranch (Psomas 2016). The District will create, restore, and 
enhance up to 40 acres of cottonwood–willow woodland, transitional riparian, alluvial sage 
scrub, oak woodland, and upland scrub. This is the same location identified as the Conservation 
Action Site for the Foothill Feeder project, which focuses on improvements to the main channel, 
whereas the District’s habitat mitigation program focuses on the areas adjacent to the main 
channel. Construction of the District’s habitat mitigation program is not expected to directly 
impact UTS but may indirectly affect UTS through impacts to water quality during construction. 

The USFWS released an Intra-Service Biological Opinion for the Bouquet Canyon Creek 
Restoration Project in October 2015 that describes the incidental take of UTS during project 
implementation (USFWS 2015). The Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Bouquet 
Canyon Creek project (AECOM 2016) includes a related project that would remove partially 
armored threespine stickleback (Gasterosteus aculeatus microcephalus) and hybridized threespine 
stickleback (Gasterosteus aculeatus williamsoni × Gasterosteus aculeatus microcephalus) from 
Bouquet Canyon Creek in the Angeles National Forest for the conservation and recovery of the 
species. These are two related but separate projects, and the USFWS’s UTS recovery project will 
coincide with implementation of the Bouquet Creek Restoration Project in terms of timing. 
USFWS will remove an estimated 2,692 individuals of a hybridized UTS species, the Bouquet 

3/13/2018 Board Meeting 7-1 Attachment 2, Page 264 of 855



3.2 – BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Foothill Feeder Repair and Future Inspections Project Supplemental EIR 10109 
December 2017 3.2-129 

Creek Restoration Project will improve suitable habitat for the species, and USFWS will 
subsequently reintroduce pure strain UTS after completion of the restoration project. The 
incidental take of UTS will be fully mitigated by the USFWS’s Intra-Service Biological Opinion 
and an incidental take permit authorized for the project by CDFW (AECOM 2016). 

CDFW rescued UTS from Soledad Creek in October 2016 and released them in Fish Canyon 
Creek in the upper Castaic drainage in April 2017, after holding them for several months at the 
Fillmore Fish Hatchery (CDFW 2017c). No UTS died during the rescue or release efforts, but 
had incidental take of UTS occurred, the overall effect of the rescue effort was expected to 
compensate for the loss by contributing to the recovery of the species. CDFW is executing a lake 
and streambed alteration agreement pursuant to Section 1602 of the Fish and Game Code for the 
Sierra Highway Over Santa Clara River Project, Bridge No. 53C1777L&R. The project would 
impact 3.25 acres of streambed/lake, which would be mitigated with 3.48 acres of creation, 
restoration, and/or enhancement. However, the incidental take of UTS is not described in the 
Notice of Determination (OPR 2015). 

Although the LARC Ranch Water Pipeline Project crosses over the Bouquet Creek, it would be 
located outside the OHWM and the 100-year floodplain. Therefore, no direct impacts to UTS 
would occur with implementation of this project (Meridian Consultants LLC 2016). 

It is of note that the Biological Opinion for the Newhall Ranch Resource Management and 
Development Plan located in Santa Clarita, Los Angeles County, documented the cumulative 
estimated incidental take of UTS in that area to be 68 UTS individuals for biological opinions 
issued between 1994 and 2006. None of the biological opinions issued for UTS resulted in 
jeopardy determinations (USFWS 2011). 

It is estimated that the Foothill Feeder project may result in the mortality of five UTS during 
each of three rescue and relocation events that are estimated to occur over the course of 30 years. 
A prior relocation effort by CDFW and USFWS in 2014 resulted in the mortality of six UTS. 
The loss of five to six fish during a single year is likely to be within the range of the natural 
fluctuations of its populations (USFWS 2011). An estimated 2,692 individuals of a hydridized 
UTS species will be removed at the Bouquet Canyon Creek Restoration Project site and will be 
replaced by individuals of a pure strain of UTS (AECOM 2016). The Intra-Service Biological 
Opinion for the Bouquet Canyon Creek Restoration Project indicates that up to 10% of the pure 
strain UTS at the source population will be reintroduced at the project site. The USFWS 
determined that the effects of this level of reintroduction “should be masked by the next breeding 
cycle.” Moreover, the removal of hybridized UTS will be a beneficial contribution toward 
cumulative impacts to UTS (USFWS 2015). 
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Given that only three of the projects on the cumulative projects list may result in the incidental 
take of UTS and all three include restoration and/or rescue efforts designed to contribute to the 
species’ recovery and given that the level of take of pure strain UTS would be considerably less 
than the previous relatively low cumulative take estimated by USFWS in 2011, any injury or 
mortality to pure strain UTS is likely to be within the range of the natural fluctuations of its 
populations. Therefore, impacts to UTS from the proposed project would result in a less than 
significant cumulative impact. 

Level of Significance Absent Mitigation Measures: The project’s contribution to impacts to 
biological resources would not be cumulatively considerable.  

Mitigation Measures: None required. 

Level of Significance With Mitigation Measures: The project’s contribution to impacts to 
biological resources would not be cumulatively considerable. 

3.2.5.3 Summary of Impacts to Special-Status Biological Resources 

Table 3.2-4 summarizes the impacts to special-status biological resources by threshold. All 
significant impacts would be mitigated to a less than significant level. 
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Table 3.2-4 
Summary of Impacts to Special-Status Biological Resources 

Special-
Status 

Biological 
Resource 

2005 EIR 
Conclusion 

Supplemental EIR Conclusion 
Mitigation 
Measures 
from 2005 

EIR 

Mitigation 
Measures 

from 
Supplemental 

EIR 

Significance 
With 

Mitigation 
Additional  
Work Site 

Additional  
Equipment 

Longer 
Window  
for Work 

Dewatering for 
Emergency  

Repairs 

UTS 
Conservation 

Action 

Threshold 3.2-1: Substantial Adverse Effect on Candidate, Sensitive, or Special-Status Species 

Special-Status 
Plants 

Significant 
direct impacts 
to species 

No direct 
impacts to 
species or 
habitat; less 
than significant 
indirect 
impacts to 
species and 
habitat 

No direct or 
indirect impact 
to species or 
habitat 

No direct or 
indirect impact 
to species or 
habitat 

No direct 
impact to 
species or 
habitat; less 
than significant 
indirect 
impacts to 
species and 
habitat 

Significant 
direct and 
indirect 
impacts to 
species and 
habitat 

MM-BR-1 

MM-BR-2 

MM-BR-3 

MM-BR-4 

MM-BR-5 

SMM-BR-2A 

SMM-BR-2B 

SMM-BR-6 

SMM-BR-7 

Less than 
significant 

Invertebrates No impact No direct 
impacts to 
species or 
habitat; no 
indirect impact 

No direct 
impacts to 
species or 
habitat; no 
indirect impact 

No direct 
impacts to 
species or 
habitat; no 
indirect impact 

No direct 
impacts to 
species or 
habitat; no 
indirect impact 

No direct 
impacts to 
species or 
habitat; no 
indirect impact 

— — Less than 
significant 

Fish* Less than 
significant* 

No direct 
impact to 
species or 
habitat; no 
indirect impact 

No direct 
impact to 
species or 
habitat; no 
indirect impact 

Significant 
direct impacts 
to species; no 
direct impact 
to habitat; less 
than 
significant 
indirect impact  

Significant 
direct impacts 
to species; no 
direct impact 
to habitat; less 
than significant 
indirect impact 

Significant 
direct and 
indirect 
impacts to 
species; less 
than 
significant 
direct impact 
to habitat; 
significant 
indirect impact 

— SMM-BR-4 

SMM-BR-5 

SMM-BR-6 

SMM-BR-8 

SMM-BR-9 

Less than 
significant 
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Table 3.2-4 
Summary of Impacts to Special-Status Biological Resources 

Special-
Status 

Biological 
Resource 

2005 EIR 
Conclusion 

Supplemental EIR Conclusion 
Mitigation 
Measures 
from 2005 

EIR 

Mitigation 
Measures 

from 
Supplemental 

EIR 

Significance 
With 

Mitigation 
Additional  
Work Site 

Additional  
Equipment 

Longer 
Window  
for Work 

Dewatering for 
Emergency  

Repairs 

UTS 
Conservation 

Action 

Reptile – Low 
Mobility 

Less than 
significant  

Less than 
significant 
direct impacts 
to species and 
habitat; no 
indirect impact 

No direct 
impacts to 
species or 
habitat; less 
than significant 
indirect impact 

No direct 
impact to 
habitat or 
species; no 
indirect impact 

Less than 
significant 
direct impact 
to species; no 
direct impact 
to habitat; less 
than significant 
indirect impact 

Significant 
direct impacts 
to species; 
less than 
significant 
direct impact 
to habitat; less 
than 
significant 
indirect impact 

— SMM-BR-6 

SMM-BR-7 

SMM-BR-10 

Less than 
significant 

Reptile and 
Amphibian – 
Semi-Aquatic 

Less than 
significant 

No direct 
impact to 
species or 
habitat; no 
indirect impact 

No direct 
impacts to 
species or 
habitat; less 
than significant 
indirect impact 

No direct 
impact to 
species; less 
than 
significant 
direct impact 
to habitat; no 
indirect impact 

No direct 
impact to 
species; less 
than significant 
direct impact 
to habitat; less 
than significant 
indirect impact 

Significant 
indirect 
impacts to 
species; less 
than 
significant 
direct impact 
to habitat 

MM-BR-1  

MM-BR-3 

SMM-BR-6 

SMM-BR-7 

SMM-BR-8 

SMM-BR-11 

SMM-BR-12 

SMM-BR-13 

Less than 
significant 

Bird – 
Foraging 
Raptor 

No direct 
impact; less 
than 
significant 
indirect impact 

No direct 
impacts to 
species or 
habitat; less 
than significant 
indirect impact 

No direct 
impacts to 
species or 
habitat; less 
than significant 
indirect impact  

No direct 
impacts to 
species or 
habitat; less 
than 
significant 
indirect impact  

No direct 
impacts to 
species or 
habitat; less 
than significant 
indirect impact  

No direct 
impact to 
species; less 
than 
significant 
direct impact 
to habitat; less 
than 
significant 
indirect impact  

— — Less than 
significant 
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Table 3.2-4 
Summary of Impacts to Special-Status Biological Resources 

Special-
Status 

Biological 
Resource 

2005 EIR 
Conclusion 

Supplemental EIR Conclusion 
Mitigation 
Measures 
from 2005 

EIR 

Mitigation 
Measures 

from 
Supplemental 

EIR 

Significance 
With 

Mitigation 
Additional  
Work Site 

Additional  
Equipment 

Longer 
Window  
for Work 

Dewatering for 
Emergency  

Repairs 

UTS 
Conservation 

Action 

Bird – Nesting/ 
Foraging 
Raptor 

No impact No direct 
impacts to 
species or 
habitat; no 
indirect impact 

No direct 
impacts to 
species or 
habitat; no 
indirect impact 

Significant 
direct impacts 
to loggerhead 
shrike; no 
direct impact 
to habitat; 
significant 
indirect 
impacts to 
species 

Significant 
direct impacts 
to loggerhead 
shrike; no 
direct impact 
to habitat; 
significant 
indirect 
impacts to 
species 

Significant 
direct and 
indirect 
impacts to 
species; less 
than 
significant 
direct impact 
to habitat 

MM-BR-3  

MM-BR-5 

SMM-BR-1 

SMM-BR-6 

SMM-BR-7 

SMM-BR-14 

Less than 
significant 

Bird – Upland 
Scrub and 
Chaparral 

No impact No direct 
impacts to 
species or 
habitat; no 
indirect impact 

No direct 
impacts to 
species or 
habitat; no 
indirect impact 

Less than 
significant 
direct and 
indirect 
impacts to 
species; no 
direct impact 
to habitat 

Less than 
significant 
direct and 
indirect 
impacts to 
species; no 
direct impact 
to habitat 

Significant 
direct and 
indirect 
impacts to 
species; less 
than 
significant 
impact to 
habitat  

— SMM-BR-1 

SMM-BR-6 

SMM-BR-7 

SMM-BR-14 

SMM-BR-15 

Less than 
significant 

Bird – Riparian No impact No direct 
impacts to 
species or 
habitat; no 
indirect impact 

No direct 
impacts to 
species or 
habitat; less 
than significant 
indirect impact 

No direct 
impacts to 
species or 
habitat; no 
indirect impact 

No direct 
impacts to 
species or 
habitat; less 
than significant 
indirect impact 

Significant 
direct and 
indirect 
impacts to 
species; less 
than 
significant 
direct impact 
to habitat 

MM-BR-1 

MM-BR-2 

MM-BR-3 

SMM-BR-1 

SMM-BR-6 

SMM-BR-7 

SMM-BR-14 

SMM-BR-15 

Less than 
significant 
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Table 3.2-4 
Summary of Impacts to Special-Status Biological Resources 

Special-
Status 

Biological 
Resource 

2005 EIR 
Conclusion 

Supplemental EIR Conclusion 
Mitigation 
Measures 
from 2005 

EIR 

Mitigation 
Measures 

from 
Supplemental 

EIR 

Significance 
With 

Mitigation 
Additional  
Work Site 

Additional  
Equipment 

Longer 
Window  
for Work 

Dewatering for 
Emergency  

Repairs 

UTS 
Conservation 

Action 

Bat Less than 
significant 

No direct 
impact to 
species or 
habitat; less 
than significant 
indirect impact 

No direct 
impacts to 
species or 
habitat; less 
than significant 
indirect impact 

No direct 
impacts to 
species or 
habitat; less 
than 
significant 
indirect impact 

No direct 
impacts to 
species or 
habitat; less 
than significant 
indirect impact 

Significant 
direct and 
indirect 
impacts to 
species; less 
than 
significant 
direct impact 
to habitat 

— SMM-BR-6 

SMM-BR-7 

SMM-BR-16 

Less than 
significant 

Mammal – 
Low and 
Moderate 
Mobility 

No impact No direct 
impacts to 
species or 
habitat; no 
indirect impact 

No direct 
impacts to 
species or 
habitat; no 
indirect impact 

No direct 
impacts to 
species or 
habitat; less 
than 
significant 
indirect 
impacts 

No direct 
impacts to 
species or 
habitat; less 
than significant 
indirect impact 

Significant 
direct and 
indirect 
impacts to 
species; less 
than 
significant 
impact to 
habitat 

— SMM-BR-6 

SMM-BR-7 

SMM-BR-17 

Less than 
significant 

Threshold 3.2-2: Substantial Adverse Effect on Riparian Habitat  

Special-status 
vegetation 
communities 

No impact No direct 
impact; less 
than significant 
indirect impact 

No direct or 
indirect impact 

No direct or 
indirect impact 

No direct 
impact; less 
than significant 
indirect impact 

Significant 
direct and 
indirect 
impacts 

— SMM-BR-3 

SMM-BR-6  

SMM-BR-7 

Less than 
significant 

Threshold 3.2-3: Substantial Adverse Effect on Federally Protected Wetlands  

Jurisdictional 
wetlands and 
waters 

No impact No direct 
impact; less 
than significant 
indirect impact  

No direct or 
indirect impact 

No direct or 
indirect impact 

No direct 
impact; less 
than significant 
indirect impact 

Significant 
direct and 
indirect 
impacts 

— SMM-BR-4 

SMM-BR-6 

SMM-BR-7 

Less than 
significant 
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Table 3.2-4 
Summary of Impacts to Special-Status Biological Resources 

Special-
Status 

Biological 
Resource 

2005 EIR 
Conclusion 

Supplemental EIR Conclusion 
Mitigation 
Measures 
from 2005 

EIR 

Mitigation 
Measures 

from 
Supplemental 

EIR 

Significance 
With 

Mitigation 
Additional  
Work Site 

Additional  
Equipment 

Longer 
Window  
for Work 

Dewatering for 
Emergency  

Repairs 

UTS 
Conservation 

Action 

Threshold 3.2-4: Movement of Any Native Resident or Migratory Fish or Wildlife Species  

Wildlife 
movement 

Less than 
significant 

No direct or 
indirect 
impacts 

No direct 
impact, less 
than significant 
indirect impact 

No direct 
impact; less 
than 
significant 
indirect impact 

No direct 
impact; less 
than significant 
direct impact 

Less than 
significant 
direct and 
indirect 
impacts 

— — Less than 
significant 

Use of native 
nurseries 

No impact No direct or 
indirect impact 

No direct or 
indirect impact 

Significant 
direct impacts; 
less than 
significant 
indirect impact 

Significant 
direct impact; 
less than 
significant 
indirect impact 

Significant 
direct and 
indirect 
impacts 

— SMM-BR-1  

SMM-BR-14 

Less than 
significant 

Threshold 3.2-5: Conflict with Any Local Policies or Ordinances Protecting Biological Resources  

Tree 
preservation 
policy 

No impact No direct 
impact; less 
than significant 
indirect impact 

No direct or 
indirect impact 

No direct or 
indirect impact 

No direct 
impact; less 
than significant 
indirect impact 

Significant 
direct and 
indirect 
impacts 

— SMM-BR-6 

SMM-BR-7 

SMM-BR-18 

Less than 
significant 

Threshold 3.2-6: Conflict with Provisions of an Adopted Habitat Conservation Plan or Natural Community Conservation Plan   

Conservation 
plans 

No impact Less than 
significant 

Less than 
significant 

Less than 
significant 

Less than 
significant 

Less than 
significant 

— — Less than 
significant 

Threshold 3.2-7: Cumulatively Considerable Biological Resources Impacts  

Cumulative 
impact to 
biological 
resources 

Less than 
significant 

Less than 
significant 

Less than 
significant 

Less than 
significant 

Less than 
significant 

Less than 
significant 

— — Less than 
significant 

*  Although the 2005 EIR concluded that project would not result in the incidental take of UTS or impacts to other special-status fish species, as noted in Section 2.4, this Supplemental EIR 
describes new information since the 2005 EIR, including the information on the potential for the project to result in incidental take of UTS during rescue and relocation. Therefore, potential direct 
impacts to individual UTS, Santa Ana sucker, and arroyo chub (due to stranding and to mortality from handling) during shutdown releases, for scheduled inspections and maintenance, during 
any month of the modified window for repairs, and during dewatering for emergency repairs would be potentially significant. 
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Vegetation within 500 Feet of Rivers and Streams Identified as Suitable for the UTS Conservation Action Site

Foothill Feeder Supplemental Environmental Impact Report

SOURCE: CNDDB 2016, CA GAP 2008
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FIGURE 3.2-4
Special-Status Wildlife Species Occurring within 500 Feet of Rivers and Streams Identified as Suitable for the UTS Conservation Action Site

Foothill Feeder Supplemental Environmental Impact Report

SOURCE: CNDDB 2016, USFWS 2016
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3.3 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

This section describes the hydrology and water quality conditions in the Foothill Feeder Repair 
and Future Inspections Project (proposed project or project) area and discusses applicable 
federal, state, and regional regulations pertaining to protection of hydrology and water quality. 
This section evaluates the potential effects on hydrology and water quality associated with 
development of the proposed project.  

Information contained in this section is based on review of publicly available reports 
pertaining to water resources within the project area. Sources consulted are listed in Chapter 
6, References Cited. 

3.3.1 Mitigation Measures 

The following avoidance and minimization measures, best management practices (BMPs), and 
mitigation measures would reduce the potential for impacts on hydrology and water quality by 
ensuring that potential groundwater issues are addressed at the potential UTS conservation action 
site and that planned discharges do not result in excessive erosion or scour at the discharge site 
or result in increased turbidity in downstream waters. Implementation of the following mitigation 
measures would reduce impacts to a less than significant level. 

Mitigation Measures from 2005 EIR 

The following mitigation measure was adopted in the 2005 EIR, and is still in effect for the 
proposed project. However, this measure, which keeps the potential impact below the level of 
significance, has become Metropolitan’s standard practice since certification of the 2005 EIR. 

MM-H-1 To mitigate bank erosion, deep cutting, and scouring of the Charlie Canyon 
Creekbed, San Francisquito Canyon Creekbed (high-rise location), Santa Clara 
Riverbed, Placerita Creekbed, and Bull Creekbed, sandbags or another form of 
water diversion from the discharge pipes into these creeks shall be in place prior to 
dewatering. Valves shall be opened gradually and flows monitored to ensure the 
integrity of the sandbags or other form of water diversion. The Metropolitan Water 
District of Southern California (Metropolitan) personnel shall be in place to observe 
discharges into the creeks and to ensure that the diversion is not breached. If the 
sandbags or other form of water diversion are breached causing erosive flooding of 
the creek banks, the valve openings shall be reduced to decrease the erosive 
velocity of the outflow until the diversion can be modified to stop the erosion.  

Supplemental Mitigation Measures 

SMM-H-1 In the event the mitigation plan for take of unarmored threespine stickleback 
involves the use of groundwater resources from an existing well to augment surface 
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water supplies, such use shall be quantified to the extent possible (i.e., frequency 
and volume) and compared against the prior use of the same well(s). If the 
anticipated use exceeds the existing demands on the well(s) (or if the existing use 
cannot be documented), Metropolitan shall provide an analysis of the proposed 
water demand and its potential effects, if any, on surrounding groundwater 
users/wells, and the volume of groundwater in the target aquifer generally. If the 
analysis concludes that there may be impacts, Metropolitan shall either adjust the 
amount of groundwater required to meet mitigation site performance standards (to a 
level that would not produce significant impacts) or institute a groundwater 
monitoring and mitigation plan to adaptively manage groundwater resources. The 
groundwater monitoring and mitigation plan, if implemented, would include 
installation of flow meters on the proposed production well, deployment of pressure 
transducers in surrounding wells, and periodic (i.e., monthly) monitoring of water 
levels, so that if any impacts are observed, use of the well could be curtailed or 
ceased until groundwater levels recover. 

3.3.2 Existing Setting  

This section describes the existing conditions in the project area and identifies the resources that 
could be affected by the proposed project.  

The proposed project is located within the jurisdiction of the Los Angeles Regional Water 
Quality Control Board (RWQCB), which administers a water quality control plan (Basin Plan) 
and other water quality programs within the coastal watersheds of Los Angeles and Ventura 
Counties. The Foothill Feeder generally crosses beneath a series of natural creeks and waterways 
that are tributaries to the main stem of the Santa Clara River, as well as the main stem itself. The 
pipeline also crosses beneath a tributary to Bull Creek in the Los Angeles River watershed, 
located just south of the Santa Clara River watershed. However, because dewatering discharge 
locations are limited to the Santa Clara River, and the only activity to occur in the Los Angeles 
River watershed (staging area, entrance and exit/ventilation locations, and dewatering into Bull 
Creek if necessary) has been covered under previous environmental impact reports (EIRs), the 
setting discussion focuses on watershed hydrology, water quality issues, and flood control within 
the Santa Clara River watershed only. 

3.3.2.1 Watersheds 

The proposed project is located in the Santa Clara River watershed, which consists of 
approximately 1,634 square miles within Los Angeles and Ventura and is the largest natural river 
remaining in Southern California (Kennedy/Jenks Consultants 2014). The proposed project is in 
the upper portion of the watershed, which encompasses an area of 654 square miles bounded by 
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the San Gabriel Mountains to the south and southeast, the Santa Susana Mountains to the 
southwest, the Transverse Ranges to the northeast, the Sierra Pelona to the east, and the Ventura 
County Line to the west. The major water bodies in the region include the Santa Clara River and 
its tributaries, as well as Castaic Lake. The principal tributaries are Castaic Creek, San 
Francisquito Creek, Bouquet Creek, Mint Canyon, and the South Fork of the Santa Clara River. 
Additionally, the Santa Clara River receives tertiary-treated recycled water discharged from the 
Saugus and Valencia water reclamation plants, which are operated by the Los Angeles County 
Sanitation District. The main channel of the Santa Clara River is the last major undammed river 
system in Southern California (Kennedy/Jenks Consultants 2014). 

Figure 3.3-1, Project Components within the Watershed Study Area, shows the proposed project 
components in relation to the Upper Santa Clara River watershed and its primary water features. 
The Upper Santa Clara River watershed is subdivided into four sub-watersheds, including (from 
north to south) Castaic Creek, Upper Santa Clara River (which contains San Francisquito Creek 
and Placerita Creek), Bouquet Canyon, and Headwaters Santa Clara River (Figure 3.3-1). In 
addition, the Los Angeles RWQCB Basin Plan divides the Santa Clara River into various 
reaches; within the Upper Santa Clara River there are four defined reaches: 

 Reach 5 (Blue Cut): upstream of the U.S. Geological Survey Blue Cut Gaging Station to 
the West Pier Highway 99 (now The Old Road Bridge) 

 Reach 6 (Highway 99): upstream of Highway 99 (now The Old Road Bridge) to 
Bouquet Canyon Bridge 

 Reach 7 (Bouquet Canyon): upstream of Bouquet Canyon to Lang Gaging Station 

 Reach 8 (Above Lang Gaging Station): Lang Gaging Station to headwaters  

The only project component directly on or adjacent to the Santa Clara River is the proposed 
unarmored threespine stickleback (UTS; Gasterosteus aculeatus williamsoni) restoration and 
enhancement activities associated with the UTS conservation action. The potential site for the 
restoration and enhancement is along Reach 8. Further, and The Metropolitan Water District’s 
(Metropolitan’s) Santa Clara River Blow-Off (Station No. 383+90) is located near Reach 6. All 
other project components are located along or near tributaries to Santa Clara River Reaches 6 
and 7, including (from north to south) Castaic Lagoon, Charlie Canyon Creek, San Francisquito 
Creek, and Placerita Creek.  

The upper portion of the Santa Clara River and its tributaries are typically ephemeral streams, 
having intermittent surface flows only during, and immediately after, periods of intense 
precipitation. The geologic characteristics of the alluvial sediments in the riverbed in this section 
of the Santa Clara River provide excellent percolation, and flowing water quickly recharges to 
the underground aquifers below the Santa Clara River. Where the Santa Clara River exits 
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Soledad Canyon onto the Santa Clarita plain, it is broad and shallow, and displays typical 
braided stream geomorphological features, such as point bar deposits, gravelly stream bottoms, 
and broad wide washes that contain abundant coarse-size material (sand, gravel, cobble, and 
boulder) (Stillwater Sciences 2011). Perennial flows begin near The Old Road Bridge, due to 
both recycled water discharges and unique geologic conditions that force groundwater to rise to 
the surface. However, downstream of Blue Cut, a dry gap from near Blue Cut to Piru Creek 
exists for much of the year, making the Upper Santa Clara River a hydrologically independent 
system from the Lower Santa Clara River for much of the year (shown on Figure 3.3-1). 

Metropolitan’s Foothill Feeder is a pipeline that conveys State Water Project (SWP) raw water 
from Castaic Lake to its terminus at the Joseph Jensen Water Treatment Plant (Jensen Plant) in 
Granada Hills, located near the intersection of Balboa Boulevard and Interstate 5 (I-5). The plant 
and feeder began operation in 1972. The feeder is capable of conveying up to 1,800 cubic feet 
per second (cfs; approximately 1,163 million gallons per day) of water, while the plant can treat 
up to 750 million gallons per day (Kennedy/Jenks Consultants 2014). At the connection with 
Castaic Lake, the Foothill Feeder pressure control structure contains two hydroelectric power 
plants at 4.5 megawatts each. As the pressure control structure controls the water flow into the 
Foothill Feeder, the energy is harnessed and electricity is generated.  

3.3.2.2 Flood Hazards 

The Santa Clara River has a history of flooding with flood waters overtopping the banks and 
causing damage to roads, bridges, and infrastructure and causing loss of agricultural land due to 
erosion and sedimentation. Major flooding events, some containing record peak flows, occurred 
in 1969, 1978, 1983, 1992, and 1995 (CDM Smith 2012). Other issues that affect the Santa Clara 
River include development and encroachment; construction of levees, dikes, and diversions; 
degradation and encroachment due to historical sand and gravel extraction; and natural riverbed 
degradation and aggradation. Two storm events occurred in January and February 1969 and 
produced the worst floods in the area’s recorded history (Kennedy/Jenks Consultants 2014). 
From January 18 through January 26, 1969, there was a two-phase storm event, with a peak flow 
of 14,800 cfs recorded on the Santa Clara River at the Old Highway Bridge/I-5. The other storm 
occurred from February 23 through 25, 1969, with the Santa Clara River flows at the Old 
Highway Bridge peaking at 31,800 cfs, exceeding all previous records (Kennedy/Jenks 
Consultants 2014). 

Floodplains are illustrated on inundation maps produced by the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA), which show areas of potential flooding and water depths. The floodplain is 
most often referred to as the area that is inundated by a 100-year flood event. A 100-year flood 
event has a 1% chance of being equaled or exceeded in any given year. An area within a 
designated 100-year floodplain may have substantially less protection and be susceptible to 
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flooding on a regular basis; therefore, the 100-year flood is the national minimum standard to 
which communities regulate their floodplains through the National Flood Insurance Program. 
FEMA’s National Flood Hazard Layer maps floodplains for the Santa Clara River and each of its 
main tributaries; relevant FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map panels are 06037C0820F (Placerita 
Creek and Santa Clara River), 06037C0810F (San Francisquito Creek), and 06037C0805F 
(Charlie Canyon Creek and Castaic Creek) (FEMA 2017). Three blow-off sites are located 
within 100-year floodplains: the Charlie Canyon Blow-Off (Station No. 97+34), the San 
Francisquito Canyon High-Rise Blow-Off (Station No. 287+70), and the Placerita Canyon Blow-
Off (Station No. 521+21) (FEMA 2017). 

CDM Smith (2012) prepared a feasibility study for the Santa Clara River to support the efforts of 
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) – Los Angeles District, Los Angeles County 
Department of Public Works (LADPW), and the Ventura County Watershed Protection District 
to provide comprehensive flood risk management, ecosystem restoration, and other water 
resources decision making throughout the watershed. The study completed hydrologic and 
hydraulic models for over 300 miles of the Santa Clara River and tributaries to assess the 
frequency and extent of flood hazard within the Santa Clara River Watershed. Selected peak 
flow values are presented in Table 3.3-1 for hydrologic concentration points that are closest to 
existing blow-off locations.  

Table 3.3-1 
Peak Flow Values (cfs) for Various Return Period Storms  

Stream/River 

Station  
(ACOE 
Study) 

2-
year 

10-
year 

100-
year 

Location of Closest Blow-Off Point  
Relative to Stations Modeled for ACOE reaches 

Castaic Creek 264+82 410 2,610 11,830 About 1.5 miles downstream of blow-off location 2 (Station 
97+34, at confluence with Charlie Canyon creek) 

Charlie Canyon N/A 80 520 2,360 About 1.4 miles downstream of blow-off location 2 (Station 
97+34) 

San Francisquito 
Creek 

0 500 3,170 14,360 About 3 miles upstream of blow-off locations 3 and 4 (Station 
287+70 and Station 321+40) 

Santa Clara River 0 750 4,720 20,210 About 12 miles upstream of blow-off location 5 (Station 
383+90) 

Placerita Creek 0 80 520 2,340 About 2,000 feet downstream of blow-off location 6 (Station 
521+20, at confluence with South Fork Santa Clara River) 

Sources: Aqua Terra Consultants 2009; CDM Smith 2012. 
Notes: cfs = cubic feet per second; ACOE = U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 

3.3.2.3 Water Quality  

The Los Angeles RWQCB Basin Plan (1994) includes water quality objectives for the entire 
Santa Clara River Watershed. These objectives were established to protect the various beneficial 
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uses for that particular water body or reach. The water bodies of the Upper Santa Clara River 
Watershed, which include streams, natural lakes, and reservoirs, span a wide variety of existing, 
potential, and/or intermittent beneficial uses. The following is a list of the beneficial uses 
identified in the Upper Santa Clara River region: 

 Municipal and domestic supply 

 Industrial service supply 

 Industrial process supply 

 Agricultural supply 

 Groundwater recharge 

All of the water bodies in the region support the designated beneficial uses (either existing or 
intermittent) of municipal and domestic supply, agricultural supply, groundwater recharge, water 
contact recreation, non-contact water recreation, wildlife habitat, and warm freshwater habitat. In 
addition, many water bodies (such as Bouquet, San Francisquito, and Soledad Canyons) support 
the designated beneficial uses (either existing or intermittent) of rare, threatened, or endangered 
species; wetland habitat; and/or spawning, reproduction, and/or early development. Regional 
reservoirs that support hydropower generation include Elderberry Forebay, Castaic Lake, Dry 
Canyon Reservoir, Bouquet Reservoir, and Pyramid Lake. Local surface waters are not a direct 
source of drinking water supply in the region, but they are a continual source of recharge to 
groundwater, which is used to meet municipal water demands. 

The Final 2012 Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 303(d) List of Impaired Waterbodies for the 
Upper Santa Clara River Watershed was approved by the State Water Resources Control 
Board (SWRCB) and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) on July 30, 2015. 
There are a number of constituents that are on the 2012 303(d) list for Reaches 5, 6, and 7 of 
the Santa Clara River and for Lake Hughes, Lake Elizabeth, and Munz Lake, which are also 
within the region. Water quality impairments applicable to the Santa Clara River include 
chloride, coliform, metals (iron and copper), pesticides (chlorpyrifos/diazanon) and unknown 
toxicity (SWRCB 2017a). There is no total maximum daily load (TMDL) currently in effect 
for any of these pollutants (SWRCB 2017a).  

An important property of SWP water is its chemical makeup, which may fluctuate and is 
influenced by its passage through the Sacramento–San Joaquin River Delta (Delta). The Delta is 
basically a very large marsh (or estuary) with large masses of plants and peat soils. These 
contribute organic materials to the water. Saltwater can also move into the Delta from San 
Francisco Bay and the Pacific Ocean, which brings in salts, notably bromide and chloride. 
Chloride levels from the Delta may elevate local chloride levels. SWP water is generally low in 
dissolved minerals, such as calcium, magnesium, sodium, potassium, manganese, and nitrate. 
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Dissolved mineral concentrations (total dissolved solids) range between approximately 250 and 
360 milligrams per liter (mg/L) and hardness ranges between about 105 and 135 mg/L (as 
calcium carbonate). Historically, the chloride content of SWP water has varied widely from over 
100 mg/L to below 40 mg/L, depending on Delta conditions (Kennedy/Jenks Consultants 2014). 
However, resulting from increased demand and dry period projections, a greater portion of water 
in the SWP has been pumped in from water banking programs, which can reduce peak chloride 
concentrations in SWP water (Kennedy/Jenks Consultants 2014). 

3.3.3 Regulatory Framework 

Federal and State 

The statutes that govern proposed project activities that may affect water quality are the federal 
CWA (33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq.) and the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (Porter-
Cologne Act; California Water Code Section 13000 et seq.). These acts provide the basis for 
water quality regulation in the proposed project area. 

Clean Water Act 

The CWA (33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq.), as amended by the Water Quality Act of 1987, is the major 
federal legislation governing water quality. The objective of the CWA is “to restore and maintain 
the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the Nation’s waters.” Key sections of the 
CWA are as follows: 

 Sections 303 and 304 provide for water quality standards, criteria, and guidelines. Under 
Section 303(d) of the CWA, the State of California is required to develop a list of 
impaired water bodies that do not meet water quality standards and objectives and 
establish TMDLs for each pollutant/stressor. The water quality impairments relevant to 
the project are listed in Section 3.3.2.3, Water Quality.  

 Section 401 (Water Quality Certification) requires an applicant for any federal permit that 
proposes an activity which may result in a discharge to waters of the United States, to obtain 
certification from the state that the discharge will comply with other provisions of the CWA.  

 Section 402 establishes the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES), a 
permitting system for the discharge of any pollutant (except for dredged or fill material) 
into waters of the United States. This permit program is administered by the SWRCB and 
the nine RWQCBs, who have several programs that implement individual and general 
permits related to construction activities, stormwater runoff quality, and various kinds of 
non-stormwater discharges.  
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 Section 404 establishes a permit program for the discharge of dredged or fill material into 
waters of the United States. This permit program is jointly administered by ACOE and EPA.  

CWA Section 402 applies to proposed project activities because the planned and emergency pipeline 
dewatering constitutes a non-stormwater discharge with possible impacts on water quality. 

State  

Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act 

The Porter-Cologne Act (codified in the California Water Code, Section 13000 et seq.) is the 
primary water quality control law for California. Whereas the CWA applies to all waters of the 
United States, the Porter-Cologne Act applies to waters of the state,1 which include isolated 
wetlands and groundwater in addition to federal waters. It is implemented by the SWRCB and 
the nine RWQCBs. In addition to other regulatory responsibilities, the RWQCBs have the 
authority to conduct, order, and oversee investigation and cleanup where discharges or 
threatened discharges of waste to waters of the state could cause pollution or nuisance, 
including impacts to public health and the environment.  

The Porter-Cologne Act requires a Report of Waste Discharge for any discharge of waste (liquid, 
solid, or otherwise) to land or surface waters that may impair a beneficial use of surface or 
groundwater of the state. California Water Code, Section 13260(a), requires that any person 
discharging waste or proposing to discharge waste, other than to a community sewer system, that 
could affect the quality of the waters of the state, file a Report of Waste Discharge with the 
applicable RWQCB. For discharges directly to surface water (waters of the United States), a 
NPDES permit is required, which is issued under both state and federal law; for other types of 
discharges, such as waste discharges to land (e.g., spoils disposal and storage), erosion from soil 
disturbance, or discharges to waters of the state (such as groundwater and isolated wetlands), 
Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs) are required and are issued exclusively under state law. 
WDRs typically require many of the same BMPs and pollution control technologies required by 
NPDES-derived permits.  

Basin Planning 

The California legislature has assigned the primary responsibility to administer and enforce statutes 
for the protection and enhancement of water quality, including the Porter-Cologne Act and 
portions of the CWA, to the SWRCB and its nine RWQCBs. The SWRCB provides state-level 
coordination of the water quality control program by establishing statewide policies and plans for 
implementation of state and federal regulations. The nine RWQCBs throughout California adopt 
and implement Basin Plans that recognize the unique characteristics of each region with regard to 
                                                 
1  “Waters of the state” are defined in the Porter-Cologne Act as “any surface water or groundwater, including 

saline waters, within the boundaries of the state” (California Water Code, Section 13050(e)). 
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natural water quality, actual and potential beneficial uses, and water quality problems. The Los 
Angeles RWQCB is responsible for the protection of the beneficial uses of waters within the 
coastal watersheds of Los Angeles and Ventura Counties, including the project area.  

The Los Angeles Region Basin Plan designates beneficial uses, establishes water quality 
objectives, and contains implementation programs and policies to achieve those objectives for all 
waters addressed through the Basin Plan (California Water Code, Sections 13240–13247; Los 
Angeles RWQCB 1994). The Los Angeles RWQCB’s Basin Plan must conform to the policies 
set forth in the Porter-Cologne Act, as established by the SWRCB in its state water policy. The 
Porter-Cologne Act also provides the RWQCBs with authority to include within their Basin Plan 
water discharge prohibitions applicable to particular conditions, areas, or types of waste. The 
Basin Plan is continually being updated to include amendments related to implementation of 
TMDLs, revisions of programs and policies within the Los Angeles RWQCB region, and 
changes to beneficial use designations and associated water quality objectives. 

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System and Waste Discharge Requirement Permits 

The NPDES and WDR programs regulate construction, municipal, and industrial stormwater and 
non-stormwater discharges under the requirements of the CWA and the Porter-Cologne Act. The 
construction stormwater program is administered by SWRCB, whereas the municipal stormwater 
program and other WDRs are administered by the Los Angeles RWQCB. Applicable NPDES 
and WDR permits are further described below. 

Construction General Permit (SWRCB Order 2009-0009-DWQ, as amended). For 
stormwater discharges associated with construction activity in the State of California, SWRCB 
has adopted the General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction and 
Land Disturbance Activities (Construction General Permit) to avoid and minimize water quality 
impacts attributable to such activities. The Construction General Permit applies to all projects in 
which construction activity disturbs 1 acre or more of soil. Construction activity subject to this 
permit includes clearing, grading, and disturbances to the ground, such as stockpiling and 
excavation. The Construction General Permit requires the development and implementation of a 
stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPPP), which would include and specify water quality 
BMPs designed to prevent pollutants from contacting stormwater and keep all products of 
erosion from moving off-site into receiving waters. Routine inspection of all BMPs is required 
under the provisions of the Construction General Permit, and the SWPPP must be prepared and 
implemented by qualified individuals as defined by the SWRCB. 

Waste Discharge Requirements for Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) 
Discharges within the Coastal Watersheds of Los Angeles County, Except those 
Discharges Originating from the City of Long Beach MS4 (RWQCB Order R4-2012-
0175, NPDES No. CAS004001). Within Los Angeles County, Metropolitan’s dewatering 

3/13/2018 Board Meeting 7-1 Attachment 2, Page 309 of 855



 3.3 – HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

Foothill Feeder Repair and Future Inspections Project Supplemental EIR 10109 
December 2017 3.3-10 

activities are permitted and regulated under Los Angeles County’s Municipal Separate Storm 
Sewer System (MS4) Permit. Under the MS4 Permit, Metropolitan is allowed to discharge per 
the provisions for “Conditionally Exempt Essential Non-Storm Water Discharges,” which 
include the following: 

Discharges from drinking water supplier distribution systems, where not 
otherwise regulated by an individual or general NPDES permit, provided 
appropriate BMPs are implemented based on the American Water Works 
Association (California-Nevada Section) Guidelines for the Development of 
Your Best Management Practices (BMP) Manual for Drinking Water System 
Releases (2005) or equivalent industry standard BMP manual.  

As required in the permit provisions, Metropolitan complies with all the MS4 Permit 
requirements regarding notifications, monitoring, and recordkeeping. As standard practice, 
Metropolitan also implements BMPs at each dewatering location to prevent pollutants to the 
maximum extent practicable. Site-specific BMPs are installed and implemented as appropriate 
at each dewatering location.  

Los Angeles County Department of Public Works  

The Flood Control Division of LADPW is responsible for the construction, maintenance, and 
repair of flood control facilities. LADPW issued a memorandum in 1986 entitled “Level of 
Flood Protection and Drainage Protection Standards” for development projects in Los 
Angeles County, and the memorandum established County policy on levels of flood 
protection and requires that particular facilities be designed for the Capital Flood.2 In 
addition, the Flood Control and Watershed Management Divisions of LADPW are 
responsible for storm runoff and water quality. 

To dewater to the Los Angeles County Flood Control District storm drain system, Metropolitan 
is also required to obtain a Flood Control Permit from LADPW.3 The Flood Control Permit is 
required for the temporary discharge of non-stormwater and is necessary to ensure that there is 
no interference with LADPW’s operation and maintenance responsibilities. Also, as part of the 
conditions of the Flood Control Permit, Metropolitan must provide 72-hour advance notifications 
of the dewatering and also may need to conduct and submit monitoring results for pollutants of 
                                                 
2  Runoff from a Capital Flood is that quantity of runoff that would occur during a 50-year storm event on an 

undeveloped area of land that has just been burned so it is highly erosive. Therefore, the runoff volumes include 
clear flows plus burned and bulked flows containing sediment and debris. From a purely volume point of view, 
runoff from a Capital Flood is greater than runoff from a 100-year storm. 

3  In 1984, the Flood Control District entered into an operational agreement with LADPW transferring planning 
and operational activities to LADPW. Watershed Management Division is the planning and policy arm of the 
Flood Control District. LADPW Flood Maintenance and Water Resources Divisions, respectively, oversee its 
maintenance and operational efforts. 
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concern (TMDLs assigned to the water body that the discharge is a tributary to or will flow to). 
For the Santa Clara River, the current TMDLs that have been adopted into the Basin Plan are for 
chloride, nutrients, and bacteria (http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/losangeles/water_issues/
programs/tmdl/tmdl_list.shtml). 

3.3.4 Thresholds of Significance 

The criteria that were used to evaluate the significance of project impacts to hydrology and water 
quality are based on the following questions (Thresholds 3.3-1 through 3.3-10) from Appendix G, 
Section IX, of the CEQA Guidelines. Threshold 3.3-11 (based on Question b, Section XVIII 
(Mandatory Findings of Significance) of Appendix G) was added to determine cumulative hydrology 
and water quality impacts from the proposed project. 

 Threshold 3.3-1: Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements? 

 Threshold 3.3-2: Would the project substantially deplete groundwater supplies and 
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 pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support existing 
land uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted)? 

 Threshold 3.3-3: Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of 
the site or area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a 
manner which would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site? 

 Threshold 3.3-4: Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of 
the site or area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or 
substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would 
result in flooding on- or off-site? 

 Threshold 3.3-5: Would the project create or contribute runoff water which would 
exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide 
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?  

 Threshold 3.3-6: Would the project otherwise substantially degrade water quality? 

 Threshold 3.3-7: Would the project 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? 

 Threshold 3.3-8: Would the project place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures 
which would impede or redirect flood flows?  
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 Threshold 3.3-9: Would the project 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?  

 Threshold 3.3-10: Would the project cause inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? 

 Threshold 3.3-11: Would the project have impacts on hydrology and water quality that 
are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable?  

3.3.5 Project Impacts  

3.3.5.1 Methods of Analysis  

The project setting was developed by reviewing available information on hydrology and water 
quality in the project vicinity. Project impacts were determined by (1) evaluating the degree to 
which the analysis and conclusions in the 2005 EIR cover the proposed project and (2) 
evaluating new project components against each threshold of significance listed in Section 3.3.3. 

3.3.5.2 Analysis of Impacts 

Threshold 3.3-1:  Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste  
discharge requirements?  

Appendix A of the 2005 EIR for the Foothill Feeder Repair and Future Inspections Project (2005 
EIR; Metropolitan 2005) addressed water quality impacts associated with construction activities, 
land disturbance, and grading under the California Environmental Quality Act criterion of 
“would the project otherwise substantially degrade water quality.” Therefore, construction and 
land disturbance impacts on stormwater quality are addressed under Threshold 3.3-6. This 
threshold discussion focuses on water quality impacts of the project due to planned and 
unplanned (emergency) discharges from the six blow-off sites and the Jensen Plant, as described 
in Chapter 2, Project Description. 

Summary of Relevant Information in 2005 EIR 

The initial study for the 2005 EIR scoped this criterion out of the analysis in the EIR based on 
the finding that the quality of water to be discharged during shutdown and dewatering events on 
the Foothill Feeder would consist of raw water that would not contain added chemicals (e.g., 
chlorine), and would consist of the same quality as the water within Castaic Lake. Because the 
water to be discharged would be of the same or similar quality of that within the Santa Clara 
River, Bull Creek, Placerita Creek, San Francisquito Creek, Charlie Canyon Creek, and Castaic 
Creek, it was determined that the discharge of raw water would not violate water quality 
standards or reduce overall water quality.  
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The previous analysis remains valid to address the water quality impacts of dewatering 
discharges, because water within the pipeline is and will continue to consist of raw water from 
Castaic Lake. Although the water quality of Castaic Lake water may differ somewhat in its 
general mineral and physical makeup (e.g., temperature, pH, turbidity, total dissolved solids, 
chlorides, minerals) from the receiving waters into which discharges would be made, such 
discharges would be limited to areas immediately downstream of blow-off locations, would be 
temporary and infrequent in nature, and would not contain harmful toxics/pollutants. In addition, 
the stream reaches are normally dry, which means the discharge would normally infiltrate into 
the streambed rather than contribute to existing flow. Therefore, as concluded in the 2005 EIR, 
the water quality impacts of discharging raw Castaic Lake water to receiving waters would 
remain less than significant.  

Furthermore, it should be noted that as required in the MS4 Permit provisions (see Section 3.3.3, 
Regulatory Framework), Metropolitan complies with all the permit requirements regarding 
notifications, monitoring, and recordkeeping. Metropolitan also implements BMPs at each 
dewatering location to prevent pollutants to the maximum extent practicable. Site-specific BMPs 
are installed and implemented as appropriate at each dewatering location. As standard practice 
and to ensure compliance with applicable NPDES requirements (i.e., the MS4 Permit), 
Metropolitan crews perform the following activities for all shutdown dewatering projects: 

 Conduct a pre-job evaluation to determine the anticipated flow path of the discharge and 
the appropriate BMPs for the job based on the site characteristics and the volume, flow 
rate, and duration of the discharge. Ensure that all necessary BMPs, equipment, and 
materials are available on site during the dewatering operation. 

 Clear the flow path of all trash or debris that could be carried into storm drains or 
surface waters during the dewatering operations. Leave all vegetation in place to 
reduce potential erosion. 

 Install appropriate BMPs including sandbags, wattle rolls, burlap gravel bags, silt fencing, 
hay bales, visqueen, and other similar materials to decrease the velocity of discharged water 
and prevent erosion. Monitor and adjust or modify the BMPs as necessary. 

 Conduct sampling and field monitoring for pH and total chlorine residual (if treated 
water). For treated water releases, dechlorinate using sodium thiosulfate as the 
dechlorination agent. Control the flow rates during the discharge and make adjustments 
as necessary to effectively prevent any erosion.  

 Remove all temporary BMPs after the discharge is complete and clear the area of any 
sediment or silt that may have been deposited. Ensure that all trash, materials, and 
equipment is removed from the area and it is left clean. 
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To dewater to the Los Angeles County Flood Control District storm drain system, Metropolitan 
is also required to obtain a Flood Control Permit from LADPW. The Flood Control Permit is 
required for the temporary discharge of non-stormwater and is necessary to ensure that there is 
no interference with LADPW’s operation and maintenance responsibilities. Also, as part of the 
conditions of the Flood Control Permit, Metropolitan must provide 72-hour advance notifications 
of the dewatering and also may need to conduct and submit monitoring results for pollutants of 
concern (TMDLs assigned to the water body that the discharge is a tributary to or will flow to). 
Metropolitan may also need to be granted approval on a case-by-case basis to be allowed to 
dewater during a period of precipitation if requested by Metropolitan in advance of a predicted 
rain event. This approval would be granted if it is determined there is sufficient capacity in the 
storm drain system to accommodate both the dewatering and the predicted rainfall. 

In addition, Metropolitan prepares a shutdown manual for each of its planned dewatering events, 
which outlines the personnel, equipment, schedule, timeline, and specific procedures necessary to 
successfully complete dewatering activities. In 2005, Metropolitan developed a shutdown release 
plan (Release Plan) in response to concerns about dewatering activities potentially affecting 
suspected populations of UTS in a section of the Santa Clara River. The Release Plan specifies the 
manner in which valves at each blow-off location would be opened, with the goal of 
avoiding/minimizing the potential to strand UTS. Specifically, this means incrementally opening 
the valves at each of the blow-off locations and maintaining an average valve opening of 50% of 
maximum. This results in a discharge flow rate that is on average 22% to 29% of what would 
otherwise result from an initial valve opening of 100% at each of the locations. Ultimately, the 
volume that needs to be released from the pipeline in dewatering events is the same, but 
Metropolitan has control over the peak rate and duration of each dewatering discharge. The end 
result is a flatter hydrograph with a lower peak discharge rate, but with a longer duration. Besides 
addressing UTS concerns, this way of dewatering the Foothill Feeder also helps avoid impacts with 
regard to hydro modification, scour, and the resulting turbidity level in downstream waters.  

Because the MS4 Permit (RWQCB Order R4-2012-0175) requires Metropolitan to comply with 
requirements regarding notifications, monitoring, and recordkeeping, and because Metropolitan 
also implements BMPs at each dewatering location to prevent pollutants to the maximum extent 
practicable, there would be a less than significant impact with regard to this criterion. 

Take of UTS 

If dewatering the pipeline results in take of UTS, it would not affect the water quality of the 
Santa Clara River, Castaic Creek/Charlie Canyon, San Francisquito Creek, Bouquet Creek, 
or Placerita Creek. This species is not functioning as any kind of natural water quality 
filtration force (such as wetlands are known to serve in the aquatic environment); therefore, 
there would be no impact, positive or negative, on water quality from the removal of UTS 
from affected dewatering areas. 
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Additional Work Site 

In addition to the 18 work sites identified in the 2005 EIR, Metropolitan typically uses Station 
342+12 (pumpwell north of the Rejection Tower) along the Foothill Feeder to assist with water 
discharge during a typical shutdown. Station 342+12 was inadvertently left out of the 2005 EIR; 
this Supplemental EIR describes the location and activities at this site. The preceding discussion 
(Summary of Relevant Information in 2005 EIR) is equally applicable to this additional work site 
location. Dewatering discharges from this additional work site location would have a less than 
significant impact with regard to this criterion because such discharges would be temporary, 
would consist of raw Castaic Lake water, and would be conducted consistent with MS4 Permit 
requirements and associated BMPs implemented by Metropolitan as its standard practice. 

Use of Additional Equipment at Santa Clara River Blow-Off 

The 2005 EIR explained that additional remaining discharge would require two 125-kilowatt 
(kW) generators and three submersible pumps. As part of the proposed project, Metropolitan 
would now use up to two additional generators (1,000 kW each) and two additional submersible 
pumps at the Santa Clara River Blow-Off (Station 383+90) to assist with dewatering. The 
additional equipment would have no bearing on the quality of water used in dewatering 
discharges. Therefore, this additional equipment would have no impact on water quality impacts 
from dewatering discharges. 

Dewatering for Emergency Repairs  

An emergency scenario would have the potential to necessitate an unplanned emergency pipeline 
dewatering and repair, including replacement of badly damaged segments of the facility. In such 
cases, partial or full shutdown of the Foothill Feeder may be required as soon as possible and as 
rapidly as possible. The extent of the shutdown (either a full shutdown or partial shutdown) 
would depend on the location and scope of the emergency. The procedures to be taken and 
equipment employed for an emergency dewatering and pipeline damage repair would be the 
same as the scenario evaluated in the 2005 EIR for scheduled repairs except Metropolitan 
would not have control of the timing. Such discharges would differ from planned shutdowns in 
that the flow would be up to a 100% valve opening and would not be partially opened 
incrementally, as described in the Release Plan. However, the water to be discharged, regardless 
of the nature or timing of the emergency discharge, would be of the same or similar quality as 
that within receiving waters. The analysis in the 2005 EIR for planned dewatering discharges 
relates to the quality of raw water within the pipeline, and is equally valid independent of the 
timing or urgency of dewatering discharges.  

In addition, Metropolitan will comply with MS4 Permit provisions and implement BMPs where 
feasible, as described in the preceding discussion (Summary of Relevant Information in 2005 
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EIR). Implementation of all BMPs in the same manner as described above for planned system 
discharges would likely not be feasible in an emergency situation such as major earthquake or 
pipeline failure. However, SWRCB has determined that such discharges are acceptable so long 
as Metropolitan notifies the Los Angeles RWQCB and the MS4 operator (where applicable) of 
the details of the emergency discharge within 24 hours of its occurrence, including corrective 
actions taken (or being taken) to repair the system failure. Allowing Metropolitan to conduct 
urgent dewatering activities and rapidly respond to emergency situations is protective of public 
safety as well as Metropolitan’s ability to provide continued water service to its wholesale 
customers. Any water quality impacts associated with emergency/uncontrolled dewatering 
discharges (including scour at the discharge site due to lack of sufficient time to implement 
velocity-dissipation BMPs such as sandbags) would be temporary in nature and would be 
evaluated and addressed after the emergency situation has passed. In addition, it is reasonable to 
consider that the water quality impacts of not conducting emergency/unplanned dewatering 
activities would be worse. For example, if an earthquake causes a major leak or rupture on a 
hillside segment of the Foothill Feeder, excessive erosion/scour on the hillside would cause 
turbidity levels in receiving waters to rise rapidly. 

Although dewatering discharges in an emergency scenario could temporarily result in turbidity 
increases in receiving waters (due to uncontrolled flow rate and possible lack of BMPs), this 
effect would be temporary, and Metropolitan implements appropriate dewatering BMPs in 
compliance with the MS4 Permit, as described in Section 3.3.3). Furthermore, conducting 
emergency dewatering may serve to reduce the consequences of an emergency situation 
elsewhere along the pipeline. From a CEQA perspective, the potential need for emergency 
repairs is no greater under the proposed project then under baseline conditions, in that the timing, 
duration, magnitude, and location of emergency repairs cannot be predicted. Such actions are 
necessary to avoid imminent threats to public safety and the environment, and could be exempt 
from CEQA under Article 18, Statutory Exemption, Section 15269 – Emergency Projects. 
Although emergency repairs may be exempt from CEQA, Metropolitan is including an analysis 
of emergency dewatering to provide the California Department of Fish and Wildlife with 
adequate analysis to support issuance of an incidental take permit that covers both planned and 
emergency dewatering. Therefore, impacts to water quality would be less than significant.  

UTS Conservation Action  

Physical effects associated with this project component consist of any improvements required at 
a UTS conservation action site to meet performance standards. Namely, the site will be restored 
and/or enhanced as necessary to achieve natural riverine fluvial processes that support UTS 
habitat. The site would be at a selected location on the Santa Clara River, San Francisquito 
Creek, Soledad Canyon, or a tributary of these, and would be preserved in perpetuity. Activities 
may include removal of non-native plants and wildlife, targeted revegetation, erosion control, 
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and/or weed removal. Restoration or enhancement activities at the site would include removal of 
flow impediments and would likely also include removal of pre-existing infrastructure such as 
unnecessary roads and utility infrastructure. In addition, activities at Stickleback Movie Ranch (a 
suitable site for potential habitat restoration) could include recontouring channels to create new 
clean pools and slow-moving channels with connection to existing perennial flowing water. 
These activities would have beneficial effects with respect to water quality in that they would (1) 
avoid future development and/or rectify previous site disturbances, (2) encourage natural fluvial 
processes, and (3) not include impervious surfaces. Therefore, the impacts of the UTS 
conservation action on water quality would be beneficial.  

Level of Significance Absent Mitigation Measures: The 2005 EIR determined no impact for 
this issue, but the inclusion of the emergency repairs project component would result in a less 
than significant impact, because the emergency repairs scenario may not allow for 
implementation of BMPs prior to dewatering due to immediate actions necessary to potentially 
save life and property. 

Mitigation Measures: None required. 

Level of Significance With Mitigation Measures: Because no significant impacts were identified, 
no mitigation is necessary; therefore, impacts to water quality would remain less than significant.  

Threshold 3.3-2:  Would the project 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 pre-existing nearby wells would 
drop to a level which would not support existing land uses or planned 
uses for which permits have been granted)? 

Summary of Relevant Information in 2005 EIR 

The initial study for the 2005 EIR scoped this criterion out of the analysis in the 2005 EIR because 
proposed activities do not involve the consumptive use of water or contribute to the lowering of the 
local groundwater table level. Therefore, there would be no impact to groundwater resources. This 
previous conclusion remain valid with regard to the groundwater impacts of activities under the 
proposed project. 

Take of UTS 

If dewatering the pipeline results in take of UTS, it would not affect groundwater resources of 
the Santa Clara River, Castaic Creek/Charlie Canyon, San Francisquito Creek, Bouquet Creek, or 
Placerita Creek. This species does not have an effect on the drainage systems’ natural 
relationship with the local groundwater table. Therefore, there would be no impact, positive or 
negative, on groundwater resources from the take of UTS in affected dewatering areas. 
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Additional Work Site/Use of Additional Equipment at Santa Clara River Blow-Off/
Dewatering for Emergency Repairs  

These additional project components do not change the conclusion reached in the 2005 EIR, 
because they do not involve use of groundwater or result in a decrease in groundwater recharge. 
Therefore, there would be no impact to groundwater resources. 

UTS Conservation Action  

There is a possibility that mitigation related to the incidental take of UTS could involve use of 
groundwater resources to supplement surface water resources on the UTS conservation action 
site ultimately chosen. For example, groundwater wells on the UTS conservation action site, if 
present, may be used to augment surface water flows or wetland/pond features. One of the 
performance standards for management of UTS habitat is to support natural fluvial processes 
(e.g., hydrology, sediment deposition, and scour) known to support UTS habitat. If such fluvial 
processes are determined to be lacking at the UTS conservation action site, periodic or continual 
groundwater discharges could be used to augment surface water features or flows.  

At the Stickleback Movie Ranch, a potential UTS conservation action site, for example, there are 
two groundwater wells on site that have been permitted as a Community Water System (Water 
System No. CA1900677) to serve the property’s past and current uses (SWRCB 2017b). The system 
is listed as inactive, with 70 service connections and a service area population of 100 (SWRCB 
2017b). The groundwater well was drilled in 1953 to a depth of 50 feet and draws water from the 
sandy alluvium between depths of 24 and 48 feet below the ground surface (DWR 1953). 
Historically, the well served the Oasis Park Mobile Home Park, and it currently serves the site’s 
existing uses. Should groundwater resources be required or desired to augment surface water, or to 
help initially establish restoration plantings, the volume required would likely be less than the current 
and historical uses of the well. Given that the system is permitted for 70 connections, the use would 
certainly be less than possible future alternative uses of the site, such as residential development. 

To ensure that mitigation associated with the UTS conservation action site does not result in 
significant impacts with regard to aquifer depletion or lowering of the local groundwater table level, 
Supplemental Mitigation Measure (SMM) H-1 (see Section 3.3.1, Mitigation Measures) shall be 
implemented. SMM-H-1 requires that groundwater resource be evaluated at the UTS conservation 
action site and that an adaptive groundwater monitoring and mitigation plan be implemented if it is 
determined that the amount of groundwater use could have impacts on neighboring wells or result in 
aquifer depletion. With implementation of SMM-H-1, impacts associated with groundwater use at 
the UTS conservation action site (if required) would be less than significant.  

Level of Significance Absent Mitigation Measures: The 2005 EIR determined there would be 
no impact for this issue, but the inclusion of a conservation action results in a potentially 
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significant impact, because details of the water sources/demands for the potential conservation 
action site are not known, and could include groundwater usage. 

Mitigation Measures: SMM-H-1. 

Level of Significance With Mitigation Measures: Less than significant. 

Threshold 3.3-3:  Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the 
site or area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream 
or river, in a manner which would result in substantial erosion or 
siltation on- or off-site?  

Summary of Relevant Information in 2005 EIR 

The 2005 EIR analyzed the potential for the dewatering process at each of the six blow-off 
locations and the Jensen Plant to cause or contribute to excessive erosion or scour of receiving 
waters. Based on planned discharge rates and the characteristics of each blow-off location, the 
2005 EIR found that dewatering activities at the Charlie Canyon Blow-Off (Station No. 97+34), 
the San Francisquito Canyon High-Rise and Low-Rise Blow-Offs (Station Nos. 287+70 and 
321+40), and the Placerita Canyon Blow-Off (Station No. 521+21), as well as the Jensen Plant, 
could result in a significant impact with regard to erosion/scour or siltation, but that 
implementation of the 2005 EIR Mitigation Measure (MM) H-1 (see Section 3.3.1) would 
adequately mitigate the impact to a less than significant level. Potential impacts at the Castaic 
Valley Blow-Off (Station No. 17+40) were found to be less than significant because this blow-
off discharges into a lagoon with no overland flow. Potential impacts at the Santa Clara River 
Blow-Off (Station No. 383+90) were also found to be less than significant because it is equipped 
with an energy dissipation chamber that slows the rate of flow into the River. MM-H-1 includes 
placement of sandbags or other materials to dissipate the erosive energy of dewatering 
discharges, gradual opening of valves to ensure that flows are not increased too rapidly, and 
active monitoring of the discharge by Metropolitan personnel to ensure that BMPs are effective 
and to implement corrective action or reduce flows if BMPs are observed to be ineffective.  

This previous conclusion remains valid with regard to the erosion/siltation impacts of the 
proposed project. 

Take of UTS 

If dewatering the pipeline results in take of UTS, it would not affect the course of the Santa Clara 
River, Castaic Creek/Charlie Canyon, San Francisquito Creek, Bouquet Creek, or Placerita 
Creek. This species does not have an effect on the drainage systems’ natural fluvial processes 
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that relate to sedimentation and scour. Therefore, there would be no impact, positive or negative, 
on drainage function from the take of UTS from affected dewatering areas. 

Additional Work Site  

Water discharge from dewatering activities at this additional work site (Station 342+12, 
pumpwell north of the Rejection Tower) would be pumped and released into a nearby concrete 
V-ditch that connects to the local storm drain. As discussed in the 2005 EIR, implementation of 
MM-H-1 would reduce potential impacts associated with high-velocity dewatering discharges 
entering receiving waters. In addition, as discussed under Threshold 3.3-1, Metropolitan would 
comply with the provisions of the MS4 Permit, which include BMPs to control erosion or 
siltation. For these reasons, drainage alteration impacts would be less than significant with 
implementation of MM-H-1. 

Use of Additional Equipment at Santa Clara River Blow-Off 

This additional equipment would not alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or result in 
substantial erosion or siltation because the generators would be trailer-mounted and would be 
present only during dewatering activities, and because the submersible pumps would not be 
exposed to stormwater. This project component would not involve an increase in impervious 
surfaces or a change in the drainage pattern of the area. Therefore, there would be no impact with 
regard to erosion/siltation and existing drainage patterns. 

Dewatering for Emergency Repairs  

The analysis of emergency repairs with regard to this issue is the same as discussed under 
Threshold 3.3-1. Although dewatering discharges in an emergency scenario could result in 
turbidity increases in receiving waters (due to uncontrolled flow rate and possible lack of BMPs), 
this effect would be temporary, and dewatering discharges are authorized under the MS4 Permit 
and may serve to reduce the consequences of an emergency situation elsewhere along the 
pipeline. Therefore, impacts to the existing drainage pattern and resulting off-site erosion or 
siltation would be less than significant. 

UTS Conservation Action 

Activities associated with this project component may include removal of non-native plants and 
wildlife, targeted revegetation, erosion control, and/or weed removal. In addition, activities at 
Stickleback Movie Ranch could include recontouring channels to create new clean pools and 
slow-moving channels with connection to existing perennial flowing water. In the long run, these 
activities could slightly and locally alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, but they 
would do so in a manner that is returns the property back to its original drainage pattern; i.e., 
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they would not alter drainage patterns in manner that is adverse. This is because the site 
improvements would (1) avoid future development and/or rectify previous site disturbances, (2) 
encourage natural fluvial processes, and (3) not include impervious surfaces. Therefore, the 
impacts of the UTS conservation action on erosion or siltation would be beneficial.  

Level of Significance Absent Mitigation Measures: Impacts would be potentially significant. 
This is the same conclusion as in the 2005 EIR. 

Mitigation Measures: MM-H-1. 

Level of Significance With Mitigation Measures: Less than significant. 

Threshold 3.3-4:  Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of 
the site or area, including through the alteration of the course of a 
stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface 
runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site? 

Summary of Relevant Information in 2005 EIR 

The 2005 EIR analyzed the potential for the dewatering process at each of the six blow-off 
locations and the Jensen Plant to cause or contribute to flooding on or off site. The impact was 
found to be less than significant based on the following main factors: 

 The very high infiltration characteristics of receiving waters, topographic differences, and 
the variable distances of each blow-off location from Castaic Junction (i.e., at the 
convergence of the Santa Clara River and Castaic Creek) means that flows would not 
converge upon Castaic Junction simultaneously. 

 Conducting planned dewatering discharges during flood events (such as a 100-year storm 
or the theoretical 50-year Capital Flood) would be impractical from a functional and 
safety standpoint, and would only occur in an emergency scenario. 

The analysis above remains applicable to planned discharges, except that it assumes that flows 
from dewatering events would flow farther downstream than what is actually expected to occur. 
Mead & Hunt (2016) recently modeled the inundation extents associated with dewatering 
discharges associated with a maximum 100% valve opening, which are summarized in Table 
3.3-2 and shown on Figure 3.3-1. Mead & Hunt (2016) used FLO-2D hydraulic routing models 
to determine the inundation areas resulting from dewatering of the Foothill Feeder pipeline at 
five blow-off locations. The Castaic Valley Blow-Off (Station No. 17+40) is not included in the 
modeling because its discharge would be directly to Castaic Lagoon and this would not have 
impacts on a streambed. The range of distances in Table 3.3-2 is based on three different 
cases/scenarios for each blow-off location. The inundation extents shown on Figure 3.3-1 are for 
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the most conservative scenario, and thus show the upper end of the inundation distance from 
each blow-off location. Review of the aerial extent of inundation indicates that flooding would 
be confined to the existing channels and no habitable structures would be affected. The modeling 
results assume unsaturated (dry) conditions, and show that flows would end/infiltrate prior to 
converging at Castaic Junction.  

Table 3.3-2 
Summary of Inundation Modeling Results 

Blow-Off Location/Name Downstream Inundation Distance (feet) 
Charlie Canyon, Station 97+40 2,220–7,790 

San Francisquito Canyon High-Rise, Station 287+70 2,100–4,640 

San Francisquito Canyon Low-Rise, Station 321+40 690– 4,640 

Santa Clara River, Station 383+90 2,480–27,770 

Placerita Canyon, Station 521+20 790–3,600 

Source: Mead & Hunt 2016. 

Take of UTS 

If dewatering the pipeline results in take of UTS, it would not affect the course of the Santa Clara 
River, Castaic Creek/Charlie Canyon, San Francisquito Creek, Bouquet Creek, or Placerita 
Creek. This species does not have an effect on the drainage systems’ natural fluvial processes 
that relate to sedimentation and scour. Therefore, there would be no impact, positive or negative, 
on drainage function from the take of UTS from affected dewatering areas. 

Additional Work Site  

Water discharge from dewatering activities at this additional work site (Station 342+12, 
pumpwell north of the Rejection Tower) would be pumped and released into a nearby concrete 
V-ditch that connects to the local storm drain. This would not involve installation of new 
facilities, impervious surfaces, or modifications of topography. Therefore, there would be no 
impacts to or alteration of drainage patterns.  

The potential for discharges from this location to result in on- or off-site flooding due to 
exceedance of storm drain system capacity is addressed under Threshold 3.3-5. 

Use of Additional Equipment at Santa Clara River Blow-Off 

This additional equipment would not alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or result in 
substantial erosion or siltation because the generators would be trailer-mounted and would be 
present only during dewatering activities, and because the submersible pumps would not be 
exposed to stormwater. This project component would not involve installation of new permanent 
facilities, impervious surfaces, or modifications of topography. Therefore, there would be no 
impact with regard to on- or off-site flooding.  
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Dewatering for Emergency Repairs  

Because the timing of dewatering discharges in an emergency scenario would not be controlled, 
flooding issues could be exacerbated if the discharge occurred during or immediately following 
peak flow events. Due to the rarity of peak flow events, such as the Capital Flood or the 100-year 
storm, the probability is extremely low that an emergency scenario would coincide with such an 
event. In addition, when compared to peak flow rates in receiving waters for such storm events 
(see Section 3.3.2.3, Water Quality), the discharge rate at the blow-off locations would constitute 
a minor fraction of the total flow present within the receiving waters. For storms of lower 
recurrence interval (i.e., 50- or 100-year flood), any unplanned (emergency) discharges would be 
orders of magnitude lower than the flood flow and would constitute a negligible contribution. 
The historic peak flow on the Santa Clara River (near its crossing under I-5) is 31,800 cfs, 
whereas the maximum flow at the Santa Clara River Blow-Off is 146 cfs.  

Any increases in flooding associated with emergency repairs would be more noticeable for 
storms of higher return frequency, such as a 2-year storm. With regard to impacts on UTS 
habitat, an important consideration is the contribution of dewatering discharges to the volume 
and velocity of pre-existing stream flow, and whether such a discharge causes erosion/scour that 
would not otherwise occur during peak storm events. Because flow velocity (feet per second) is 
controlled by channel geometry for any given discharge, the highest impact is at the blow-off 
valve locations, which are protected by both engineered velocity dissipation and existing riparian 
vegetation that has established immediately downstream of the engineered velocity dissipation 
structure. Although such features cannot reduce the volume of contributions to receiving waters, 
they serve to address the most severe effects because flows spread out farther downstream, 
which decreases the ability of the water to suspend bed load particles. Table 3.3-1 provides peak 
flow values for ACOE stations. Though these locations do not geographically coincide with 
blow-off locations, they provide some context as to the degree to which emergency discharges 
could contribute to peak flow events.  

Not surprisingly, the greatest contribution occurs within streams with the smallest watersheds, 
such as Placerita Creek and Charlie Canyon, where blow-offs at 100% opening would discharge 
45 cfs and 64 cfs, respectively. In these locations, the discharge would be approximately 50% 
and 80% of the peak 2-year flow for Placerita Creek and Charlie Canyon, respectively (CDM 
Smith 2012). The probability that emergency discharges would coincide with 2-year peak flow 
events is extremely low, and the existing channels have that available capacity to carry the 
additional flow, because significant flooding does not normally occur in a 2-year event. 

The effect of pipeline dewatering discharges on flooding on or off site would be temporary; in 
addition, dewatering discharges are authorized under the MS4 Permit (which requires 
Metropolitan to implement feasible and appropriate dewatering BMPs) and may serve to reduce 
the consequences of an emergency situation elsewhere along the pipeline. Furthermore, the 
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probability of an emergency scenario coinciding with a peak flow event is very low. Therefore, 
impacts relating to drainage alteration and flooding would be less than significant.  

UTS Conservation Action  

Activities associated with this project component may include removal of non-native plants and 
wildlife, targeted revegetation, erosion control, and/or weed removal. In addition, activities at 
Stickleback Movie Ranch could include recontouring channels to create new clean pools and 
slow-moving channels with connection to existing perennial flowing water. In the long run, these 
activities could alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, but they would do so in a 
manner that is beneficial. This is because the site improvements would (1) avoid future 
development and/or rectify previous site disturbances, (2) encourage natural fluvial processes, 
and (3) not include impervious surfaces. Therefore, the UTS conservation action would result in 
no impact to on- or off-site flooding.  

Level of Significance Absent Mitigation Measures: Impacts would be less than significant. 
This is the same conclusion as in the 2005 EIR. 

Mitigation Measures: None required. 

Level of Significance With Mitigation Measures: Because no significant impacts were 
identified, no mitigation is necessary; therefore, impacts would remain less than significant. 

Threshold 3.3-5:  Would the project create or contribute runoff water which would exceed 
the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or 
provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?  

Summary of Relevant Information in 2005 EIR 

The initial study for the 2005 EIR scoped this criterion out of the analysis in the 2005 EIR based 
on the finding that the runoff generated by the dewatering of the Foothill Feeder would be 
directed into adjacent waterways and regulated through the Release Plan, and that such water 
would not contain pollutants.  

These previous conclusions remain valid with regard to the storm drain capacity impacts of 
activities under the proposed project 

Take of UTS 

UTS do not have any effect on stormwater generation or flow rates. If dewatering the pipeline 
results in take of UTS, it would not affect stormwater rates, flows, or locations of the Santa Clara 
River, Castaic Creek/Charlie Canyon, San Francisquito Creek, Bouquet Creek, or Placerita 
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Creek. This species does not have an effect on the drainage systems’ natural fluvial processes 
that relate to stormwater generation or conveyance. Therefore, there would be no impact, 
positive or negative, on drainage function from the take of UTS in affected dewatering areas. 

Additional Work Site  

If this additional work site (Station 345+12) is used for shutdown activities, water would be 
pumped and released into a nearby concrete V-ditch that connects to the local storm drain. If 
the V-ditch and/or the local storm drain does not have sufficient capacity to receive planned 
discharges, there could be a significant impact with regard to this criterion. However, 
Metropolitan has never overflowed the V-ditch in the past, so it would not be expected to 
overflow in the future. Furthermore, the highest discharge rate would be 6 cfs (gravity; 
approximately 2,700 gallons per minute) and would taper off by 70% to the pump rate of 1.8 
cfs (approximately 800 gallons per minute). When compared to the capacity of the local 
storm drains (into which the V-ditch ultimately flows), which are designed for a peak 
discharge from a 25-year storm, this rate of discharge is minor. The closest storm drain is a 
54-inch-diameter line with a conveyance capacity of at least 92.1 cfs (County of Los Angeles 
1989). Metropolitan coordinates with local and/or regional jurisdictions related to storm 
drain systems to ensure that there is capacity to accept planned dewatering discharges and 
that overland spillage does not occur. Therefore, the impacts to existing stormwater drainage 
systems would be less than significant. 

Use of Additional Equipment at Santa Clara River Blow-Off 

This project component would not contribute to runoff water and therefore would not exceed 
the capacity of the storm drain system. There would be no impact to existing stormwater 
drainage systems.  

Dewatering for Emergency Repairs  

The analysis and conclusion under Threshold 3.3-4 is equally applicable to this criterion. 
Therefore, the impacts to existing stormwater drainage systems would be less than significant. 

UTS Conservation Action  

This project component would be located in a natural setting with no existing or planned 
stormwater drainage infrastructure; therefore, there would be no impact to runoff water 
exceedance capacities in existing stormwater drainage systems.  

Level of Significance Absent Mitigation Measures: Impacts would be less than significant. 
This is the same conclusion as in the 2005 EIR. 
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Mitigation Measures: None required. 

Level of Significance With Mitigation Measures: Because no significant impacts were 
identified, no mitigation is necessary; therefore, impacts would remain less than significant.  

Threshold 3.3-6: Would the project otherwise substantially degrade water quality? 

Summary of Relevant Information in 2005 EIR 

The initial study for the 2005 EIR indicated that the Construction General Permit exempts the 
project from required coverage because it involves routine maintenance to maintain original line 
and grade, hydraulic capacity, or original purpose of the facility. Metropolitan determined the 
impact to be less than significant because Metropolitan would implement standard stormwater 
quality BMPs during repair and maintenance activities at each station with incorporation of the 
following methods: 

 Minimizing disturbed areas 

 Diverting storm runoff from downstream drainages with sandbags 

 Reducing storm runoff velocities through sandbagging 

 Controlling dust with watering or other approved soil binders or similar materials 

 Placing sediment control BMPs (such as filtration devices, fiber rolls, silt fences, straw 
bale barriers, and gravel inlet filters) at appropriate locations to prevent sediment from 
discharging into streambeds 

 Eliminating or reducing, to the extent feasible, non-stormwater discharges (such as 
overwatering during dust control) from site preparation activities 

These previous conclusions remain valid with regard to water quality impacts of activities under 
the proposed project. 

Take of UTS 

The take, and therefore potential absence, of specific individual UTS would not affect the water 
quality of the Santa Clara River, Castaic Creek/Charlie Canyon, San Francisquito Creek, 
Bouquet Creek, or Placerita Creek. This species is not functioning as any kind of natural water 
quality filtration force (such as wetlands are known to serve in the aquatic environment); 
therefore, there would be no impact, positive or negative, on water quality from the removal of 
UTS from affected dewatering areas. 

3/13/2018 Board Meeting 7-1 Attachment 2, Page 326 of 855



 3.3 – HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

Foothill Feeder Repair and Future Inspections Project Supplemental EIR 10109 
December 2017 3.3-27 

Additional Work Site  

This project component would not involve new land disturbances and thus would not have 
adverse impacts with regard to the quality of stormwater runoff. Metropolitan would follow 
standard operating procedures to ensure that vehicles and equipment do not result in polluted 
runoff. For these reasons, the impacts of the additional work site on stormwater quality would be 
less than significant. 

Use of Additional Equipment at Santa Clara River Blow-Off 

Generators would be trailer mounted and would be present only during dewatering activities, and the 
submersible pumps would not be exposed to stormwater. Because generators are a temporary feature, 
would be located in a flat graded area, and would be operated by trained personnel, the potential for a 
fuel leak or spill occurring during wet weather is very low. Metropolitan would follow standard 
operating procedures to ensure that vehicles and equipment do not result in polluted runoff. This 
includes placement of drip pans or other secondary containment beneath generators and in staging 
areas where potentially hazardous materials would be stored. Metropolitan personnel keep BMPs 
(i.e., absorbent material) on hand to quickly respond in the event any fluid or fuel leaks from vehicles 
or equipment occur. This project component would not involve installation of new permanent 
facilities, impervious surfaces, or modifications of topography. For these reasons, the impact on 
water quality degradation would be less than significant. 

Dewatering for Emergency Repairs  

Emergency repairs would not have additional impacts on water quality beyond those already 
discussed under Threshold 3.3-1. Therefore, impacts relating to water quality degradation would 
be less than significant. 

UTS Conservation Action 

Activities associated with this project component may include removal of non-native plants and 
wildlife, targeted revegetation, erosion control, and/or weeding. In addition, activities at 
Stickleback Movie Ranch could include recontouring channels to create new clean pools and 
slow-moving channels with connection to existing perennial flowing water. As discussed under 
Threshold 3.3-1, the long-term effects on water quality would be beneficial.  

However, ground disturbance associated with rehabilitation and/or maintenance of the chosen 
UTS conservation action site, if improperly performed, could temporarily increase levels of 
sediment and other construction-related pollutants (e.g., fuels, grease, debris) into local receiving 
waters. For example, restoration or enhancement activities could involve the removal of 
preexisting structures, berms, and/or underground utilities. If restoration or enhancement 
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activities result in land disturbance greater than 1 acre, Metropolitan would be subject to the 
Construction General Permit described in Section 3.3.3, and would be required to prepare and 
implement a SWPPP to avoid or substantially minimize polluted stormwater runoff. If 
restoration or enhancement activities result in land disturbance of less than 1 acre, the standard 
stormwater quality BMPs discussed in the 2005 EIR would be implemented during site 
restoration or enhancement activities. For these reasons, the impacts of the UTS conservation 
action on stormwater quality would be less than significant. 

Level of Significance Absent Mitigation Measures: Impacts would be less than significant. 
This is the same conclusion as in the 2005 EIR. 

Mitigation Measures: None required. 

Level of Significance With Mitigation Measures: Because no significant impacts were 
identified, no mitigation is necessary; therefore, impacts would remain less than significant. 

Threshold 3.3-7: Would the project 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?  

The project does not involve or affect housing. Therefore, there would be no housing flood-map-
related impact. 

Threshold 3.3-8: Would the project place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures 
which would impede or redirect flood flows?  

Summary of Relevant Information in 2005 EIR 

The 2005 EIR determined that there would be no impact to flood flows due to the introduction of 
structures in the 100-year floodplain.  

Take of UTS/Additional Work Site/Use of Additional Equipment at Santa Clara River 
Blow-Off/Dewatering for Emergency Repairs 

The project would not place structures that would impede or redirect flood flows in any 100-
year flood hazard area. Three of the blow-off locations are within a 100-year floodplain: 
Charlie Canyon Blow-Off (Station No. 97+34), San Francisquito Canyon High-Rise Blow-Off 
(Station No. 287+70), and Placerita Canyon Blow-Off (Station No. 521+21) (FEMA 2017). 
However, the project does not involve the installation or construction of any modifications to 
these structures or the installation or construction of any new structures. Therefore, there 
would be no impact related to existing structures or introduction of new structures that could 
affect 100-year flood zones.  
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UTS Conservation Action  

Work at the UTS conservation action site would be within a floodplain (and could involve 
recontouring channels) but would be aimed at promoting natural hydrology and would not be an 
impediment to flood flows. Therefore, impacts with regard to impeding or redirecting flood flow 
would be less than significant. 

Level of Significance Absent Mitigation Measures: Impacts would be less than significant. 
The 2005 EIR determined that there would be no impact, but the inclusion of the UTS 
conservation action means that some grading and site work would occur in a floodplain. 

Mitigation Measures: None required. 

Level of Significance With Mitigation Measures: Because impacts were determined to be less 
than significant, no mitigation is necessary; therefore, impacts to floodplains would remain less 
than significant.  

Threshold 3.3-9: Would the project 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? 

Summary of Relevant Information in 2005 EIR 

The 2005 EIR determined that there would be no impact to people or structures from the effects 
of a failure of a dam or levee associated with the maintenance of the Foothill Feeder pipeline.  

Take of UTS/Additional Work Site/Use of Additional Equipment at Santa Clara River 
Blow-Off/Dewatering for Emergency Repairs/UTS Conservation Action 

Workers and operators would be present within the floodplain only temporarily during maintenance 
and repair work. Personnel would be warned to stay clear of discharge flows from the pipeline to 
reduce potential for injury, and all activities would be conducted in compliance with California 
Occupational Safety and Health Administration requirements. That is, maintenance activities would 
not occur in hazardous situations such as in the path of a major flood event.  

Failure of the Castaic Lake dam would result in significant flooding of Castaic Creek and the 
Santa Clara River. However, there are no project components in the path of dam inundation and 
there are no other dams/reservoirs within the watershed (see Figure 3.3-1 for location of Castaic 
Lake and Castaic Creek). Therefore, there would be no impact with regard to flooding, including 
flooding from failure of a levee or dam.  

Level of Significance Absent Mitigation Measures: No impact would occur.  
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Mitigation Measures: None required. 

Level of Significance With Mitigation Measures: Because no impacts were identified, no 
mitigation is necessary; therefore, no impact would remain.  

Threshold 3.3-10: Would the project cause inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow ? 

Summary of Relevant Information in 2005 EIR 

The 2005 EIR determined that there would be no impact related to the risks of seiche, 
tsunami, or mudflow.  

Take of UTS/Additional Work Site/Use of Additional Equipment at Santa Clara River 
Blow-Off/Dewatering for Emergency Repairs 

There would be no impact from seiche for the same reason described under Threshold 3.3-9, 
because the effects of a seiche would be similar to or less than those of a dam failure. There 
would be no impact from tsunami because the project area is not near the coast. The project 
area could be subject to mudslides, but there is no component of the project that constructs new 
structures or exacerbates this risk for off-site properties. For these reasons, the project would 
have no impact. 

UTS Conservation Action 

The UTS conservation action site would be located in a drainage area within the Santa Clara 
River and its tributaries. These drainage areas collect sediment that naturally erodes downhill/
downstream from surrounding hillsides. In the particular example of the Stickleback Movie 
Ranch, this site burned in the Sand Fire in July 2016 and subsequent winter rains have resulted 
in substantial sediment-laden runoff being deposited in downstream drainage areas such as the 
reach of the Santa Clara River that traverses the site. Should additional rains result in 
additional erosional runoff in the surrounding steep hillsides, mudflow conditions could occur 
and result in deposition of substantial material on the conservation action site. However, 
because fire and subsequent erosion/sediment deposition in drainage areas caused by rain 
events is a natural element of the arid Southern California environment, deposition of material 
could occur but is a natural element of UTS habitat. In addition, restoration or enhancement 
activities, due to their location, would not make mudflow more likely or more severe, or 
increase the risk of public exposure to such a hazard. Because mudflow conditions after fire 
events are a natural part of this ecosystem and help deposit nutrients into downstream river 
corridors, the fact that the conservation action site could be affected by mudflow would 
constitute a less than significant impact.  

3/13/2018 Board Meeting 7-1 Attachment 2, Page 330 of 855



 3.3 – HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

Foothill Feeder Repair and Future Inspections Project Supplemental EIR 10109 
December 2017 3.3-31 

Level of Significance Absent Mitigation Measures: Impacts would be less than significant. 
This differs from the no impact conclusion in the 2005 EIR, because the UTS conservation 
action site could be located in an area prone to mudflow conditions.  

Mitigation Measures: None required. 

Level of Significance With Mitigation Measures: Because no significant impacts were 
identified, no mitigation is necessary; therefore, impacts would remain less than significant.  

Threshold 3.3-11:  Would the project have impacts on hydrology and water quality that are 
individually limited, but cumulatively considerable?  

Summary of Relevant Information in 2005 EIR 

The 2005 EIR concluded that cumulative impacts to hydrology and water quality would not 
result from the maintenance and repair of the Foothill Feeder pipeline.  

Take of UTS/Additional Work Site/Use of Additional Equipment at Santa Clara River 
Blow-Off/Dewatering for Emergency Repairs/UTS Conservation Action 

The cumulative effects of past and current projects in the cumulative scenario (depicted on 
Figure 3.3-1 and listed in Table 3.3-1) have resulted in substantial water quality problems in the 
region’s major waterways, and because water quality problems are generally cumulative in 
nature, all efforts must be made to reduce pollutant concentrations in stormwater discharges to 
the maximum extent practicable, even if the impact of an individual project appears 
inconsequential. Cumulatively considerable water quality issues are identified as “water quality 
limited” segments (or impaired water bodies) under CWA Section 303(d). As indicated in 
Section 3.3.2.3, this includes impairment listings for chloride, coliform, metals (iron and copper), 
pesticides (chlorpyrifos/diazanon), and unknown toxicity.  

For cumulative impacts to occur, hydrology or water quality issues associated with projects in 
the cumulative scenario must overlap in terms of the nature, timing, and extent of project-related 
impacts. Collectively, the hydrology and water quality impacts of project components are 
temporary in nature, and generally limited to the potential inundation areas shown on Figure 
3.3-1. As discussed under the preceding thresholds, the project does not include non-stormwater 
discharges other than the dewatering discharges, which have the same quality as Castaic Lake, 
and does not include permanent structures involving impervious surfaces or new uses. Changes 
in land use and increases in impervious surfaces are the primary cause of the existing hydrology 
and water quality issues in the region. Because the effects of pipeline dewatering are periodic 
(approximately every 5 years for planned shutdowns)) and temporary and are authorized under 
an NPDES permit, and because the project does not introduce new land uses or impervious 
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surfaces, the project would not contribute to the prevailing hydrologic and water quality 
problems in the region in the same way that some of the projects in the cumulative scenario 
would. One project, the Stickleback Movie Ranch Restoration Project proposed by the Los 
Angeles County Flood Control District and Mountains Recreation and Conservation Authority, is 
expected to occur on the same site as the UTS conservation action site, and could occur at the 
same time as the proposed restoration activities. However, this project involves restoration and 
preservation on other portions of the Stickleback Movie Ranch site. Thus, the project would not 
introduce new land uses or impervious surfaces that would contribute to the hydrology and water 
quality issues in the region. Further, this project is currently undergoing CEQA review to ensure 
any potential impacts are less than significant.  

For these reasons, the proposed project would not have a cumulatively considerable impact with 
respect to water quality or hydrology.  

Level of Significance Absent Mitigation Measures: Impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures: None required. 

Level of Significance With Mitigation Measures: Because no significant impacts were 
identified, no mitigation is necessary; therefore, cumulatively considerable impacts to water 
quality or hydrology would remain less than significant.  

3.3.5.3 Summary of Impacts to Hydrology and Water Quality 

Table 3.3-3 summarizes the impacts to hydrology and water quality by threshold. All significant 
impacts will be mitigated to a less than significant level. 
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Table 3.3-3 
Impacts to Hydrology and Water Quality 

Threshold 
2005 EIR 

Conclusion 

Supplemental EIR Conclusion 
Mitigation 

Measures from 
2005 EIR 

Mitigation 
Measures from 
Supplemental 

EIR 
Significance 

with Mitigation Take of UTS Work Site 
Additional 
Equipment 

Dewatering for 
Emergency 

Repairs 

UTS 
Conservation 

Action 

3.3-1: 
Inconsistencies 
with water 
quality 
standards  

No impact No impact Less than 
significant 

Less than 
significant 

Less than 
significant 

Beneficial — — Less than 
Significant 

3.3-2: 
Groundwater 
supplies and 
groundwater 
recharge 
issues 

No impact No impact No impact No impact No impact Less than 
significant with 

SMM-H-1 

— SMM-H-1 Less than 
significant 

3.3-3: Drainage 
alteration 
resulting in 
erosion or 
siltation on or 
off site 

Less than 
significant with 

MM-H-1 

No impact Less than 
significant with 

MM-H-1 

No impact Less than 
significant with 

MM-H-1 

Beneficial MM-H-1 — Less than 
significant 

3.3-4: Drainage 
alteration 
resulting in 
flooding on or 
off site 

Less than 
significant 

No impact No impact No impact Less than 
significant 

No impact — — Less than 
significant 

3.3-5: 
Stormwater 
issues 

No impact No impact Less than 
significant  

No impact Less than 
significant 

No impact — — Less than 
significant 

3.3-6: Water 
quality issues 

Less than 
significant 

No impact Less than 
significant 

Less than 
significant 

Less than 
significant 

Less than 
significant 

— — Less than 
significant 
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Table 3.3-3 
Impacts to Hydrology and Water Quality 

Threshold 
2005 EIR 

Conclusion 

Supplemental EIR Conclusion 
Mitigation 

Measures from 
2005 EIR 

Mitigation 
Measures from 
Supplemental 

EIR 
Significance 

with Mitigation Take of UTS Work Site 
Additional 
Equipment 

Dewatering for 
Emergency 

Repairs 

UTS 
Conservation 

Action 

3.3-7: 
Placement of 
housing within 
100-year flood 
hazard areas 

No impact No impact No impact No impact No impact No impact — — No impact 

3.3-8: 
Placement of 
structures that 
would redirect 
flows within 
100-year flood 
hazard areas  

No impact No impact No impact No impact No impact Less than 
significant 

— — Less than 
significant 

3.3-9: Dam or 
levee failure 

No impact No impact No impact No impact No impact No impact — — No impact 

3.3-10: Seiche, 
tsunami, or 
mudflow 
hazards 

No impact No impact No impact No impact No impact Less than 
significant 

— — Less than 
significant 

3.3-11: 
Cumulatively 
considerable 
hydrology and 
water quality 
impacts 

Less than 
significant 

No impact Less than 
significant 

Less than 
significant 

Less than 
significant 

Less than 
significant  

— — Less than 
significant 
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3.4 NOISE 

This section of the Foothill Feeder Repair and Future Inspections Project (proposed project) 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (Supplemental EIR) describes the existing noise 
conditions present in the proposed project area; discusses applicable state and local regulations 
pertaining to control of noise sources and protection of noise-sensitive land uses; and evaluates 
the potential effects on noise associated with the proposed project. 

Baseline information contained in this section is based on noise measurement surveys and 
sensitive receptor separation distance calculations performed for the 2005 Environmental Impact 
Report for the Foothill Feeder Repair and Future Inspections Project (2005 EIR; Metropolitan 
2005, Section 5.4, Noise), and field noise measurements conducted by Dudek on February 8, 
2017 (see Appendix E, Noise Measurement Logs, for data). Other sources consulted are listed in 
Chapter 6, References Cited. 

3.4.1 Mitigation Measures 

The following avoidance and minimization measures, best management practices (BMPs), and 
mitigation measure(s) would reduce the potential for short-term noise impacts by ensuring that 
construction noise-generating equipment and activities at each work site are located as far as 
possible from adjacent residences, employ quieter equipment where feasible, incorporate barriers 
or shielding when possible, and that a noise contact for resolution of complaints is appointed for 
each work effort.  

Mitigation Measures from 2005 EIR 

The following mitigation measure was adopted in the 2005 EIR, and is still in effect for the 
proposed project. This measure, which kept impacts below the level of significance, has become 
standard practice since 2005. As such, a noise control plan will be implemented for all aspects of 
the proposed project, including incidental take of unarmored threespine stickleback (UTS; 
Gasterosteus aculeatus williamsoni), the additional work site (pumpwell north of the Rejection 
Tower (Station 342+12)), the use of additional equipment at the Santa Clara River Blow-Off 
(Station No. 383+90), dewatering for emergency repairs, and the future UTS conservation action. 

MM-N-1 A noise control plan shall be prepared for all work sites associated with the 
Repair Project and Future Inspections Project, The noise control plan shall 
include, but not be limited to, the following: 

 Stockpiling and vehicle staging areas shall be located as far away from 
occupied residences as possible, and screened from these uses by a solid 
noise attenuation barrier. 
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 All stationary construction equipment (e.g., air compressor, generators, 
impact wrenches) shall be operated as far away from residential uses as 
possible and shall be shielded with temporary sound barriers, sound 
aprons, or sound skins. 

 To the extent feasible, haul routes for removing excavated materials or 
delivery of aggregate materials from the site shall be designed to avoid 
residential areas and areas occupied by noise sensitive receptors (e.g., 
hospitals, schools, convalescent homes, etc.). 

 Idling equipment shall be turned off when not in use for periods longer 
than 20 minutes. 

 If feasible, the following types of construction equipment shall be used: 

o Electrical instead of diesel powered equipment; 

o Hydraulic tools instead of pneumatic tools; and 

o Electric welders powered by remote generators. 

Supplemental Mitigation Measures  

SMM-N-1 Residences within 500 feet of work sites, including the additional work site 
(Station 342+12), the Santa Clara River Blow-Off (Station No. 383+90), and 
emergency repair sites, which could include 24-hour, continuous activities, 
shall be notified of the construction schedule in writing. For non-emergency 
situations, notification shall be at least 48 hours prior to construction; for 
emergency repair sites, the notification shall be provided as early as possible 
during the planning and mobilization of construction crews. The 
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 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 point of contact will be written into the construction notification 
schedule that is sent to nearby residences. 

3.4.2 Existing Setting 

This subsection provides a brief background on the fundamentals of environmental noise, 
describes the existing conditions in the project area, and also identifies the sensitive receptors 
that could be affected by the proposed project.  
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3.4.2.1 Fundamentals of Noise 

Environmental/Community Noise 

Vibrations, traveling as waves through air from a source, exert a force perceived by the human 
ear as sound. Sound pressure level (referred to as sound level) is measured on a logarithmic scale 
in decibels (dB) that represent the fluctuation of air pressure above and below atmospheric 
pressure. Frequency, or pitch, is a physical characteristic of sound and is expressed in units of 
cycles per second or hertz (Hz). The normal frequency range of hearing for most people extends 
from about 20 to 20,000 Hz. The human ear is more sensitive to middle and high frequencies, 
especially when the noise levels are quieter. As noise levels get louder, the human ear starts to 
hear the frequency spectrum more evenly. To accommodate for this phenomenon, a weighting 
system to evaluate how loud a noise level is to a human was developed. The frequency 
weighting, called “A weighting,” is typically used for quieter noise levels, which deemphasizes 
the low-frequency components of the sound in a manner similar to the response of a human ear. 
This A-weighted sound level is called the “noise level” and is referenced in units of A-weighted 
decibels (dBA).  

Because sound is measured on a logarithmic scale, a doubling of sound energy results in a 3 dB 
increase in the noise level. Changes in a community noise level of less than 3 dB are not 
typically noticed by the human ear (Caltrans 2013). Changes from 3 to 5 dB may be noticed by 
some individuals who are extremely sensitive to changes in noise. A 5 dB increase is readily 
noticeable (EPA 1973). The human ear perceives a 10 dB increase in sound level as a doubling 
of the sound level (i.e., 65 dBA sounds twice as loud as 55 dBA to a human ear). 

An individual’s noise exposure occurs over a period of time; however, noise level is a measure 
of noise at a given instant in time. Community noise sources vary continuously, being the 
product of many noise sources at various distances, all of which constitute a relatively stable 
background or ambient noise environment. The background, or ambient, noise level gradually 
changes throughout a typical day, corresponding to distant noise sources such as traffic volume 
and changes in atmospheric conditions.  

Noise levels are generally higher during the daytime and early evening when traffic (including 
airplanes) and commercial and industrial activity is the greatest. However, noise sources 
experienced during nighttime hours when background levels are generally lower can be 
potentially more conspicuous and irritating to the receiver. In order to evaluate noise in a way 
that considers periodic fluctuations experienced throughout the day and night, a concept termed 
“community noise equivalent level” (CNEL) was developed, wherein noise measurements are 
weighted, added, and averaged over a 24-hour period to reflect magnitude, duration, frequency, 
and time of occurrence. A complete definition of CNEL is provided below. 
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Different types of measurements are used to characterize the time-varying nature of sound. 
Below are brief definitions of these measurements and other terminology used in this section. 

 Decibel (dB) is a unitless measure of sound on a logarithmic scale, which indicates the 
squared ratio of sound pressure amplitude to a reference sound pressure amplitude. The 
reference pressure is 20 micropascals. 

 A-weighted decibel (dBA) is an overall frequency-weighted sound level in decibels that 
approximates the frequency response of the human ear. 

 Equivalent sound level (Leq) is the constant level that, over a given time period, transmits 
the same amount of acoustic energy as the actual time-varying sound. Equivalent sound 
levels are the basis for both the Ldn and CNEL scales. 

 Maximum sound level (Lmax) is the maximum sound level measured during the 
measurement period. 

 Minimum sound level (Lmin) is the minimum sound level measured during the 
measurement period. 

 Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) is the average equivalent A-weighted sound 
level during a 24-hour day. CNEL accounts for the increased noise sensitivity during the 
evening hours (7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m.) and nighttime hours (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.) by 
adding 5 dB to the sound levels in the evening and 10 dB to the sound levels at night. 

Exterior Noise Distance Attenuation 

Noise sources are classified in two forms: (1) point sources, such as stationary equipment or a 
group of construction vehicles and equipment working within a spatially limited area at a given 
time, and (2) line sources, such as a roadway with a large number of pass-by sources (e.g., motor 
vehicles). Sound generated by a point source typically diminishes (attenuates) at a rate of 6.0 dB 
for each doubling of distance from the source to the receptor at acoustically “hard” sites and at a 
rate of 7.5 dB for each doubling of distance from source to receptor at acoustically “soft” sites 
(Caltrans 2013). Sound generated by a line source (i.e., a roadway) typically attenuates at a rate 
of 3 dB and 4.5 dB per doubling distance, for hard and soft sites, respectively (Caltrans 2013). 
Sound levels can also be attenuated by man-made or natural barriers. For the purpose of a sound 
attenuation discussion, a “hard” or reflective site does not provide any excess ground-effect 
attenuation and is characteristic of asphalt or concrete ground surfaces, as well as very hard-
packed soils. An acoustically “soft” or absorptive site is characteristic of unpaved loose soil or 
vegetated ground.  

With respect to examples of this distance-attenuation relationship for exterior noise, a 60 dBA 
noise level measured at 50 feet from a dewatering pump on a paved area site would diminish to 
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54 dBA at 100 feet from the source, and to 48 dBA at 200 feet from the source. This scenario is 
addressed by the point source attenuation for a hard site (6 dB with each doubling of the 
distance). For the scenario where soft site conditions exist between the point source and receptor, 
the dewatering pump noise measured as a 60 dBA noise level at 50 feet would diminish to 52.5 
dBA at 100 feet from the source, and to 45 dBA at 200 feet from the source. An attenuation rate 
of 7.5 dB with each doubling of distance applies to this scenario, where soft ground with or 
without vegetation exists between the sound source and the receptor location. 

Structural Noise Attenuation 

Sound levels can also be attenuated by man-made or natural barriers. Solid walls, berms, or 
elevation differences typically reduce noise levels by 5 to 10 dB (Caltrans 2013). Structures can 
also provide noise reduction by insulating interior spaces from outdoor noise. The outside-to-
inside noise attenuation provided by typical structures in California ranges between 17 to 30 dB 
with open and closed windows, respectively, as shown in Table 3.4-1.  

Table 3.4-1 
Outside-to-Inside Noise Attenuation (dB) 

Building Type Open Windows Closed Windowsa 
Residences 17 25 

Schools 17 25 

Churches 20 30 

Hospitals/offices/hotels 17 25 

Offices 17 25 

Theaters 20 30 

Hotels/motels 17 25 

Source: Caltrans 2009. 
Notes: dB = decibel. 
a As shown, structures with closed windows can attenuate exterior noise by a minimum of 25 to 30 dB. 

3.4.2.2 Existing Conditions 

For the 2005 EIR, sound level measurements were conducted to generally characterize ambient 
noise levels in the project vicinity. Specifically, a total of eight measurements were performed, 
one apiece in close proximity to either a proposed blow-off or inspection point. The 
measurements were performed during the day, and the 1-hour average sound levels (Leq HOUR) 
generally ranged from 52 to 58 dBA (Metropolitan 2005, Section 5.4, Noise). These ambient 
noise levels would be considered to comply with applicable exterior noise criterion for 
residences (refer to Section 3.4.3, Regulatory Framework).  
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Take of UTS 

Because take of the UTS would not affect the local or regional noise environment, a description 
of the existing noise environment is not necessary.  

Additional Work Site  

In addition to the 18 work sites identified in the 2005 EIR, the Metropolitan Water District of 
Southern California (Metropolitan) typically uses Station 342+12 (pumpwell north of the 
Rejection Tower) along the Foothill Feeder to assist with water discharge during a typical 
shutdown. Station 342+12 was inadvertently left out of the 2005 EIR, however this station is 
currently existing along the Foothill Feeder and is configured to allow water discharge. This 
Supplemental EIR describes the location and activities at this work site to support a typical 
shutdown of the Foothill Feeder. Station 342+12 is located on a landscaped hillside in a 
residential community; ambient noise levels measured by Dudek in the vicinity of this property 
ranged from 38 to 47 dBA Leq. Refer to Figure 3.4-1, Noise Measurement Locations, for these 
noise measurement locations (ST1 and ST2). The closest sensitive receptor to Station 342+12 
is a residence, located approximately 200 feet away. 

Use of Additional Equipment at Santa Clara River Blow-Off  

The 2005 EIR stated the removal of remaining water following gravity-fed discharge would 
require use of two 125-kilowatt (kW) generators and three submersible pumps at the Santa 
Clara River Blow-Off location. Metropolitan proposes to use additional noise-generating 
equipment (including up to two 1,000 kW generators and two submersible pumps) at Santa 
Clara River Blow-Off site (Station No. 383+90) during maintenance dewatering; the ambient 
noise level measured by Dudek in the vicinity of this property was 53 dBA Leq. Refer to Figure 
3.4-2, Noise Measurement Locations, for this noise measurement location (ST3). The closest 
sensitive receptor to the Santa Clara River Blow-Off site is a residence located approximately 
425 feet away. 

Dewatering for Emergency Repairs  

Emergency situations in the project region, such as an earthquake or other unforeseen event, 
could affect all or parts of the Foothill Feeder. The 2005 EIR identified distances between work 
locations along Foothill Feeder and the closest residence varying from 104 to 672 feet 
(Metropolitan 2005, Section 5.4, Noise). Noise measurements at these areas generally ranged 
from 52 dBA Leq to 58 dBA Leq.  
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UTS Conservation Action 

A specific UTS habitat conservation site has not been selected; however, assuming that habitat 
restoration or enhancement will be chosen as mitigation for take of UTS, the site would be 
located along the Santa Clara River, San Francisquito Creek, Soledad Canyon, or a tributary of 
these drainages, where restoration or enhancement of natural riverine fluvial processes would 
support UTS habitat. One such suitable property is the Stickleback Movie Ranch in Soledad 
Canyon; ambient noise levels measured by Dudek in the vicinity of this property ranged from 50 
to 55 dBA Leq. Refer to Figure 3.4-2 for these noise measurement locations (ST4 and ST5). The 
closest off-site sensitive receptor to the property appears to be a residence approximately 250 
feet away. This separation between residences and a potential UTS conservation action site is 
considered representative of the acoustic setting of the conservation action site. 

3.4.3 Regulatory Framework 

This section presents state and local regulations pertaining to noise that apply to the evaluation of 
potential noise effects of the proposed project. 

State 

State of California Noise Standards 

The California Commission of Housing and Community Development officially adopted noise 
standards in 1974. In 1988, the Building Standards Commission approved revisions to the 
standards (24 CCR, Part 2). As revised, Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations 
establishes an interior noise standard of 45 dBA CNEL for residential space. 

Local 

City of Santa Clarita General Plan 

The Noise Element of the City of Santa Clarita General Plan, as amended in May 2000, has 
adopted land use compatibility guidelines consistent with those established by the State of 
California, Department of Health Services. The Noise Element establishes land use compatibility 
criteria in terms of the 24-hour CNEL. CNEL is the weighted average noise exposure for a typical 
(or annual average) day, determined after adding 10 dB to noise levels that occur at night between 
10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. and 5 dB to noise levels between 7:00 p.m. and 10:00 p.m. Figure 3.4-3, 
State Land Use Compatibility Guidelines for Noise, illustrates typical noise and land use 
compatibility criteria used in the City’s Noise Element. As can be seen on the figure, the maximum 
“normally acceptable” exterior noise limit for multi-family residential uses is 65 dBA CNEL. 
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City of Santa Clarita Municipal Code 

Title 11, Chapter 44, Noise Regulations, of the City of Santa Clarita Municipal Code contains 
provisions that govern the noise environment on the project site and vicinity. The sections of the 
code relevant to the proposed project are presented below. 

11.44.020. Definitions. 

“Day” shall mean the time period from seven a.m. to nine p.m. 

“Night” shall mean the time period from nine p.m. to seven a.m. 

“Emergency work” shall mean work made necessary to restore property to a safe condition 
following a public calamity, or work required to protect persons or property from an imminent 
exposure to danger, or work by private or public utilities when restoring utility service. 

11.44.040. Noise Limits. In general, Section 11.40.040, Noise Limits, sets the following noise 
levels for residential, commercial, and manufacturing uses taking place on private property, and 
for construction activities on private property outside of the hourly limits provided in Section 
11.40.080, as shown in Table 3.4-2. The allowable noise level is determined at the property 
boundary for any parcel “occupied by another person within the designated region.” For 
instance, at the property boundary of an occupied residential parcel, the noise level may not 
exceed 65 dBA during the day. 

Table 3.4-2 
City of Santa Clarita Municipal Code Noise Standards 

Land Use Time Period Applicable Hours Exterior Sound Level (dBA) 
Residential zone Day 7 a.m. to 9 p.m. 65 

Residential zone Night 9 p.m. to 7 a.m. 55 

Commercial and manufacturing Day 7 a.m. to 9 p.m. 80 

Commercial and manufacturing Night 9 p.m. to 7 a.m. 70 

Source: Table reproduced from City of Santa Clarita Municipal Code, Section 11.40.040. 
Note: dBA = A-weighted decibel. 

With respect to land uses in proximity to project components within the City of Santa Clarita, 
Figure 4-1 illustrates the zoning designation for property within approximately ½ mile of the 
new access and shutdown points. Land with residential zoning (the most restrictive noise limit) 
exists within this ½ mile radius from each of the two sites. 

In addition, the numerical limits identified in Table 3.4-2 shall be corrected based on the noise 
conditions identified in Table 3.4-3, Noise Level Corrections. 
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Table 3.4-3 
City of Santa Clarita Municipal Code Noise Level Corrections 

Noise Condition Correction in dBA 
Repetitive impulsive noise −5 

Steady whine, screech or hum −5 

The following corrections apply to day only: 

Noise occurring more than 5 but less than 15 minutes per hour +5 

Noise occurring more than 1 but less than 5 minutes per hour +10 

Noise occurring less than 1 minute per hour +20 

Source: Table reproduced from City of Santa Clarita Municipal Code, Section 11.40.040. 
Note: dBA = A-weighted decibel. 

Section 11.44.080. Construction Work. Section 11.44.080, as amended by Ordinance No. 93-
4 and No. 00-3, prohibits construction work which requires a building permit from the City 
within 300 feet of a residentially zoned property from operating except between the hours of 
7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. Monday through Friday, and between 8:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. on 
Saturday. Construction work is prohibited on Sundays, New Year’s Day, Independence Day, 
Thanksgiving Day, Christmas Day, Memorial Day, and Labor Day. The Planning and Building 
Services Department of the City of Santa Clarita may issue a permit for work to be done 
outside of these hours, provided that containment of construction noise is provided. As a public 
utility, Metropolitan is not subject to the local construction permit process administered by the 
City of Santa Clarita, and therefore construction performed by Metropolitan is exempt from 
this Ordinance  

Section 11.44.100. Exemptions from Chapter. There is exempted from this chapter emergency 
work as defined in Section 11.44.020 of this chapter. Emergency work is permitted at all times. 

County of Los Angeles Municipal Code 

The County of Los Angeles (County) maintains the health and welfare of its residents with 
respect to noise through nuisance abatement ordinances and land use planning. Los Angeles 
County Noise Control Ordinance, Title 12 of the County Code, was adopted by the Los Angeles 
County Board of Supervisors in 1977 “to control unnecessary, excessive, and annoying noise and 
vibration.” It declares that the purpose of the County policy is to “maintain quiet in those areas 
which exhibit low noise levels and to implement programs aimed at reducing noise in those areas 
within the county where noise levels are above acceptable values” (Section 12.08.010 of the 
County Code). 

The County has an ordinance amending Title 12 of the County Code to prohibit loud, 
unnecessary, and unusual noise that disturbs the peace and/or quiet of any neighborhood or 
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which causes discomfort or annoyance to any reasonable person of normal sensitivity residing in 
the area. Regulation can include sound barriers, mitigation measures to reduce excessive noise, 
or the placement and orientation of buildings, and also specifies the compatibility of different 
uses with varying noise levels, as shown in Table 3.4-4. 

Table 3.4-4 
Los Angeles County Municipal Code Noise Standards 

Noise  
Zone 

Land Use of 
Receptor 
Property Time 

Standard 1 
L50 

(30 min/hr) 

Standard 2 
L25 

(15 min/hr) 

Standard 3 
L8 

(5 min/hr) 

Standard 4 
L1 

(1 min/hr) 

Standard 5 
L0 

(0 min/hr) 
I Noise sensitive Anytime 45 50 55 60 65 

II 
Residential 

10 p.m. to 7 a.m. 45 50 55 60 65 

7 a.m. to 10 p.m. 50 55 60 65 70 

III 
Commercial 

10 p.m. to 7 a.m. 55 60 65 70 75 

7 a.m. to 10 p.m. 60 65 70 75 80 

IV Industrial Anytime 70 75 80 85 90 

Source: Table reproduced from Section 12.08.390 of the Los Angeles County Code (a portion of the Noise Control Ordinance). 

With reference to Table 3.4-4, Standard 1 is the maximum noise level allowed for up to 30 
minutes in a given hour; Standard 2 is the maximum noise level allowed for up to 15 minutes in 
a given hour; Standard 3 is the maximum noise level allowed for up to 5 minutes in a given hour; 
Standard 4 is the maximum noise level allowed for up to 1 minute in a given hour; and Standard 
5 is the maximum noise level allowed (instantaneous), which is restricted to less than 1 minute 
per hour. 

Similar to the City of Santa Clarita, the noise level is applied at the property boundary of the 
receiving parcel. The zoning of the property containing the noise source is not important; the 
zoning at the property boundaries surrounding the noise source dictates the level of noise 
allowed at that property boundary. With respect to land uses in proximity to project components 
within unincorporated Los Angeles County, Figure 4-2 illustrates the zoning designation for 
property within approximately 0.5 miles of the potential habitat conservation site. A single-
family residence is permissible on each agriculturally zoned parcel, so where a residence exists 
on an agriculture parcel, the residential land use noise level is applicable (see Table 3.4-4). 

Section 12.08.440 of the County Code governs construction noise. Operating or causing the 
operation of any tools or equipment used in construction, drilling, repair, alteration or demolition 
work between weekday hours of 7:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m., or at any time on Sundays or holidays, 
such that the sound therefrom creates a noise disturbance across a residential or commercial real-
property line, except for emergency work of public service utilities or by variance issued by the 
health officer, is prohibited. Section 12.08.570 specifically exempts the emission of sound for the 
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purpose of alerting persons to the existence of an emergency, or the emission of sound in the 
performance of emergency work. Emergency work is defined as any work performed for the 
purpose of preventing or alleviating the physical trauma or property damage threatened or caused 
by an emergency (Section 12.08.140). 

3.4.4 Thresholds of Significance 

The criteria that were used to evaluate the significance of project impacts to noise are based on 
the following questions (Thresholds 3.4-1 through 3.4-6) from Appendix G, Section XII, of the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines (14 CCR 15000 et seq.). Threshold 
3.4-7 (based on Question b, Section XVIII (Mandatory Findings of Significance), of Appendix 
G) was added to help determine cumulative noise impacts from the proposed project. 

 Threshold 3.4-1: Would the project 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?  

 Threshold 3.4-2: Would the project result in exposure of persons to or generation of 
excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? 

 Threshold 3.4-3: Would the project result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient 
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project? 

 Threshold 3.4-4: Would the project result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase 
in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without  
the project? 

 Threshold 3.4-5: 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 expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?  

 Threshold 3.4-6: 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? 

 Threshold 3.4-7: Would the project have noise impacts that are individually limited, but 
cumulatively considerable? 

Several of these significance thresholds would not be applicable to the proposed project, as 
determined under previous environmental reviews. Discussion regarding the thresholds dismissed 
from further discussion in this Supplemental EIR is provided in the following paragraphs. 
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Threshold 3.4-2: Would the project result in exposure of persons to or generation of 
excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? 

The 2005 EIR Initial Study (Metropolitan 2005, Appendix A) found that neither construction nor 
operation of the project would result in ground-borne vibration or ground-borne noise. Primary 
sources of ground-borne vibration and ground-borne noise associated with construction activities 
involve rock blasting or the use of pile driving equipment, neither of which were necessary for 
the Foothill Feeder pipeline. Sources of ground-borne vibration and ground-borne noise 
associated with long-term project operation are generally derived from massive equipment that 
includes an oscillatory motion, such as stationary industrial generators; the Foothill Feeder does 
not include components with the potential to generate ground-borne noise or vibration. The 
currently proposed project would not introduce new substantial vibration sources that were not 
considered in the 2005 EIR. Consequently, the proposed project would not be considered to have 
the potential for ground-borne vibration or ground-borne noise impacts, and this issue and 
threshold are not discussed further in this Supplemental EIR. 

Threshold 3.4-3:  Would the project result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient 
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without  
the project? 

The 2005 EIR Initial Study determined that ongoing operation of the project would not result in 
any permanent increase in the ambient noise levels in the project vicinity. Ongoing operation in 
this sense included the day-to-day transmission of water in the pipeline, routine system 
monitoring, and maintenance functions. Periodic dewatering of the pipeline for inspection and 
maintenance was also addressed in the 2005 EIR, but short-term events were considered to be 
temporary noise sources, appropriate for discussion under the temporary noise threshold 
(described in Threshold 3.4-4 and analyzed in Section 3.4.5.1, Analysis of Impacts). The 
currently proposed project would not involve new noise-generating operational equipment or 
activities, nor would it involve an increase in the frequency of maintenance activities. 
Consequently, the proposed project would not be considered to have the potential to create a 
permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project, and this issue and 
threshold are not discussed further in this Supplemental EIR. 

Threshold 3.4-5:  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 expose people residing or working in the 
project area to excessive noise levels? 

Airports represent an important transportation-related noise source, given the elevated noise 
levels associated with various aircraft; noise contours which exceed allowable levels for noise 
sensitive land uses can extend for several miles from the airport, associated with aircraft 
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approach and departure patterns. Proposals that could introduce new employees or residents into 
an area proximate to an existing public airport must therefore be evaluated for the potential to 
expose such persons to elevated noise levels. The 2005 EIR Initial Study determined that the 
project would not result in the exposure of workers or residents to excessive noise from public 
airport operations. The currently proposed project involves the same geographic location, which 
is more than 2 miles from any public use airport. Consequently, the proposed project would not 
result in the exposure of workers or residents to excessive noise from public airport operations, 
and this issue and threshold are not discussed further in this Supplemental EIR. 

Threshold 3.4-6:  For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the 
project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive 
noise levels?  

The 2005 EIR Initial Study concluded that the project would not result in the exposure of 
workers or residents to excessive noise from private airstrip operations. The currently proposed 
project involves the same geographic location, which is not proximate to any private airstrips. 
Consequently, the proposed project would not be considered to have the potential to result in the 
exposure of workers or residents to excessive noise from private airstrip operations, and this 
issue and threshold are not discussed further in this Supplemental EIR. 

Local Thresholds 

Using the City of Santa Clarita’s Municipal Code Noise Standards as local thresholds of 
significance within the City, a significant noise impact would occur under the following criteria 
for project noise-generating activities within the City: 

 If project-related noise levels exceed 65 dBA during the daytime hours (7:00 a.m. to 9:00 
p.m.) at the property line of any residentially zoned parcel 

 If project-related noise levels exceed 55 dBA during the evening hours (9:00 p.m. to 7:00 
a.m.) at the property line of any residentially zoned parcel 

The exterior noise exposure criteria for residential are the most limiting within the City, and 
therefore the above thresholds address the most conservative significance determination. 

Using the Los Angeles County Municipal Code Noise Standards as local thresholds of 
significance for activities in unincorporated rural areas, a significant noise impact would occur 
under the following criteria for project noise-generating activities located within the County: 

 If project-related noise levels exceed 50 dBA for more than 30 minutes in an hour during 
the daytime hours (7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.) at the property line of any parcel containing 
an occupied residence 
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 If project-related noise levels exceed 45 dBA for more than 30 minutes in an hour during 
the evening hours (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.) at the property line of any parcel containing 
an occupied residence 

The 30-minute-per-hour noise limits are the most restrictive, and are also considered to be 
realistic for proposed activities, in that none of the activities are anticipated to have a 
duration of less than 30 minutes. Also, the exterior noise exposure criteria for residential are 
the most limiting within the County; therefore, the above thresholds address the most 
conservative significance determination. 

3.4.5 Project Impacts  

3.4.5.1 Analysis of Impacts 

Threshold 3.4-1: Would the project 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? 

Threshold 3.4-4: Would the project result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase 
in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project? 

Summary of Relevant Information in 2005 EIR 

The 2005 EIR determined that noise generated from construction equipment during site 
preparation activities for repairs under the proposed project would exceed the City of Santa 
Clarita’s daytime threshold of 65 dBA at seven residential neighborhoods, resulting in a 
significant short-term noise impact (see Table 3.4-5); if any of this activity were to occur at 
night, the nighttime threshold of 55 dBA would be even further exceeded.  

Table 3.4-5 
2005 EIR Noise Impacts Summary – Future Inspections 

Site Activity 
Typical Noise 
Level (dBA) 

Significant Daytime 
Impact? 

Station No. 290+40 Preparation for access 72.0 Yes 

San Francisquito Canyon High-Rise 
(Station No. 287+70) 

Preparation for access 71.0 Yes 

San Francisquito Canyon Low-Rise 
(Station No. 321+40) 

Preparation for access 78.6 Yes 

Station No. 353+33 Preparation for access 73.0 Yes 

Santa Clara River (Station No. 383+90) Preparation for access 66.4 Yes 

Placerita Canyon (Station No. 521+20) Preparation for access 66.2 Yes 

Station No. 596+87 Preparation for access 75.1 Yes 
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The 2005 EIR also concluded that noise generated by construction equipment during site 
preparation activities for future inspections under the proposed project would exceed the City of 
Santa Clarita’s daytime threshold of 65 dBA at the same seven residential neighborhoods (Table 
3.4-5), also resulting in a significant short-term noise impact; if any of these activities were 
conducted at night, the nighttime threshold of 55 dBA would be even further exceeded. These 
significant impacts were to be addressed by two mitigation measures in the 2005 EIR: Mitigation 
Measure (MM) N-1, limiting site preparation activities and the removal of concrete slabs from 
work sites to daytime hours, and MM-N-2, requiring preparation of and adherence to a 
construction noise control plan, which would specify the placement of staging areas and 
stationary equipment as far as possible from adjacent residential receptors, the shutdown of 
idling equipment as feasible, and use of less noisy alternative equipment. These two mitigation 
measures would reduce identified potentially significant construction-related noise impacts to the 
extent feasible, but the residual impact was found to remain significant (a significant and 
unavoidable impact). 

Take of UTS  

Take of UTS would not affect the local or regional noise environment; therefore, this activity is 
considered to have no impact with respect to noise.  

Additional Work Site  

In addition to the 18 work sites identified in the 2005 EIR, Metropolitan also typically uses an 
additional work site, Station 342+12 (pumpwell north of the Rejection Tower), along the Foothill 
Feeder to assist with water discharge during a typical shutdown. This work site was inadvertently 
left out of the 2005 EIR, but currently exists along the Foothill Feeder and is configured to allow 
water discharge. According to the 2005 EIR (see Table 3.4-5), noise levels at 200 feet for the 
various activities associated with dewatering of the pipeline include preparation activities (72 
dBA), concrete slab removal (54 dBA), pumping activities (47 dBA), and ventilation (56 dBA). 
Given that the closest residence to the additional work site is approximately 200 feet away and 
similar equipment to that outlined in the 2005 EIR would be used, it is anticipated that site 
preparation noise levels would average 72 dBA, and these short-term noise levels would exceed 
the City of Santa Clarita’s daytime threshold of 65 dBA. Shutdown-associated noise impacts 
would be potentially significant; therefore, MM-N-1 and Supplemental Mitigation Measure 
(SMM) N-1 (see Section 3.4.1, Mitigation Measures) would be incorporated to reduce impacts to 
the extent feasible; however, the residual impact would remain significant.  

Use of Additional Equipment at Santa Clara River Blow-Off 

The 2005 EIR described equipment usage at the Santa Clara River Blow-Off site (Station No. 
383+90). Previous equipment evaluated for use at the Santa Clara River Blow-Off, as described 
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in the 2005 EIR, included two generators (125 kW each) and three submersible pumps. 
Additional proposed equipment that was not previously identified in the 2005 EIR includes up to 
two additional generators (1,000 kW each) and two additional submersible pumps. The closest 
noise sensitive receivers to this site are residences approximately 425 feet away. 

The submersible pumps would operate underwater and within the water line. The use of the 
pumps would therefore not result in audible noise levels at proximate residences. The generators 
would be mounted on trailers outside the pipeline. Generac Industrial Power (Generac) 
manufactures large-capacity electric generators, including a model with 1,000 kW capacity. 
Available sound data for their 100 kW and 600 kW models indicate that with the factory-
provided Level 1 sound enclosure, these would each have a sound level of 79 dBA at 23 feet. It 
is reasonable to assume that a 1,000 kW generator from Generac, outfitted with a Level 1 sound 
enclosure, would also have a sound level of 79 dBA at 23 feet (Generac 2012). Two of these 
generators operating in close proximity to one another would generate a sound level of 82 dBA 
at 23 feet. 

At the closest residence, located 425 feet away from Station 383+90, the sound level from the 
two generators would be approximately 63 dBA. This sound level is based upon the attenuation 
rate of 7.5 dB per doubling for soft site conditions. While this noise level would comply with the 
City of Santa Clarita daytime standard of 65 dBA, it would exceed the nighttime standard of 
55 dBA. Because the generators would need to run 24 hours per day to support the dewatering, 
noise levels associated with the proposed use of larger generators at the Santa Clara River Blow-
Off site would result in exceedance of the 55 dBA nighttime standard. Therefore, shutdown 
associated noise impacts would be potentially significant. MM-N-1 and SMM-N-1 (see Section 
3.4.1) would be incorporated to reduce impacts to the extent feasible, but the residual impact 
level would remain significant (significant and unavoidable).  

Dewatering for Emergency Repairs  

With the exception of the additional equipment at the Santa Clara Blow-Off location and the 
additional work site, the procedures to be taken and equipment employed for an emergency 
dewatering and pipeline damage repair would be similar to those evaluated in the 2005 EIR for 
scheduled dewatering and inspection. The 2005 EIR concluded that maintenance functions, in 
particular preparation activities, would generate noise levels at nearby residences that would 
exceed the City of Santa Clarita daytime noise standard of 65 dBA. In addition, emergency 
repair activities could necessitate nighttime or 24-hour dewatering or repairs in order to restore 
water service expeditiously. Emergency repair work carried out in the nighttime period would 
even further exceed the City of Santa Clarita nighttime standard of 55 dBA. For occupied 
residential property in unincorporated Los Angeles County, the daytime standard is 50 dBA for 
noise events lasting more than 30 minutes during the day. The preparation activities for a 
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dewatering event would be anticipated to produce sound levels greater than 50 dBA at distances 
up to 800 feet from the work site, and properties with residences exist within this distance from 
the Foothill Feeder alignment. Consequently, noise generated from emergency dewatering and 
pipeline damage repair could exceed the County of Los Angeles daytime noise standard of 50 
dBA at the property boundary of some properties with an occupied residence. Emergency repair 
work carried out in the nighttime period would even further exceed the County of Los Angeles 
nighttime standard of 45 dBA. Therefore, shutdown-associated noise impacts would be 
potentially significant. MM-N-1 and SMM-N-1 (see Section 3.4.1) would be incorporated to 
reduce impacts to the extent feasible, but the residual impact level would remain significant 
(significant and unavoidable).  

UTS Conservation Action 

According to the Federal Transit Administration, front-end loaders, excavators, and dump trucks 
each produce an average noise level of 85 dBA at 50 feet (FTA 2006). Although dump trucks 
would be expected to move on and off the site during construction, they would not be running 
while being loaded by the excavator or front-end loader. This means the primary construction 
noise would be limited to the operation of the excavator and front-loader, with sporadic 
additional noise of several minutes per hour for dump truck arrival and departure from the site. 
The combined noise level of the loader and excavator working simultaneously would be 88 dBA 
at 50 feet, which would attenuate to approximately 70 dBA at the nearest residence to the 
Stickleback Movie Ranch example site (located approximately 250 feet away). The Stickleback 
Movie Ranch parcel and adjacent properties are zoned A-2 (heavy agriculture) under the Los 
Angeles County zoning ordinance (refer to Figure 4-2). A single-family residence is allowed by 
right on each parcel zoned A-2. Under the County of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance, the 
residential exterior noise exposure criterion is applicable to any parcel with a legal occupied 
residence. Because the Stickleback Movie Ranch parcel and surrounding parcels are located 
within unincorporated Los Angeles County, the County noise ordinance would be applicable to 
construction noise. Nighttime construction activity is not expected for the conservation site. Site 
preparation activity noise levels of 70 dBA would exceed daytime noise exposure standards for 
residential land uses (which include parcels containing an occupied residence, where such 
residence is an allowed use in the zone district). Therefore, construction noise impacts would be 
potentially significant. MM-N-1 and SMM-N-1 (see Section 3.4.1) would be incorporated to 
reduce impacts to the extent feasible, but the residual impact level would remain significant 
(significant and unavoidable).  

Level of Significance Absent Mitigation Measures: Impacts would be potentially significant.  

Mitigation Measures: MM-N-1; SMM-N-1.  
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Level of Significance With Mitigation Measures: Even with implementation of MM-N-1 and 
SMM-N-1, it is reasonable to assume that daytime construction noise levels at residential 
property boundaries proximate to the additional work site (Station 342+12), the Santa Clara 
River Blow-Off, and emergency dewatering and repair locations would continue to exceed the 
City of Santa Clarita standards, while the UTS habitat conservation site would exceed County of 
Los Angeles daytime standards at properties with an occupied residence; similarly, nighttime 
noise levels at residential property boundaries proximate to work sites including the additional 
work site, the Santa Clara River Blow-Off, and emergency dewatering and repair locations 
would continue to exceed the City of Santa Clarita nighttime limit of 55 dBA. Therefore, the 
residual noise impact for proposed or foreseeable project activities at these sites would remain 
significant and unavoidable.  

Threshold 3.4-7:  Would the project have noise impacts that are individually limited, but 
cumulatively considerable?  

Summary of Relevant Information in 2005 EIR 

The 2005 EIR concluded that cumulative impacts to noise would not result from the maintenance 
and repair of the Foothill Feeder pipeline.  

Take of UTS 

Take of UTS would not affect the local or regional noise environment; therefore, this activity is 
considered to have no impact with respect to noise.  

Additional Work Site/Use of Additional Equipment at Santa Clara River Blow-Off/
Dewatering for Emergency Repairs/UTS Conservation Action  

The proposed project would not result in a permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the 
project vicinity. However, short-term temporary noise impacts would be generated by the 
project, which could contribute to potentially significant short-term construction noise levels 
from construction activities undertaken by other entities and occurring simultaneously in the 
project area.  

When assessing cumulative noise impacts from multiple major construction projects in a region, 
it is typical to use the maximum noise level from the most intensive construction activity to 
account for the worst-case noise scenario should all projects undergo intensive construction 
activities all at the same time. The Federal Transit Authority and others use a maximum 
construction noise level for a large project of 95 dBA at 50 feet, based on the assemblage of 
heavy equipment used for major earthmoving activity, the most noise-intensive portion of most 
commercial construction projects (FTA 2006).  
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Using the standard distance attenuation formula (6 dB of attenuation with each doubling of 
distance from the construction activity), 95 dBA at 50 feet becomes: 

 89 dBA at 100 feet 

 83 dBA at 200 feet 

 77 dBA at 400 feet 

 71 dBA at 800 feet 

 65 dBA at 1,600 feet 

At 1,600 feet, maximum construction noise exposure becomes 65 dBA. At 1,600 feet, hourly 
average noise levels from construction activity would be approximately 62 dBA (30 minutes of 
each hour at 65 dBA, and 30 minutes of each hour at background levels of up to 55 dBA). 

The County of Los Angeles daytime standard stipulates a maximum construction noise level of 
50 dBA at residential properties. Construction (site preparation activities) at the UTS 
conservation site would incorporate MM-N-1 and SMM-N-1 (see Section 3.4.1) to reduce noise 
levels to the extent feasible, but would not be expected to achieve compliance with this daytime 
standard of 50 dBA at nearby residences. There could also be major construction activities 
undertaken by other entities and occurring in the region at the same time as completion of the 
conservation site preparation activities, which may also produce noise levels up to 50 dBA at the 
closest residential properties. More specifically, the Stickleback Movie Ranch Restoration Project 
proposed by the Los Angeles County Flood Control District and Mountains Recreation and 
Conservation Authority could occur at the same time as the proposed restoration activities and thus 
could contribute to this increase. Consequently, the proposed project would cause a substantial 
contribution to a potential cumulatively significant short-term daytime construction noise impact. 

Level of Significance Absent Mitigation Measures: The project would contribute substantially 
to a potential cumulatively significant impact associated with construction noise levels.  

Mitigation Measures: MM-N-1 and SMM-N-1. 

Level of Significance With Mitigation Measures: Even with implementation of MM-N-1 and 
SMM-N-1, the project’s contribution to potentially significant cumulative short-term 
construction noise impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. 

3.4.5.2 Summary of Significant Impacts to Noise 

Table 3.4-6 summarizes the impacts and significance conclusions in the 2005 EIR and this 
Supplemental EIR and presents mitigation measures required for each threshold. 
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Table 3.4-6 
Summary of Impacts to Noise 

Threshold 
2005 EIR 

Conclusion 

Supplemental EIR Conclusion 

Mitigation 
Measures from 

2005 EIR 

Mitigation 
Measures from 

Supplemental EIR 
Significance 

with Mitigation Take of UTS 
Additional 
Work Site 

Additional 
Equipment 

Dewatering 
for 

Emergency 
Repairs 

UTS 
Conservation 

Action 
3.4-1: Exposure in 
excess of standards 
established in the local 
general plan or noise 
ordinance, or 
applicable standards of 
other agencies 

Significant and 
unavoidable  

No impact Significant 
and 

unavoidable 

Significant 
and 

unavoidable 

Significant 
and 

unavoidable 

Significant 
and 

unavoidable 

MM-N-1 SMM-N-1 Significant and 
Unavoidable 

3.4-2: Exposure to 
groundborne vibration 
or groundborne noise 
levels 

No impact No impact No impact No impact No impact No Impact — — No impact 

3.4-3: Substantial 
permanent increase in 
ambient noise levels  

No impact No impact No impact No impact No impact No impact — — No impact 

3.4-4: Exposure to a 
substantial temporary 
or periodic increase in 
ambient noise levels 

Significant and 
unavoidable 

No impact Significant 
and 

unavoidable 

Significant 
and 

unavoidable 

Significant 
and 

unavoidable 

Significant 
and 

unavoidable 

MM-N-1 SMM-N-1 Significant and 
unavoidable 

3.4-5: Exposure to 
airport noise 

No impact No impact No impact No impact No impact No impact — — No impact 

3.4-6: Exposure to 
aircraft noise from a 
private airstrip 

No impact No impact No impact No impact No impact No impact — — No impact 

3.4-7: Cumulatively 
considerable noise 
impacts 

No impact/not 
evaluated 

No impact No Impact No Impact No impact Significant 
and 

unavoidable 

MM-N-1 SMM-N-1 Significant and 
unavoidable 
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FIGURE 3.4-3 
State Land Use Compatibility Guidelines for Noise

Foothill Feeder Supplemental Environmental Impact Report
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Foothill Feeder Repair and Future Inspections Project Supplemental EIR 10109 
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CHAPTER 4 
OTHER CEQA CONSIDERATIONS 

4.1  EFFECTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT 

According to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, “The supplement 
to the EIR need contain only the information necessary to make the previous EIR adequate for 
the Project as revised” (14 CCR 15163(b)). This section of the Supplemental Environmental 
Impact Report (Supplemental EIR) addresses the potential environmental effects that have 
been found not to be significant as a result of the analysis conducted for the proposed 
modifications to the Foothill Feeder Repair and Future Inspections Project (proposed project). 
New issues or significant impacts by the proposed project are addressed in Chapter 3, 
Environmental Analysis. The 2005 EIR for the Foothill Feeder Repair and Future Inspections 
Project (2005 EIR; Metropolitan 2005) analyzed the preparation activities, dewatering 
activities, and the refilling activities of the Foothill Feeder. The proposed project modifications 
include new information relating to the potential for the project to result in incidental take of 
unarmored threespine stickleback (UTS; Gasterosteus aculeatus williamsoni); an additional 
work site not previously included in the 2005 EIR; the use of additional equipment to assist 
with shutdowns that were not previously included in the 2005 EIR; the potential for emergency 
repairs requiring an unplanned shutdown and rapid dewatering of the pipeline; and include a 
UTS conservation action. The environmental impacts analyzed in the certified 2005 EIR will 
not be analyzed in this Supplemental EIR; only potential impacts as a result of the project 
modifications are analyzed in this chapter.  

As was the case with the certified 2005 EIR, Metropolitan has determined that the project 
modifications will not create additional significant impacts to the environmental impact 
categories described in this chapter.  

To assist in determining whether a project will have a significant effect on the environment, the 
CEQA Guidelines identify criteria for conditions that may be deemed to constitute a substantial 
or potentially substantial adverse change in physical conditions. The CEQA Guidelines, 
Appendix G, Sections I, II, V–VIII, X, XI, and XIII–XVII list the questions in Sections 4.1.1 
through 4.1.13 to be considered when determining whether a project may have a significant 
resource impact. Section 15128 of the CEQA Guidelines requires a statement that briefly 
indicates the reasons that various possible significant effects of a project were determined not to 
be significant and were therefore not discussed in detail in this Supplemental EIR. For the 
reasons outlined in Sections 4.1.1 through 4.1.13, the following impact categories were found not 
to be significant and therefore were not further analyzed in the Supplemental EIR.  
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4.1.1 Aesthetics 

Thresholds of Significance 

 Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 

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

 Would the project substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site 
and its surroundings? 

 Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely 
affect day or nighttime views in the area? 

 Would the project create a new source of shade or shadow that would adversely affect 
shade/shadow sensitive structures or use? 

Discussion 

Scenic vistas include views of topographic features (e.g., canyons and significant ridgelines), 
water bodies, open space, and parkland. The proposed project includes additional equipment (up 
to two 1,000-kilowatt (kW) generators, two submersible pumps) at the Santa Clara River Blow-
Off site. The generators would be temporary, and would not be large enough to obstruct views 
from the residences located to the northwest of the blow-off site. In addition, there is 
undeveloped land and vegetation between the residences and the location of the generators, 
including some ornamental trees lining both sides of Bridgeport Lane. Due to the distance 
between the residences and the location of the generators, as well as the obstructing elements, the 
generators would not be seen from the residences. In addition, an additional work site (Station 
342+12, pumpwell north of the Rejection Tower) is analyzed in this Supplemental EIR. The 
additional work site is located on a landscaped hillside in a residential community. Similar 
equipment to that used at other work sites along the Foothill Feeder would be used at this 
additional work site. The additional work site is located on a hillside landscaped with vegetation 
such as trees and shrubs. Thus, no equipment would be seen from the adjacent Charles Helmers 
Elementary School and the residential community to the west of the additional work site.  

The entirety of the Foothill Feeder pipeline, as well as the Stickleback Movie Ranch property is 
not located within an area designated as a scenic vista (Caltrans 2011). In addition, the individual 
locations contain landscape vegetation and large trees that filter views from nearby residences 
and other land uses.  

The presence of personnel and vehicles at the additional work site (Station 342+12) and additional 
equipment at the Santa Clara River Blow-Off site may temporarily introduce light or glare for a 
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short period (around 14 days). However, the presence of personnel and vehicles would only occur 
approximately every 5 years. Emergency work would involve equipment similar to that used for 
dewatering and inspection and thus could also involve the presence of personnel and vehicles that 
may introduce light and glare. However, although difficult to predict, emergency repair work 
would also be temporary. In addition, as described in Chapter 3 under “UTS Conservation Action,” 
it is assumed that the UTS conservation action would involve restoration or enhancement of a site 
in the Santa Clarita area. The potential restoration site on the Stickleback Movie Ranch property is 
an example of such a site. Restoration or enhancement activities at the Stickleback Movie Ranch 
location may introduce lighting and glare from construction trucks. However, these activities 
would be short term (3 months) and the surrounding area is largely undeveloped. As such, the 
potential lighting and glare would not have an effect on any surrounding land uses. Thus, impacts 
to lighting and glare would be less than significant.  

As described in Section 3.2, Biological Resources, of this Supplemental EIR, the Stickleback 
Movie Ranch is currently characterized by slow-moving perennial channels, chaparrals, 
woodland, and other natural land covers. In addition, the site is also composed of waste dump 
sites interspersed with invasive wetland species, multiple abandoned vehicles, equipment, 
dwellings, and facilities, and parts of the property were burned in the 2016 Sand Fire. The habitat 
restoration or enhancement associated with the UTS conservation action would restore the 
natural stream conditions of the site and therefore would make the site more aesthetically 
appealing. As a result, aesthetics in the project area would be improved by the habitat restoration 
compared to the current setting. Therefore, impacts to aesthetics would be beneficial. No new 
impacts to scenic vistas, scenic highways, visual character, or shade or shadow would occur 
under the proposed project and therefore these topics were not analyzed further in this 
Supplemental EIR.  

4.1.2 Agriculture 

Thresholds of Significance 

 Would the project 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 non-
agricultural use? 

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

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

 Would the project result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-
forest use?  

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

Discussion 

There are no designated important farmlands adjacent to or at the location of the Foothill Feeder 
or at the proposed habitat restoration site at the Stickleback Movie Ranch Property (CDOC 
2014). The project modifications would occur within the existing Foothill Feeder and rights-of-
way and would not conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forestland, timberland, 
or timberland zoned Timberland Production. There are no lands enrolled in the Williamson Act 
within the existing Foothill Feeder alignment. Therefore, there would be no new impacts related 
to agricultural resources with implementation of the proposed project, and this topic was not 
analyzed in this Supplemental EIR. 

4.1.3 Cultural Resources 

Thresholds of Significance 

 Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical 
resource as defined in §15064.5? 

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

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

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

Discussion 

Metropolitan commissioned a cultural resources records search for the proposed project. The 
record search consisted of a California Historical Resources Information System records search at 
the South Central Coastal Information Center on April 24, 2017, for the proposed project and 
surrounding 0.25-mile radius. This search included collections of mapped prehistoric, historic, 
and built-environment resources; Department of Parks and Recreation site records; technical 
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reports; and ethnographic references. Additional consulted sources included historical maps of 
the project site; the National Register of Historic Places; the California Register of Historical 
Resources; the California Historic Property Data File; and the lists of California State Historical 
Landmarks, California Points of Historical Interest, and the Archaeological Determinations of 
Eligibility. The results of the cultural resource records search are included in Appendix F of this 
Supplemental EIR.  

The records search results indicate that 150 cultural resources studies have been conducted 
within the 0.25-mile search radius of the overall project site. Of these, 48 studies overlap at least 
a portion of the Foothill Feeder pipeline. Further, the records search results indicate that 40 
previously recorded cultural resources occur within 0.25 miles of the project site. Of these 40 
resources, 7 intersect the Foothill Feeder component of the project site. Activities proposed 
within the Foothill Feeder pipeline would not involve ground disturbance, thereby eliminating 
potential impacts to these previously identified resources. The project would occur within the 
right-of-way of the already existing Foothill Feeder pipeline, and no grading, trenching, or 
excavating activities would occur. According to the 2005 EIR, discharges from the pipeline would 
be controlled and monitored, and measures (such as the placement of sandbags) would be taken to 
avoid significant erosion. These measures, which would reduce potential erosional impacts, have 
become Metropolitan’s standard practice since the 2005 EIR, and Metropolitan would continue to 
use these measures to avoid impacts to cultural resources. Therefore, no new impacts to cultural 
resources at the Foothill Feeder location would occur. There would be no change in the 
conclusions made in the 2005 EIR.  

Implementation of UTS conservation or enhancement mitigation would require grading activities 
at a proposed UTS conservation action site. As previously discussed, Metropolitan 
commissioned a cultural resources survey that included the Stickleback Movie Ranch site and a 
0.25-mile search radius surrounding the site. The records search results indicate that 15 cultural 
resources studies have been conducted within 0.25 miles of the Stickleback Movie Ranch site. Of 
these 15 studies, 2 overlap at least a portion of the project site. Further, the cultural records 
search results indicate that although no previously recorded resources are located directly within 
the project area of the Stickleback Movie Ranch site, one recorded resource, the Angeles 
National Forest, abuts the site. In addition, a grave marker is recorded as being within the 
Stickleback Movie Ranch site. Although this resource is not directly within the potential UTS 
conservation action site, the existence of this resource indicates that other previously unrecorded 
historic graves could exist in the vicinity of the Stickleback Movie Ranch property. A multi-
component site is recorded as being within the Stickleback Movie Ranch site, and according to 
the site record, the historic component of the multi-component site may be associated with the 
historic grave.  
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The recorded sites within the Stickleback Movie Ranch property were surveyed on August 9, 
2017. A reconnaissance-level pedestrian survey of the property and an intensive level survey of 
the previously recorded sites were conducted (see Figure 4-1, Cultural Survey Map – Stickleback 
Movie Ranch). The historic-era grave marker was re-identified during the survey and found to be 
in the same condition as previously documented. The survey also found that only a small portion 
of the multi-component site is within the Stickleback Movie Ranch property. One prehistoric 
artifact was identified within the portion of the previously recorded multi-component site within 
the Stickleback Movie Ranch property. No historic-age resources were identified. A concrete 
culvert headwall stamped “1922” was newly identified at the railroad crossing at Briggs Road, 
but located within the Southern Pacific Railroad right-of-way. Further, a newly identified 
historic-age campground consisting of numerous built-environment features was identified.  

The majority of the Stickleback Movie Ranch property, and specifically the area proposed for 
restoration and restoration construction staging, is not known to contain any cultural resources 
(archaeological or paleontological) based on its location within an ever-changing floodplain and 
repeated inundations of alluvial sediment. Although dense vegetation either obscured the ground 
surface or prohibited access to the majority of the proposed restoration area within the creek, the 
likelihood of unearthing previously unknown archaeological or paleontological deposits in this 
area is very low. No archaeological resources or paleontological resources were identified along 
the access roads or clearings within the potential UTS conservation action site. No buildings or 
structures were identified within the potential UTS conservation action site. The area has been 
subjected to large-scale illegal dumping. Piles of discarded building debris (e.g., bricks, concrete), 
landscaping debris (e.g., mulch, clippings, boulders), and trash cover the open areas south of the 
creek. Similar refuse was found within the creek and embedded in the banks. This material has no 
cultural context and is not temporally diagnostic; therefore, it is not considered cultural material.  

The restoration activities on the Stickleback Movie Ranch site would not have any impacts in the 
area where resources are located and would be limited to the areas determined to have low 
sensitivity for cultural resources. The restoration activities would be limited to the UTS 
conservation action area shown in Figure 3-1 and Figure 4-1, including the active channel, the 
berm area located to the north of the channel, and the parking lot area southeast of the pool, 
where there are no cultural resources present. The staging area is also shown in Figures 3-1 and 
4-1 and would be located in a previously disturbed area on the south side of the Santa Clara 
River. Thus, the project would not affect any cultural resources on site. Because the proposed 
conservation activities would be limited to areas of the site with low cultural sensitivity, potential 
impacts to cultural resources under the proposed project would be less than significant.  

A Notice of Preparation was released in July 2005 announcing preparation of the 2005 Foothill 
Feeder Repair and Future Inspections Project. This Notice of Preparation was accompanied by 
the July 2005 Initial Study, which justified the lack of potential impacts to cultural resources. 
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These documents were circulated to the public, including Native American tribes whose 
ancestors used resources and/or lived in or visited the Santa Clarita area. No responses were 
received from Native American tribes as a result of this Notice of Preparation; therefore, 
Metropolitan proceeded with the 2005 EIR under the assumption that there would be no 
significant impacts to cultural resources. No comments from Native American tribes were 
received on the Draft 2005 EIR. The 2011 Supplement to the Foothill Feeder Repair and Future 
Inspections Project Final EIR (2011 EIR; Metropolitan 2011) further evaluated impacts to 
cultural resources that could result from the carbon fiber lining repair work and found that 
cultural resource impacts would not occur. The California Native American Heritage 
Commission submitted a comment letter on the Draft 2011 EIR dated September 14, 2011, 
suggesting that Metropolitan reach out to Native American tribes that are known to be associated 
with the project area due to the known presence of cultural resources. Metropolitan’s response to 
these comments indicates that due to the lack of on-the-ground disturbance associated with these 
operations, maintenance, and repair activities, impacts to cultural resources would not occur.  

Because the Notice of Preparation for the Foothill Feeder project was issued in July 2005, 10 
years before the direct tribal consultation requirements of CEQA Section 21080.3.1 became 
effective (on July 1, 2015 (Stats. 2014, Chapter 532, Section 11(c), page 7)), and because the 
responsible agency consultation conducted under CEQA Section 21080.4 resulted in no concerns 
received, the impacts to cultural resources for the project would be less than significant.  

4.1.4 Geology and Soils 

Thresholds of Significance 

 Would the project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, 
including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving: 

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

o Strong seismic ground shaking? 

o Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 

o Landslides? 

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

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

 Would the project have soils incapable of adequately supporting septic tanks or 
alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal 
of waste water? 

Discussion 

The Southern California region is located in a seismically active area. However, no structures are 
planned to be built as part of the proposed project and the project area is not located within an 
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone (CDOC 1995). The risk of potential impacts related to 
seismically induced liquefaction is very low to none. The proposed project locations along the 
Foothill Feeder are not subject to landslides (USGS 2016). The proposed project would not result 
in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil. The project activities, including preparation, 
dewatering, and additional equipment usage; potential take of UTS; and emergency repairs 
would be located within or immediately adjacent to the existing Foothill Feeder pipeline, and 
there would be no need for earth-disturbing activities or active grading. As a result, no impacts 
would occur. Impacts relating to strong seismic ground shaking, seismic-related ground failure, 
including liquefaction, and landslides would not occur with the implementation of the proposed 
project along the Foothill Feeder.  

The proposed project would not involve new structures and is not located on a geologic unit that 
is unstable or would become unstable. Accordingly, no impacts involving unstable geologic units 
or soil would occur with implementation of the proposed project. The proposed project would 
not be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code of 
1994, creating substantial risks to life or property. There would be no use of septic tanks or 
alternative wastewater disposal systems, so concerns with these wastewater disposal systems 
would not occur. No additional impact related to geology and soils would occur with the 
implementation of the proposed project. There would be no change in conclusions made in the 
2005 and no new impact would occur.  

In regard to the UTS conservation action, geological conditions on the Stickleback Movie 
Ranch and any other potential site within the Santa Clara River watershed would be located 
within a fluvial environment and experienced the Sand Fire in 2016. However, the risk of 
potential impacts related to seismically induced liquefaction in the proposed habitat restoration 
site is very low to none. The Soledad Canyon area has a low probability for post-fire debris 
flow. The Stickleback Movie Ranch is located within a 0%–20% basin probability for post-fire 
debris flow (USGS 2016). In addition, Soledad Canyon and the Stickleback Movie Ranch are 
not located within the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone (CDOC 1995). In addition, a 
California licensed landscape architect would prepare and design the habitat restoration or 
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enhancement design plans. Design parameters that would compensate for any geologic hazards 
would be recommended by the licensed landscape architect and would be followed. Therefore, 
impacts would be less than significant.  

4.1.5 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Thresholds of Significance 

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

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

Discussion 

The 2005 EIR outlined equipment needed for dewatering at the Santa Clara River Blow-Off 
location to include two 125 kW generators and three submersible pumps. As part of the proposed 
project, Metropolitan would now use additional equipment (up to two 1,000 kW generators and 
two submersible pumps) at this site. Temporary sources of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions 
would be associated with the additional equipment (larger generators and pumps) at the Santa 
Clara River Blow-Off site. In addition to the 18 work sites identified in the 2005 EIR, 
Metropolitan typically uses Station 342+12 (pumpwell north of the Rejection Tower) along the 
Foothill Feeder to assist with water discharge during a typical shutdown. This additional work 
site was inadvertently left out of the 2005 EIR. This Supplemental EIR describes the location and 
activities at this site, including temporary sources of GHG emissions associated with equipment 
(e.g., generator, lights, pump) at the Station 342+12 pumpwell. In addition to the additional 
equipment outlined by the proposed project, this section conservatively calculates total GHG 
emissions from dewatering and inspection of the pipeline at each location and from the 
restoration or enhancement activities associated with the UTS conservation action. GHG 
emissions were estimated using the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) Version 
2016.3.1 (Appendix C) and are summarized in Table 4-1.  

Table 4-1 
Total Estimated Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Source Pieces of Equipment Trips 
Emissions 
(MT CO2E) 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Proposed Project 

Additional Equipment at Santa Clara River Blow-Off 

Additional generators Two 1,000 kW generators 0 189.71 

Generator haul One haul truck 4 0.16 
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Table 4-1 
Total Estimated Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Source Pieces of Equipment Trips 
Emissions 
(MT CO2E) 

Vendor trips One utility truck 2 0.18 

Worker trips Two personal gasoline-powered vehicles 28 0.15 

Additional Work Site – Pumpwell North of the Rejection Tower (Station No. 342+12) 

Generators One 125 kW generator 0 2.20 

Generator haul One haul truck 2 0.08 

Worker trips Three personal gasoline-powered vehicles 6 0.07 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Dewatering Equipment Outlined in 2005 EIR 

Charlie Canyon (Station No. 97+43) 

Generators One 125 kW generator 0 1.05 

Generator haul One haul truck 2 0.08 

San Francisquito Canyon High-Rise (Station No. 287+70) 

Generators One 125 kW generator 0 2.51 

Generator haul One haul truck 2 0.08 

Worker trips Four gasoline-powered vehicles 2 0.09 

San Francisquito Canyon Low-Rise (Station No. 321+40) 

Generators One 125 kW generator 0 2.57 

Generator haul One haul truck 4 0.08 

Worker trips Four gasoline-powered vehicles 8 0.09 

Santa Clara River Blow-Off 2005 Equipment 

Generators Two 125 kW generators 0 17.18 

Generator haul One haul truck 2 0.09 

Placerita Canyon (Station No. 521+20) 

Generators One 125 kW generator 0 2.22 

Generator haul One haul truck 2 0.08 

Worker trips Four gasoline-powered vehicles 8 0.09 

UTS Conservation Action 

Off-road equipment – amortized One loader, one mini-excavator 0 24.35 

Vendor trips – amortized One water truck, two dump trucks 12 11.90 

Worker trips – amortized Seven personal gasoline-powered vehicles 14 5.99 

Total emissions from proposed project 260.95 
SCAQMD threshold for industrial facilities 10,000 

Exceeds threshold?  No 
Sources: Appendix C.  
Notes: MT = metric tons; CO2E = carbon dioxide equivalent; kW = kilowatt.  
The estimated construction GHG emissions for the habitat restoration site have been annualized over a 30-year period; numbers are estimates. 

The estimated total GHG emissions from the proposed project (dewatering and inspection of the 
pipeline and implementation of the UTS conservation action) would be approximately 260.95 metric 
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tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (MT CO2E)1
 per year. Estimated project-generated emissions were 

amortized over 30 years, as recommended by SCAQMD for GHGs generated during construction. 
GHG emissions generated from the proposed project would be short term in nature, lasting only for 
the duration of the dewatering and inspection and construction period of the habitat restoration or 
enhancement associated with the UTS conservation action, and would not represent a long-term 
source of GHG emissions. Emissions from the proposed project are generated by the two additional 
generators (1,000 kW) at the Santa Clara River Blow-Off site and equipment usage at Station 
342+12. In addition, GHG emissions from a typical dewatering scenario have not been analyzed in 
the previous EIRs. Thus, GHG emissions from dewatering were conservatively analyzed in this 
Supplemental EIR to include all locations where dewatering could occur in case of an emergency 
scenario. Impacts are considered short term, because dewatering activities occur approximately every 
5 years. Generators are expected to run for only 7 days at a time, approximately every 5 years. 

The project area is within the jurisdictional boundaries of the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District (SCAQMD). SCAQMD has an interim GHG threshold for emissions for 
industrial facilities requiring a permit of 10,000 MT CO2E per year (SCAQMD 2015). SCAQMD 
has established significance thresholds for two differing project types: industrial projects and 
residential/commercial. Industrial projects typically contain stationary source equipment, and 
thus represent an appropriate significance threshold for the proposed project. Therefore, the 
proposed project’s total GHG emissions would not exceed the threshold set by SCAQMD. 
Impacts would be less than significant and GHG emission generation was not further discussed 
in this Supplemental EIR.  

The City of Santa Clarita adopted its Climate Action Plan (CAP) in August 2012. The CAP set 
forth actions to reduce energy consumption, promote conservation, and contribute to significant 
reductions in GHG emissions by 2020 (City of Santa Clarita 2012a). These actions include 
energy efficiency, conservation, and renewable energy; water and wastewater systems activity; 
waste reduction and recycling activity; green building activity; low-carbon fuels and efficient 
transportation activity; land use, open space, and offsetting carbon emissions activity; and 
promoting community and individual action activity (City of Santa Clarita 2012a). Because 
goals, objectives and policies approved under the General Plan are forecast to meet the emission 
reduction targets mandated by Assembly Bill 32, development projects that are able to 
demonstrate consistency with the General Plan and zoning ordinance will by association 
                                                 
1 The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) developed the global warming potential (GWP) concept to compare the ability of 

each GHG to trap heat in the atmosphere relative to another gas. The GWP of a GHG is defined as the ratio of the time-integrated 
radiative forcing from the instantaneous release of 1 kilogram of a trace substance relative to that of 1 kilogram of a reference gas (IPCC 
2014). The reference gas used is CO2; therefore, GWP-weighted emissions are measured in metric tons of CO2 equivalent (MT CO2E). 
The current version of the California Estimator Model (CalEEMod) (Version 2016.3.1) assumes that the GWP for CH4 is 25 (so emissions 
of 1 MT of CH4 are equivalent to emissions of 25 MT of CO2), and the GWP for N2O is 298, based on the IPCC Fourth Assessment 
Report (IPCC 2007). The GWP values identified in CalEEMod were applied to the project. 
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demonstrate consistency with the CAP. The majority of the proposed project components, 
including impacts to UTS, the additional work site, emergency repairs, and the additional 
equipment at the Santa Clara River Blow-Off, would occur within Metropolitan’s right-of-way 
for the existing Foothill Feeder. Further, the proposed project would not create any new land 
uses that do not already exist within the pipeline area nor would they conflict with existing 
County of Los Angeles or City of Santa Clarita General Plans or zoning designations within the 
pipeline boundary (County of Los Angeles 2012; City of Santa Clarita 2012b). Thus, because the 
proposed project demonstrates consistency with the City of Santa Clarita General Plan and 
zoning ordinances, the proposed project complies with the CAP for the City of Santa Clarita.  

The UTS conservation action site and a portion of the Foothill Feeder pipeline are located within 
the unincorporated County of Los Angeles. The land use designation for the Stickleback Movie 
Ranch is Floodway/Floodplain (County of Los Angeles 2012). The unincorporated County of 
Los Angeles adopted its Community Climate Action Plan (CCAP) on October 6, 2015, with the 
overall goal of reducing GHG emissions from community activities in the unincorporated area of 
Los Angeles County by at least 11% below 2010 by 2020. As described in the CCAP, public 
agencies and private developers can use the CCAP to comply with project-level review 
requirements pursuant to CEQA. The CEQA Guidelines specify that project evaluation of GHG 
emissions can tier off a programmatic analysis of GHG emissions, provided that the 
programmatic analysis (or CAP) complies with the CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15183.5), which 
requires CAPs to include specific components, such as quantified GHG emissions and measures 
to achieve the specified emissions level. Project-specific environmental documents that 
incorporate applicable CCAP actions can tier off the EIR certified for the County’s General Plan 
and adopted CCAP to meet project-level CEQA evaluation requirements for GHG emissions. 
Tiering from the General Plan EIR potentially eliminates the need to prepare a quantitative 
assessment of project-level GHG emissions. Rather, project-specific environmental documents 
that rely on the CCAP can qualitatively evaluate GHG impacts by identifying all applicable 
CCAP actions and describing how those actions have been incorporated into project design 
and/or identified as mitigation. This type of tiered analysis can reduce project costs and 
streamline the County permit process. Projects that demonstrate consistency with applicable 
CCAP actions can be determined to have a less than significant cumulative impact on GHG 
emissions and climate change, notwithstanding substantial evidence that warrants a more 
detailed review of project-level GHG emissions (County of Los Angeles 2015). The 26 local 
community actions to reduce GHG emissions from the County’s community activities are 
grouped into five strategy areas, listed below. Following each strategy area, a qualitative analysis 
as to how each strategy relates to the project is provided.  

1. Green Building and Energy. The proposed project does not include buildings, nor 
does it include renewable energy components. This strategy does not apply to the 
proposed project. 
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2. Land Use and Transportation. The proposed project would not create any new land 
uses that do not already exist within the Foothill Feeder pipeline right of way nor would 
they conflict with existing County of Los Angeles plans or zoning designations within the 
pipeline boundary (County of Los Angeles 2012). Land use strategies are not applicable 
to this project. Vehicular traffic related to construction of the UTS conservation action 
site and the installation and removal of the additional equipment at the Santa Clara River 
Blow-Off site and equipment at the additional work site (the pumpwell at Station 
342+12) is a source of GHG emissions. However, traffic generated by installation of 
equipment would be very minor. In addition, GHG emissions generated by the additional 
equipment would be short term and would occur approximately every 5 years. The 
proposed project would not conflict with transportation strategies in the CCAP.  

3. Water Conservation and Wastewater. The proposed project would not involve the 
installation of new facilities, impervious surfaces, or modification of topography. There is 
a possibility that mitigation related to the incidental take of UTS could involve use of 
groundwater resources. For example, groundwater wells on the UTS conservation action 
site, if present, may be used to augment surface water flows or wetland/pond features. In 
the event that the UTS conservation action site does involve the use of groundwater 
resources, these resources would be evaluated and an adaptive groundwater monitoring 
and mitigation plan would be implemented if it is determined that the amount of 
groundwater use would have impacts on neighboring wells or result in aquifer depletion 
(see Supplemental Mitigation Measure (SMM) H-1 in Section 3.1, Mitigation Measures, 
for more details). Thus, although use of groundwater resources could occur, the proposed 
project would ensure that mitigation associated with the UTS conservation action does 
not result in significant impacts with regard to aquifer depletion or lowering the local 
groundwater table. Thus, the proposed project would be consistent with water 
conservation and wastewater strategies in the CCAP (see Section 3.3, Hydrology and 
Water Quality, for more details). 

4. Waste Reduction, Reuse, and Recycling. The proposed project would not contribute to 
waste. This strategy is not applicable to the proposed project.  

Therefore, the proposed project would comply with the CCAP for Los Angeles County and 
impacts to GHG reduction plans and policies would be less than significant. This topic was not 
further discussed in this Supplemental EIR.  
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4.1.6 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Thresholds of Significance 

 Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the 
routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials? 

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

 Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous 
materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? 

 Would the project 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? 

 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? 

 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? 

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

 Would the project 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 

The proposed project would involve additional equipment (two 1,000 kW generators, two 
submersible pumps) at the Santa Clara River Blow-Off site as well as one 125 kW generator and 
one submersible pump at the additional work site (Station 342+12, pumpwell north of the 
Rejection Tower). The new equipment would not generate hazardous emissions. In addition, a 
habitat restoration or enhancement activities would be implemented at the Stickleback Movie 
Ranch or a similar site within the Upper Santa Clara River watershed. Although the Stickleback 
Movie Ranch property is characterized by perennial channels, chaparrals, woodlands, and other 
natural land cover, it also consists of waste dump sites including abandoned vehicles, equipment, 
dwellings, and facilities, and the site was burned in the 2016 Sand Fire. However, the proposed 
project only involves habitat restoration or enhancement at this site. All other land uses would 
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remain the same. No equipment or waste that is currently at the site would be transported, 
altered, used, or disposed of as a result of implementation of the proposed project. Therefore, the 
proposed project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the 
routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials nor would it contribute to significant 
hazards to the public or the environment through reasonable foreseeable upset and accident 
conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment.  

The nearest school to the project site is Charles Helmers Elementary School, located approximately 
600 feet from the additional work site (pumpwell Station 342+12). In addition, Bridgeport 
Elementary School is located approximately 0.25 miles to the west of the Santa Clara River Blow-
Off site. Although the two work sites are within a quarter mile of a school, the proposed project 
would not emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, 
or waste or other materials that would pose a potential health or safety risk. All work activities would 
be conducted in compliance with California Occupational Safety and Health Administration 
requirements. Therefore, no new impacts related to hazardous materials would occur.  

The nearest public or private airport is Whitman Airport, located approximately 14 miles to the 
south by southeast. Because the proposed project area is not located within an airport land use 
plan or within the vicinity of an airport, no new impacts to the safety for people residing or 
working in the project area would occur. 

The additional work site (pumpwell at Station 342+12) is located on a landscaped hillside in a 
residential neighborhood, adjacent to an elementary school. The site would not impair 
implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan. In the event of an emergency, the main north–south routes through 
the Santa Clarita Valley include Interstate 5 and State Route 14. Major east–west routes through 
the City include Via Princessa, Soledad Canyon Road, and Valencia Boulevard. Station 342+12 
and the Santa Clara River Blow-Off site are not located adjacent to these major routes through 
the Santa Clarita Valley (County of Los Angeles 2014a). No new impacts would occur on 
emergency access or emergency evacuation routes with implementation of the proposed project. 

In regard to wildfire, both the Santa Clara River Blow-Off and the additional work site 
(pumpwell at Station 342+12) are located in residential communities within the City of Santa 
Clarita. The proposed project would occur in a utility right-of-way area. Metropolitan would take 
precautions to preclude the exposure of people or structures to significant risk related to wildland 
fires near both sites, including providing firefighting equipment such as fire extinguishers. In 
addition, the activities at the Stickleback Movie Ranch potential conservation action site would 
only involve habitat restoration or enhancement and thus would not expose people or structures 
to wildland fire impacts. No new impacts in regard to wildland fire would occur with the 
implementation of the proposed project.  
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4.1.7 Land Use and Planning 

Thresholds of Significance 

 Would the project physically divide an established community? 

 Would the project conflict with any 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? 

 Would the project conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural 
community conservation plan?  

Discussion 

The proposed project would occur within Metropolitan’s right-of-way for the existing 
Foothill Feeder. No new land uses would be created within the Foothill Feeder footprint; 
therefore, the project would not conflict with existing County of Los Angeles or City of 
Santa Clarita General Plans (County of Los Angeles 2012; City of Santa Clarita 2012b). In 
addition, as shown in Figure 4-2, Applicable Zoning – New Access and Shutdown Facilities, 
the proposed project is within existing City of Santa Clarita zoning designations at the 
additional work site (Station 342+12) and at the Santa Clara River Blow-Off (Station 
383+90). The potential UTS restoration or enhancement activities at the Stickleback Movie 
Ranch would occur within Soledad Canyon, within the unincorporated County of Los 
Angeles. The potential UTS conservation action site would not conflict within the existing 
County of Los Angeles General Plan (County of Los Angeles 2012), nor would it conflict 
with County of Los Angeles zoning designations, as shown in Figure 4-3, Applicable Zoning 
– Stickleback Movie Ranch. The proposed project is not located within a habitat 
conservation plan or natural community conservation plan area (County of Los Angeles 
2010). No new impacts to land use and planning would occur with the implementation of the 
proposed project. There would be no change in conclusions made in the 2005 EIR. 

4.1.8 Mineral Resources 

Thresholds of Significance 

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

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

The proposed project would not affect existing access to or supply of mineral resources in the 
area. The Foothill Feeder pipeline and the potential Stickleback Movie Ranch UTS conservation 
action site are not located within a Mineral Resource Zone (County of Los Angeles 2014b). 
Thus, no impacts to mineral resources would occur.  

4.1.9 Population and Housing 

Thresholds of Significance 

 Would the project 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)?  

 Would the project displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 

 Would the project displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction 
of replacement housing elsewhere?  

Discussion 

The proposed project would not induce population growth, either directly or indirectly, or require 
the construction of replacement housing due to displacement of substantial groups of people. The 
proposed project consists of inspection and maintenance of an existing water pipeline and would 
not result in the displacement of housing and or people; therefore, no impact would occur. 
Establishment of a UTS conservation action site would not result in the displacement of housing 
or people. Although there is one unoccupied residence at the Stickleback Movie Ranch, the 
proposed project activities would be limited to restoration or enhancement activities and would 
not result in the displacement of this residence. No new impacts would occur.  

4.1.10 Public Services 

Thresholds of Significance 

 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: 

o Fire protection? 
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o Police protection? 

o Schools? 

o Parks? 

o Other public facilities? 

Discussion  

The proposed project would neither contribute to an increase in population in the surrounding 
areas nor have any effect on the existing level of public service or on any governmental facilities. 
No new housing would be constructed, and no additional demands on schools or parks would 
result. However, an emergency scenario, such as an earthquake or other unforeseen event, could 
affect all or parts of the Foothill Feeder and necessitate an unplanned, emergency pipeline 
dewatering and repair. An emergency situation would require coordination with Metropolitan’s 
lead communication center, the Operation Control Center at the Eagle Rock facility. Eagle Rock 
would evaluate the pressures throughout the entire system, not just the Foothill Feeder, and then 
would dictate how to quickly and safely dewater the pipeline. In order to do this, Eagle Rock 
would coordinate with appropriate fire and police protection services. In the case of an 
emergency, the proposed project may require coordination with fire and police services; 
however, the Metropolitan Operations and Maintenance team would perform the appropriate 
repairs necessary along the Foothill Feeder. Thus, the proposed project would not exceed 
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for any public 
services. Therefore, no new impact to public services would occur.  

4.1.11 Recreation 

Thresholds of Significance 

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

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

Discussion 

The proposed project would neither create additional housing nor substantially increase 
population numbers. Consequently, the proposed repairs would not increase the use of existing 
neighborhood or regional parks or other recreational facilities. In addition, the proposed project 
would not include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational 
facilities. No new recreation impacts would occur. 
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4.1.12 Transportation and Traffic 

Thresholds of Significance 

 Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing 
measures of effectiveness for the performance or 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? 

 Would the project 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? 

 Would the project 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? 

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

 Would the project result in inadequate emergency access?  

 Would the project 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 

The work at the Santa Clara River Blow-Off location may require two additional workers to 
assist with dewatering activities and to install and remove the submersible pumps. In addition, 
three workers would be required to install and remove the submersible pump at the additional 
work site (Station 342+12, pumpwell north of the Rejection Tower). An extremely minimal 
increase in traffic would occur at the work sites as a result of the small increase in number of 
workers. As mentioned previously in Section 4.1.6, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the 
additional work site and the Santa Clara River Blow-Off site are not located adjacent to major 
emergency routes through the Santa Clarita Valley (County of Los Angeles 2014a). The 
activities associated with the proposed project would not result in a change in air traffic patterns, 
because the nearest airport is located approximately 14 miles away. Access to the Santa Clara 
River Blow-Off site and the additional work site would not include access to local and major 
roadways. No new impact to transportation and traffic would occur due to the proposed project. 
There would be no change in conclusions made in the 2005 EIR. No new transportation and 
traffic impacts would occur.  
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4.1.13 Utilities and Service Systems  

Thresholds of Significance 

 Would the project exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the Los Angeles Region 
of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board? 

 Would the project 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? 

 Would the project 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? 

 Would the project have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from 
existing entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed? 

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

 Would the project be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to 
accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs? 

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

Discussion 

No wastewater would be generated by the proposed project. The proposed project would not 
involve residential, commercial, or institutional uses that would result in a new demand for 
water or would generate wastewater. The proposed project would be implemented to ensure the 
integrity of an existing water supply pipeline. Therefore, the proposed project would not result 
in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or the expansion of existing 
facilities. In addition, the project modifications would not increase the area of impervious 
surfaces and would not increase the amount of runoff in the area or contribute to runoff from 
adjacent urban development and paved roads. The project would occur in a utility right-of-
way. However, use of additional work site (pumpwell north of the Rejection Tower, Station 
342+12) for dewatering would involve releasing water into a concrete V-ditch that connects to 
the local storm drain. The highest discharge rate is approximately 5.8 acre-feet of water that 
would be pumped and released into a nearby concrete V-ditch that connects to the local storm 
drain. However, as discussed in Section 3.3, Hydrology and Water Quality, Metropolitan has 
never overflowed the V-ditch in the past so it would not be expected to overflow in the future. 
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Further, the highest discharge rate would be 6 cfs (gravity; approximately 2,700 gallons per 
minute) and would taper off to the pump rate (800 gallons per minute). When compared to the 
capacity of the local storm drains (into which the V-ditch ultimately flows), which are 
designed for a peak discharge from a 25-year storm, this rate of discharge is minor. The closest 
storm drain is a 54-inch-diameter line with a conveyance capacity of at least 92.1 cfs (County 
of Los Angeles 1989). Thus, the proposed project would not require the construction or 
expansion of new or existing storm drain facilities. The habitat restoration or enhancement 
activities taking place at the Stickleback Movie Ranch would not result in new demand for 
utilities because no residential, commercial, or industrial uses are involved. The proposed 
project would not involve increased demand or consumption of water or enable expansion of 
the capacity of the Foothill Feeder pipeline. Consequently, the proposed project would not 
affect existing entitlements and would not require new entitlements. The proposed project 
would not generate substantial amounts of solid waste. No new impacts to utilities and service 
systems would occur with the implementation of the proposed project. There would be no 
change in conclusions made in the 2005 EIR. 

4.2  GROWTH-INDUCEMENT IMPACTS 

Section 15126.2(d) of the CEQA Guidelines requires discussion of the ways in which a project 
could foster economic or population growth, or the construction of additional housing, either 
directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment. Such a discussion should also include 
projects that would remove obstacles to population growth and the characteristics of a project, 
which may encourage and/or facilitate other activities that, either individually or cumulatively, 
could significantly affect the environment. CEQA emphasizes that it should not be assumed that 
growth in an area is necessarily beneficial, detrimental, or of little significance.  

In general terms, a project may foster spatial, economic, or population growth in a geographic 
area if it results in growth of population concentration that exceeds those assumptions included 
in pertinent master plans, land use plans, or projections made by regional planning authorities. 
However, the creation of growth-inducing potential does not automatically lead to growth, 
whether it would be below or in exceedance of a projected level. The environmental effects of 
induced growth are secondary or indirect impacts of the proposed project. Secondary effects of 
growth could result in significant adverse environmental impacts, which could include 
increased demand on community or public services, increased traffic and noise, degradation of 
air and water quality, and conversion of agricultural land and open space to developed uses.  

The purpose and objective of the proposed modifications to the approved Foothill Feeder Repair 
and Future Inspections Project is to describe new information and changes to the original project 
consisting of (1) the potential for the project to result in incidental take of UTS as defined by the 
2015 California Supreme Court decision and how take of UTS would be addressed by 
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Metropolitan pursuant to Assembly Bill 2488 and California Fish and Game Code Section 
2081.10; (2) an additional work site (Station 342+12, pumpwell north of the Rejection Tower) 
that was not previously included in the 2005 EIR; (3) additional equipment at the Santa Clara 
River Blow-Off site to assist with shutdowns that were not previously included in the 2005 EIR; 
(4) the potential for emergency repairs requiring an unplanned shutdown and rapid dewatering of 
the pipeline; and (5) implementation of a UTS conservation action. As such, the proposed project 
modifications would not foster economic or population growth or the construction of additional 
housing in the surrounding environment.  

Metropolitan has a legally mandated responsibility to its member agencies. Its authority does not 
extend to control over the location or means of use of the water if it is put to proper municipal 
uses within the boundaries of Metropolitan’s service area. Metropolitan must plan for facilities, 
maintain existing facilities, and look to other sources of water to accommodate growth that is 
planned for and approved by cities and counties in which its member agencies provide water 
service. These facilities are planned and constructed to meet the demand created by population 
growth, but the facilities and their repairs would not directly foster growth or create development 
in undeveloped areas or encourage other activities that would significantly affect the 
environment. Furthermore, Assembly Bill 2488 stipulates that take of UTS associated with the 
proposed project applies to the periodic dewatering, inspection, maintenance, modification, or 
repair of the Foothill Feeder, and that “modification” does not include expanding the maximum 
physical capacity of the Foothill Feeder to deliver water. The proposed project would not result 
in additional pipeline capacity. Therefore, the proposed project modifications would not remove 
any obstacles to growth or in any way result in an increase in population or result in the 
construction of any new facilities.  

4.3  ENERGY CONSERVATION ANALYSIS 

CEQA provides that an EIR shall include a detailed statement identifying all significant effects 
on the environment of a proposed project, and mitigation measures proposed to minimize 
significant effects on the environment, including, but not limited to, “measures to reduce the 
wasteful, inefficient, and unnecessary consumption of energy” (California Public Resources 
Code, Section 21100(b)(1),(3)).  

4.3.1 Environmental Setting 

The proposed project would result in the consumption of energy in the form of petroleum. 
Appendix F of the CEQA Guidelines, Part II, Section B, states that the “Environmental Setting 
may include existing energy supplies and energy use patterns in the region and locality.” 
Consistent with this recommendation, this subsection describes the existing conditions in the 
project area in terms of the resources that could be affected by the proposed project, namely 
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petroleum. Changes in existing conditions with the implementation of the proposed project 
would come from petroleum use from worker trips and construction equipment, as well as 
increased diesel use from generators at the Santa Clara River Blow-Off location and similar 
equipment at the additional work site.  

Petroleum 

Transportation accounts for nearly 40% of California’s energy consumption according to the 
California Energy Commission (CEC 2013). In California, petroleum fuels refined from crude 
oil are the dominant source of energy for transportation sources. According to the U.S. Energy 
Information Administration, California used approximately 629 million barrels of petroleum in 
2014 (EIA 2016). This equates to a daily use of approximately 1.7 million barrels of petroleum. 
There are 42 U.S. gallons in a barrel, so California consumes approximately 72 million gallons 
of petroleum per day, adding up to an annual consumption of 26 billion gallons of petroleum.  

By sector, transportation accounts for 86.7% of California’s petroleum consumption, followed by 
11.6% for industrial uses, 1.0% for commercial, 0.8% for residential, and 0.02% for electric 
power uses (EIA 2016). Petroleum usage in California includes petroleum products such as 
motor gasoline, distillate fuel, liquefied petroleum gases, and jet fuel. Production of petroleum in 
the United States was 15 million barrels per day in 2015, which equates to 630 million gallons 
per day (EIA 2015). California has implemented policies to improve vehicle efficiency and to 
support use of alternative transportation. As such, the California Energy Commission anticipates 
an overall decrease of gasoline demand in the state over the next decade. 

4.3.2 Thresholds of Significance 

The CEQA Guidelines provide no specific thresholds for impacts associated with energy 
consumption. However, Appendix F of the CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15000 et seq.) provides 
guidance for evaluating whether a development project may result in significant impacts with 
regard to energy. The criteria that were used to evaluate the significance of project impacts to 
energy consumption are based on the following questions (Thresholds 4.3.1-1 through 4.3.1-3) 
based on guidance provided in Appendix F, Energy Consumption, of the CEQA Guidelines. 
Threshold 4.3.1-4 (based on Question b, Section XVIII (Mandatory Findings of Significance) of 
Appendix G) was added to determine cumulative energy impacts from the proposed project. 

 Threshold 4.3.1-1: Would the project result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary 
consumption of energy? 

 Threshold 4.3.1-2: Would the project conflict with existing energy standards  
and regulations? 
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 Threshold 4.3.1-3: Would the project place a significant demand on local and regional 
energy supplies or require a substantial amount of additional capacity? 

 Threshold 4.3.1-4: Would the project have energy impacts that are individually limited, 
but cumulatively considerable?  

4.3.3 Project Impacts 

4.3.3.1 Methods of Analysis 

In accordance with Appendix F, this Supplemental EIR includes relevant information and analyses 
that address the energy implications of the proposed project. This section presents a summary of the 
proposed project’s anticipated energy needs, impacts, and conservation measures. Potential impacts 
to energy consumption were based on carbon dioxide (CO2) emission data. The proposed project’s 
energy needs have been estimated using the CalEEMod outputs presented in Appendix C of this 
Supplemental EIR. The emissions model contains outputs of CO2 emissions associated with the 
proposed project. The CO2 emissions data gathered from this model was converted into gallons of 
gasoline or diesel using the conversion factors of CO2 to gallons of petroleum gathered from the 
Climate Registry (2016). The conversion factor for gasoline is 9.13 kilograms CO2 per gallon (kg 
CO2/gallon) and the conversion factor for diesel is 10.35 kg CO2/gallon (Climate Registry 2016).  

4.3.3.2 Impacts Analysis 

Threshold 4.3.1-1:  Would the project result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary 
consumption of energy?  

Petroleum 

Summary of Relevant Information in 2005 EIR 

As described in Section 8.3, Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes, of the 2005 EIR, 
dewatering activities associated with the proposed project would contribute to the incremental 
depletion of resources, including renewable and non-renewable resources. Non-renewable 
resources, such as petroleum products and aggregate (e.g., crushed rock used for road base or road) 
are considered to be commodities, which are available in a finite supply. Therefore, the 
replacement of these resources would not occur over the life of the project. Commodities such as 
petroleum products are readily available but are finite in supply, given the length of time 
required by the natural process to create them. The demand for all such resources is expected to 
increase regardless of whether or not the project is implemented. If not consumed by this project, 
these resources would likely be committed to other residential, commercial, public service, or 
industrial projects in the region. Furthermore, the investment of resources in the project would be 
typical of the level of investment normally required for this type of dewatering, repair, 
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inspection, and maintenance project. As such, the 2005 EIR concluded that provided all energy 
conservation standards are followed, no wasteful use of energy or construction resources is 
anticipated. To bolster the conclusions made in the 2005 EIR, this section presents an analysis of 
energy consumption from all components of the proposed project.  

Take of UTS  

Take of UTS would not result in energy consumption. Therefore, no energy impact would occur. 

Additional Work Site 

In addition to the 18 work sites identified in the 2005 EIR, Metropolitan typically uses Station 
342+12 (pumpwell north of the Rejection Tower) along the Foothill Feeder to assist with water 
discharge during a typical shutdown. Similar equipment used at other dewatering would be used 
at this location. More specifically, work at this location would require one 125 kW generator and 
one submersible pump. The work force at this blow-off location was assumed to consist of a 
utility truck and three workers to install and remove the submersible pump. The analysis includes 
fuel consumed by the generator, generator haul, and worker trips. Worker trips are 
conservatively estimated to include six worker trips per dewatering period to install and remove 
the submersible pump. Generator haul includes two trips to bring the generators to and from the 
project site. Estimated fuel consumption from this project site is summarized in Table 4-2. 

Table 4-2 
Total Petroleum Consumption from Dewatering 

Source Pieces of Equipment Trips MT CO2 Fuel 
Kg CO2/ 
Gallon Gallons 

Petroleum Consumption from Dewatering Proposed Project Components 

Additional Equipment at Santa Clara River Blow-Off 

Additional generators Two 1,000 kW generators 0 189.49 Diesel 10.35 18,308.21 

Generator haul One haul truck  4 0.16 Diesel 10.35 15.45 

Vendor trips  One utility truck 2 0.18 Diesel 10.35 17.39 

Worker trips Two gasoline-powered vehicles 28 0.15 Gasoline 9.13 16.13 

Additional Work Site – Pumpwell North of the Rejection Tower (Station No. 342+12) 

Generators One 125 kW generator 0 2.20 Diesel 10.35 212.53 

Generator haul One haul truck 2 0.08 Diesel 10.35 7.52 

Worker trips Three gasoline-powered vehicles 6 0.07 Gasoline 9.13 7.12 

Petroleum Consumption from Dewatering Equipment Outlined in 2005 EIR 

Charlie Canyon (Station No. 97+43) 

Generators One 125 kW generator 0 1.05 Diesel 10.35 101.45 

Generator haul One haul truck 2 0.08 Diesel 10.35 7.73 

San Francisquito Canyon High Rise (Station No. 287+70) 

Generators One 125 kW generator 0 2.51 Diesel 10.35 242.51 
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Table 4-2 
Total Petroleum Consumption from Dewatering 

Source Pieces of Equipment Trips MT CO2 Fuel 
Kg CO2/ 
Gallon Gallons 

Generator haul One haul truck 2 0.08 Diesel 10.35 7.73 

Worker trips Four gasoline-powered vehicles 8 0.09 Gasoline 9.13 9.86 

San Francisquito Canyon Low Rise (Station No. 321+40) 

Generators One 125 kW generator 0 2.56 Diesel 10.35 247.34 

Generator haul One haul truck 4 0.08 Diesel 10.35 7.73 

Worker trips Four gasoline-powered vehicles 8 0.09 Gasoline 9.13 9.86 

Santa Clara River Blow-Off (Station No. 383+20) 

Generators Two 125 kW generators 0 17.16 Diesel 10.35 1,657.97 

Generator haul One utility truck 2 0.08 Diesel 10.35 7.73 

Placerita Canyon (Station No. 521+20) 

Generators One 125 kW generator 0 2.21 Diesel 10.35 213.53 

Generator haul One haul truck 2 0.08 Diesel 10.35 7.73 

Worker trips Four gasoline-powered vehicles 8 0.09 Gasoline 9.13 9.86 

Total  21,115.68 
Sources: Appendix C; Climate Registry 2016.  
Notes: MT = metric ton; CO2 = carbon dioxide; kg = kilogram; kW = kilowatt.  
Fuel consumption was analyzed per dewatering session; worker tips are calculated to include all workers at each site per dewatering session. 

Use of Additional Equipment at Santa Clara River Blow-Off 

The 2005 EIR described equipment usage at the Santa Clara River Blow-Off site (Station No. 
383+90). Additional equipment at this site that was not previously identified in the 2005 EIR 
includes up to two additional generators (1,000 kW each) and two additional submersible pumps. 
The additional generators would contribute to fuel consumption. It is assumed in this analysis 
that the additional generators would run on diesel fuel. Gasoline consumption at this location 
was conservatively estimated to include two additional workers to assist with dewatering 
activities and to install and remove the submersible pumps. It is assumed in the analysis that 
worker trips take into account the commutes for the two additional workers to and from the site 
and would contribute up to 4 trips per day, resulting in 28 trips for the 7-day period of 
dewatering activities. It is assumed that the generator haul would require 4 trips, and would 
include transportation of the equipment and materials to and from the project site. Vendor trips 
account for 4 trips per 7-day dewatering period, which conservatively estimates driving trips that 
may occur for any supplies that may be needed for the generators (e.g., gasoline, equipment). 

Calculations for total fuel demand from dewatering of the pipeline, including the use of 
additional equipment at this site, are included in Table 4-2.  
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Dewatering for Emergency Repairs  

The equipment, personnel, and intensity of equipment use for emergency repairs would be 
similar to what is required during planned repairs or inspections. Therefore, emergency repairs 
would result in energy demands comparable to what occurs during normal inspection and 
maintenance activities. An emergency scenario would have the potential to necessitate an 
unplanned, emergency pipeline dewatering and repair, including replacement of badly damaged 
segments of the facility. Emergency repairs could have the potential to involve entry into the 
pipeline and/or excavation of a trench around the affected area of pipeline. In those cases, partial 
or full shutdown of the Foothill Feeder may be required as soon as possible and as rapidly as 
possible. Although Metropolitan cannot control the timing and scheduling of dewatering in an 
emergency scenario, the flow would be up to 100% valve opening, similar to standard 
dewatering flow prior to the development of the 2005 Release Plan. Thus, such discharges would 
differ from planned shutdowns in that the flow would be 100% valve opening and would not be 
partially opened incrementally, as described in the Release Plan. The amount of energy needed to 
dewater the pipeline is outlined below. The energy needed to dewater the pipeline has been 
estimated using CalEEMod outputs presented in Appendix C of this Supplemental EIR. Input 
variables related to equipment were taken from Appendix B of the 2005 EIR (Metropolitan 
2005). The emissions model outputs provide CO2 emissions associated with the proposed 
project. The outputs from CalEEMod were used to calculate fuel consumption (in gallons) for 
each dewatering location. Calculations are included in Table 4-2, and conservatively estimate the 
total amount of fuel necessary for an emergency repair from all dewatering stations. Fuel-
generating equipment and assumptions for analysis are outlined below.  

Castaic Valley (Station No. 17+40) 

The Castaic Valley Blow-Off does not require pumping following the gravity discharge of the 
line. No equipment would be needed and therefore no energy would be consumed.  

Charlie Canyon (Station No. 97+43) 

Equipment at Charlie Canyon would include one 125 kW trailer-mounted generator and one 
6-inch submersible pump. The generators are expected to run for a duration of 21 hours. One 
utility truck is used to install and remove the submersible pump (Metropolitan 2005). 
Information from the 2005 EIR was used to estimate the energy used at this site for dewatering. 
No vendor trips and worker trips would occur at this location.  

San Francisquito Canyon High-Rise (Station No. 287+70) 

Equipment necessary at the San Francisquito Canyon High-Rise Blow-Off would include one 
125 kW trailer-mounted generator and two 8-inch submersible pumps. Generators are expected 
to operate for 48.1 hours during a dewatering scenario. In addition, one 30-ton crane would be 
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used to install and remove the submersible pumps, and two-man crews at 12-hour shifts are 
required during the dewatering operation. A three-man crew is used to install and remove the 
submersible pumps (Metropolitan 2005).  

San Francisquito Canyon Low-Rise (Station No. 321+40) 

Equipment at the San Francisquito Canyon Low-Rise Blow-Off would include one 125 kW 
trailer-mounted generator and one 6-inch submersible pump. It is assumed that the generators 
would operate for 48 hours during dewatering activities (Metropolitan 2005).  

Santa Clara River Blow-Off (Station No. 383+90) 

The equipment used for dewatering at this work site was outlined in the 2005 EIR and includes 
trailer-mounted outdoor light stands, two 125 kW trailer-mounted generators, three submersible 
pumps (one 12-inch pump and two 8-inch pumps), a 30-ton crane to support dewatering 
operations and remove roof slabs, and a boom truck to install and remove the submersible 
pumps. The work force at this location would consist of two-man crews on 12-hour shifts during 
the dewatering activities, and a three-man crew to install and remove the submersible pumps 
(Metropolitan 2005). Energy use from the 2005 equipment was not previously analyzed in the 
2005 EIR and is estimated in Table 4-2. It is estimated that the generators would emit 17.16 MT 
CO2 per year. It is also conservatively estimated that construction haul would include two trips to 
transport the equipment to and from the project site. Petroleum consumption at this blow-off site 
from equipment described in the 2005 EIR is estimated to be 1,666.73 gallons. As part of the 
proposed project, additional equipment would be added to this location. The energy consumption 
from the additional equipment at this site was analyzed above.  

Placerita Canyon (Station No. 521+20) 

Equipment at the Placerita Canyon location would include one 125 kW trailer-mounted generator 
and two 8-inch submersible pumps. It is assumed that the generators would run for 41 hours 
during dewatering. Additional equipment includes a utility truck to support dewatering 
operations, a 30-ton crane to install and remove the submersible pump, two-man crews on 12-
hour shifts during dewatering, a three-man crew to install and remove pumps, and trailer-
mounted outdoor light stands. 

As outlined in Table 4-2, 21,115.68 gallons of fuel would be consumed during the dewatering 
and inspection activities during an emergency. Total fuel consumption includes all equipment 
outlined in the 2005 EIR as well the use of additional equipment at the Santa Clara River Blow-
Off and the additional equipment at the additional work site, Station No. 342+12.  
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UTS Conservation Action 

As discussed in Chapter 3 under “UTS Conservation Action,” to meet the conservation standard 
in Section 2805(d) of the California Fish and Game Code, Metropolitan proposes conservation 
measures in the form of preserving, enhancing, or restoring a suitable site. It is assumed that the 
construction duration for the site restoration or enhancement activities would be approximately 
3 months, and that construction equipment would include one mini-excavator, one front loader, 
two dump trucks, three pick-up trucks, one hand auger, and one water truck. Construction work 
would occur Monday–Friday from 7:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.  

Petroleum would be consumed throughout the construction of the UTS conservation action site. 
Fuel consumed by construction equipment would be the primary energy resource expended over 
the course of construction, while construction worker commutes would also account for 
petroleum consumption. It is assumed in this analysis that construction workers would travel to 
and from the site in gasoline-powered passenger vehicles. In addition, it is assumed that 
construction efforts would involve five to seven workers. Based on this assumption, it is 
calculated that construction workers would total 14 trips per day (2 trips for each worker), which 
would account for 364 total trips for the duration of the 3-month construction period.  

The equipment used for construction would be required to conform to the California Air 
Resources Board (CARB) regulations and state emissions standards and would provide evidence 
of related fuel efficiencies. There are no unusual project characteristics or construction processes 
that would require the use of equipment that would be more energy intensive than is used for 
comparable activities, or equipment that would not conform to current emissions standards (and 
related fuel efficiencies). Equipment used for construction was estimated based on the 
assumptions made in Chapter 3. It is assumed that construction would take 3 months, and would 
occur 5 days a week for 10 hours each day. Based on these assumptions, it is estimated that the 
duration of construction would be 600 hours.  

Calculations for petroleum demand associated with the UTS conservation action are provided in 
Table 4-3. Off-road equipment used would include one loader and one mini-excavator to assist 
with grading. Vendor trips conservatively estimate driving trips that may need to occur in order 
to transport any necessary supplies to and from the project site (e.g., soil, equipment). It is 
assumed that 12 vendor trips would take place, and equipment would include one water truck 
and two dump trucks. Worker trips are conservatively estimated to calculate fuel consumed by 
workers driving to and from the project site during the 3-month construction period.  
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Table 4-3 
Petroleum Demand from the UTS Conservation Action 

Source Equipment Trips MT CO2 Fuel 
Kg CO2 / 
Gallon Gallons 

Off-road equipment  One loader and one mini-excavator 0 51.78 Diesel 10.35 5,002.90 

Vendor trips One water truck and two dump trucks 12 11.87 Diesel 10.35 1,146.86 

Worker trips Seven personal gasoline-powered vehicles 364 5.99 Gasoline 9.13 656.08 

Total 6,805.84 
Sources: Appendix C; Climate Registry 2016.  
Notes: MT = metric tons; CO2 = carbon dioxide; kg = kilogram.  
Worker trips are calculated to include commutes for all workers during 3-month construction period. 

Conclusion 

In summary, the activities described in this Supplemental EIR would consume an estimated 
27,922 gallons of petroleum. According to the U.S. Energy Information Administration, 
California used approximately 629 million barrels of petroleum in 2014 (EIA 2016). This 
equates to a daily use of approximately 1.7 million barrels of petroleum. There are 42 U.S. 
gallons in a barrel, so California consumes approximately 72 million gallons of petroleum per 
day, adding up to an annual consumption of 26 billion gallons of petroleum. Based on these 
assumptions, the anticipated increase in consumption of petroleum associated with the UTS 
conservation action and activities that would take place during one dewatering period is 
0.000096% of the statewide use. Therefore, petroleum use from all parts of the proposed 
project would be negligible compared to statewide use. Therefore, impacts to energy 
consumption would be less than significant.  

Level of Significance Absent Mitigation Measures: Energy consumption impacts would be 
less than significant.  

Mitigation Measures: None required. 

Level of Significance With Mitigation Measures: Impacts relating to energy consumption 
would be less than significant with no mitigation measures required. Energy impacts were not 
analyzed in the 2005 EIR. No new impact to energy resources would occur due to unnecessary or 
wasteful energy consumption.  

Threshold 4.3.1-2:  Would the project conflict with existing energy standards  
and regulations?  

Summary of Relevant Information in 2005 EIR 

The 2005 EIR concluded that, provided all energy conservation standards are followed, no 
wasteful use of energy or construction resources is anticipated.  
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Take of UTS  

Take of UTS would not result in energy consumption. Therefore, no energy standards or 
regulations impacts would occur. 

Additional Work Site  

Title 17 of California Code of Regulations, Section 93115, aims to reduce diesel particulate 
matter and criteria pollutant emissions from stationary diesel-fueled compression ignition (CI) 
engines. This regulation applies to any person who owns and operates a stationary CI engine in 
California with a rated brake horsepower greater than 50 (>50 bhp) or (37.28 kW). Title 17 
regulates the amount of operating time to no more than 200 hours cumulatively per calendar year 
and prohibits operating of an in-use stationary emergency standby diesel-fueled CI engine that 
are within 500 feet of school during school hours, with the exception of an emergency situation. 
In accordance with this regulation, Metropolitan would ensure that operation of the generators 
would not exceed 200 hours per year. The additional work site (Station 342+12, pumpwell north 
of the Rejection Tower) is located approximately 629 feet from Charles Helmers Elementary 
School and is not subject to operation restrictions during school hours.  

In addition, Rule 1470 was adopted by SCAQMD to control particulate matter emissions from 
Stationary Diesel Fueled Internal Combustion engines. This regulation requires that new and in-
use stationary CI engines that have a rated brake horsepower of greater than 50 (37.28 kW), use 
CARB Diesel Fuel, or an alternative diesel fuel that meets the requirements of the Verification 
Procedure for fuels. Metropolitan would ensure that generators meet specified fuel criteria. Rule 
1470 also prohibits operating a stationary diesel-fueled CI engine for emergency and non-
emergency purposes within 500 feet or less of a school during school hours. As stated above, due 
to the distance between the maintenance site and Charles Helmers Elementary School, the 
additional work site is not subject to this operational restriction. Rule 1470 sets forth diesel 
particulate matter standards of 0.15 grams per brake horsepower-hour or less. Metropolitan 
would comply with the regulations set by Rule 1470. Therefore, the proposed project would not 
conflict with existing energy standards and regulations at the additional site. Therefore, energy 
standards and regulations impacts would be less than significant.  

Use of Additional Equipment at Santa Clara River Blow-Off 

The use of additional equipment at the Santa Clara River Blow-Off would be subject to Title 17 
of the California Code of Regulations, Section 93115, and Rule 1470, as described previously. 
Metropolitan would ensure the additional generators would comply with the operating time 
restrictions in Title 17. In addition, the Santa Clara River Blow-Off is located approximately 
0.25 miles from an existing school and exceeds that 500-foot distance requirement described in 
Rule 1470; therefore, the restrictions to operation times would not apply. Rule 1470 requires the 
use of CARB Diesel Fuel, or an alternative diesel fuel that meets the requirements of the 
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verification procedure for fuels for new and in-use stationary CI engines. Metropolitan would 
ensure compliance with these regulations. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict 
with existing energy standards and regulations at the Santa Clara River Blow-Off location, and 
energy standards and regulations impacts would be less than significant.  

Dewatering for Emergency Repairs  

Because equipment, personnel, and intensity of use of the equipment would be similar to what is 
required during planned repairs and inspections, the emergency repairs would not cause new 
impacts in regards to compliance with existing energy standards and regulations. 

UTS Conservation Action  

It is assumed that the construction of the UTS conservation action site would include minimal 
construction equipment and would be temporary (3 months) and that the construction equipment 
would operate on petroleum. Construction would comply with the CARB anti-idling regulations 
for construction equipment, which would include prohibiting truck idling in excess of 5 minutes. 
Impacts to existing energy standards and regulations would be less than significant.  

Level of Significance Absent Mitigation Measures: Impacts to existing energy standards and 
regulations would be less than significant.  

Mitigation Measures: None required.  

Level of Significance With Mitigation Measures: Impacts relating to existing energy standards 
would be less than significant with no mitigation measures required. Energy standards and 
regulations were not outlined in the 2005 EIR. The level of significance for energy standards and 
regulations under the proposed project would not change.  

Threshold 4.3.1-3:  Would the project place significant demand on local and regional energy 
supplies or require a substantial amount of additional capacity? 

Summary of Relevant Information in 2005 EIR 

The 2005 EIR concluded that, provided all energy conservation standards are followed, no 
wasteful use of energy or construction resources is anticipated.  

All Proposed Project Components  

As previously described above, the anticipated increase in consumption of petroleum associated 
with a single inspection and maintenance cycle coupled by the restoration and enhancement 
activities associated with the UTS conservation action is 0.000065% of the statewide use. 
Although the project would see an increase in petroleum use compared to existing conditions 
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during construction of the habitat restoration or enhancement site, use of additional equipment 
at the Santa Clara River Blow-Off location and at the additional work site, and dewatering 
activities, the use is a small fraction of the statewide use. It should also be noted that during the 
lifetime of the project, fuel consumption from the additional equipment at the Santa Clara 
River Blow-Off location and equipment usage at the additional work site is expected to 
decrease, due to newer technology. In addition, the construction that would take place at the 
potential UTS conservation action site would be short term (3 months); therefore, fuel 
consumption at the habitat restoration or enhancement site would also decrease over the 
lifetime of the proposed project. Because petroleum use from all parts of the project would be 
negligible compared to statewide use and would be expected to decrease over time, impacts to 
local or regional energy supplies would be less than significant.  

Level of Significance Absent Mitigation Measures: Impacts would be less than significant.  

Mitigation Measures: None required.  

Level of Significance With Mitigation Measures: Impacts relating to local and regional energy 
demands would be less than significant, with no mitigation measures required. Energy impacts 
were not analyzed in the 2005 EIR. No new impact to energy resources would occur.  

Threshold 4.3.1-4:  Would the project have energy consumption impacts that are 
individually limited, but cumulatively considerable?  

Summary of Relevant Information in 2005 EIR 

The 2005 EIR concluded that, provided all energy conservation standards are followed, no 
wasteful use of energy or construction resources is anticipated.  

All Proposed Project Components  

The proposed project would contribute to cumulative energy consumption in the region in the 
form of petroleum. The additional equipment at Santa Clara River Blow-Off as well as the 
additional work site would require the use of petroleum for powering of the generators, truck 
trips needed to transport equipment, and worker commutes to and from the project site. As 
described in Threshold 4.3.1-2, the proposed project is required to comply with regulations for 
in-use stationary emergency standby diesel-generators and in-use stationary CI engines (Title 17 
CCR Section 93115 and Rule 1470, respectively). All future projects that involve the operation 
of diesel generators would be required to comply with the same regulations. In addition, during 
the lifetime of the project, fuel consumption from diesel-powered generators from future projects 
is expected to decrease due to the adoption of newer technology. Petroleum is also consumed 
during construction of the habitat restoration site associated with the UTS conservation action 
through off-road equipment used for grading, truck trips needed to transport supplies to and from 
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the project site, and worker commutes. The equipment used for construction of the UTS 
conservation action site would be required to conform to the CARB regulations and state 
emissions standards and would provide evidence for related fuel efficiencies. All future projects 
would be required to comply with the same regulations during construction. Although the 
proposed project and related projects would increase petroleum consumption in the region, 
energy efficiency is expected to increase over time due to the adoption of newer technology. In 
addition, the proposed project and related projects are required to comply with regulations that 
reduce particulate matter and regulate the operation of diesel engines at the work sites along 
Foothill Feeder. Construction of the proposed UTS conservation action site and related projects 
would be temporary and would comply with regulations, such as CARB anti-idling regulations, 
to reduce petroleum consumption. Thus, cumulative impacts to energy consumption would be 
less than significant. 

Level of Significance Absent Mitigation Measures: Impacts would be less than significant.  

Mitigation Measures: None required.  

Level of Significance With Mitigation Measures: Impacts relating to cumulative energy 
consumption would be less than significant, with no mitigation measures required. Energy 
impacts were not analyzed in the 2005 EIR. No new impact to energy resources would occur.  
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APPENDIX B 

2005 NOP Comment Letters  
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EXHIBIT 1
Notice of Preparation Comments
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The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 1 Foothill Feeder Repair and Future Inspections Project Final EIR
November 2005

This section of the Final Enviromental Impact Report (Final EIR) presents copies of letters and comments
received on the Notice of Preparation for the Foothill Feeder Repair and Future Inspections Draft
Environmental Impact Report Draft EIR.  These comments were inadvertently omitted from Appendix A
of the Draft EIR.  All comments received were considered by Metropolitan in the preparation of the Draft
EIR.  Below is a maxtrix summarizing the comments received on the Notice of Preparation and the
location where these comments were addressed within the Draft EIR and/or Metropolitan’s response as
to why a comment was not applicable to the project.

Summary of Comments In Response to
Notice of Preparation

Respondent Summary of Comment

Where Comment is Addressed
in EIR or Metropolitan
Response to Comment

South Coast Air
Quality Management
District

Lead Agency should use CEQA
Air Quality Handbook and
URBEMIS 2002 Model.

Please refer to Section 5.1, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR
on pages 5.1-1, 5.1-11, and 5.1-12 where it is indicated
that Metropolitan used the CEQA Air Quality Handbook
and URBEMIS 2002 Model.

Lead Agency should identify
construction and operational air
quality impacts.

Please refer to Section 5.1, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR
on pages 5.1-13 to 5.1-18 where air quality impacts are
identified.

Lead Agency should perform a
localized significance analysis.

The South Coast Air Quality Management District’s
(SCAQMD) localized significance threshold (LST)
methodology is intended to identify ambient air quality
impacts due to construction (and in some cases,
operation) of various types of development projects at
nearby sensitive receptors.  The criteria pollutants of
concern are nitrogen oxides (NOx), carbon monoxide
(CO), and fine particulate matter (PM10). The SCAQMD
has developed “lookup tables” that can be used to
determine the maximum allowable daily emissions that
would satisfy the localized significance criteria (i.e., not
cause an exceedance of the applicable concentration
limits). The allowable emission rates depend on (a) the
Source Receptor Area in which the project is located, (b)
the size of the project site (1, 2, or 5 acres), and (c) the
distance between the project site and the nearest
sensitive receptor (e.g., residences, schools, hospitals).
The lookup tables assume all of the emissions consist of
(a) exhaust from mobile construction equipment and
(b) fugitive dust from soil disturbance.  The Foothill
Feeder project will involve relatively minor grading at
numerous sites over a wide geographic area; thus, the
fugitive dust emissions at each site would be minor.  In
addition to limited mobile construction equipment,
portable engine-generators will be employed to power
dewatering equipment.  The engine-generators would
be the primary source of NOx and CO emissions.
Because of the relatively small size of the actual project
sites (typically less than one-quarter acre), relatively
short construction periods, and the enhanced dispersion
characteristics of a stationary source (e.g., the portable
engine-generators) compared to those of mobile
equipment, it is expected that each of the project
construction sites would result in much lower impacts
than the LST thresholds.
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The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 2 Foothill Feeder Repair and Future Inspections Project Final EIR
November 2005

Respondent Summary of Comment

Where Comment is Addressed
in EIR or Metropolitan
Response to Comment

Perform a mobile source health
risk assessment.

Neither CEQA, the SCAQMD C E Q A  Air Quality
Handbook nor any other regulation requires a screening
health risk assessment for construction activity.  Under
CEQA, as well as the Air Toxics "Hot Spots" Information
and Assessment Act, Health and Safety Code Section
44300 et seq., health risk assessments are performed for
certain source facilities generating hazardous emissions
and are based upon an assumption of a 70-year period
of continuous exposure at the nearest residential
receptor location.  See Air Toxics Hot Spots Program
Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments
(CA Office of Environmental Health Hazard
Assessment, August 2003).  This requirement does not
apply to construction activity, which is not considered a
stationary source and is temporary in nature.

In the event that the project
generates significant air quality
impacts, CEQA requires that all
feasible mitigation measures
that go beyond what is required
by law be utilized during
construction and operation to
minimize  or  e l iminate
significant adverse air quality
impacts.

As identified in the Draft EIR, the project would not
result in air quality impacts, with the exception of NOx.
However, as identified and considered within the Draft
EIR on page 5.1-18, no feasible mitigation measures exist
to reduce this impact to less than significant.

California
Department of Fish
and Game

The Draft EIR should include a
complete recent assessment of
flora and fauna within and
adjacent to the project area with
particular emphasis upon
ident i fy ing Endangered,
Threatened, and locally unique
species and sensitive habitats.

Please refer to Section 5.2, Biological Resources, of the
Draft EIR on pages 5.2-1 to 5.2-35 which includes an
assessment of both sensitive and common flora and
fauna within the project area.

The Draft EIR should include a
thorough discussion of direct,
indirect, and cumulative
impacts expected to adversely
affect biological resources, with
specific measures to offset such
impacts.

Please refer to Section 5.2, Biological Resources of the
Draft EIR on pages 5.2-20 to 5.2-36 which includes an
assessment of both direct, indirect, and cumulative
impacts as well as mitigation measures to offset impacts.

A range of alternatives should
be analyzed to ensure that
alternatives are fully considered
and evaluated.

Please refer to Section 7.0 of the Draft EIR where
alternatives that reduce biological resources and other
issues are addressed.
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The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 3 Foothill Feeder Repair and Future Inspections Project Final EIR
November 2005

Respondent Summary of Comment

Where Comment is Addressed
in EIR or Metropolitan
Response to Comment

A California Endangered
Species Act (CESA) permit must
be obtained, if the project has
the potential to result in “take”
of plants or animals listed
under CESA either during
construction or over the project.

As indicated in the Draft EIR, no “take” would occur as
a result of the project.  Metropolitan has prepared a
Shutdown/Release Plan that proposes incrementally
opening blow-off valves to maintain average valve
openings of 50 percent (which corresponds to average
discharge flow rates of 22 to 29 percent of maximum)
during the shutdown and dewatering phase, resulting
in an overall lower discharge rate over a longer period.
This approach would serve to mimic natural flood flow
regimes and would ultimately produce a hydrograph
that avoids sudden up or down “spikes.”  The water
discharges are also proposed to occur in February, a
time of year that coincides with typically higher water
flows in the creeks and river. Discharging the water
incrementally over a longer period at a time of year in
which water flows are typically higher, together with
other fish avoidance and erosion and sedimentation
control  measures included in both the
Shutdown/Release Plan and in Draft EIR Section 5.3,
Hydrology and Water Quality, would serve to minimize
scouring of habitat and streambank erosion and would
ultimately avoid the potential for mortality,
displacement, stranding, or any other form of “take.”

The Department opposes the
elimination of watercourses and
their  channel izat ion or
conversion to subsurface drains.
A Streambed Alteration
Agreement pursuant to Section
1600 prior to any direct or
indirect impact to a lake or
stream.

Upon review of the requirements for a Streambed
Alteration Agreement, Metropolitan believes that, with
implementation of the Release Plan and mitigation
measures to reduce erosion (e.g., placement of
sandbags), the project avoids direct or indirect impacts
to the bed, bank, or channel or associated riparian
resources of jurisdictional drainages.
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APPENDIX C 

Air Quality/Greenhouse Gas/Energy Data  
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Trips and VMT - 2 additional personnel, 1 additional vendor truck, and 2 hauling truck were conservatively assumed to be required to support operation of 
the proposed generators.
Grading - No grading is required for the proposed project.

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - Tier 4 final equipment was assumed for proposed generators.

Stationary Sources - Emergency Generators and Fire Pumps - Operational emissions were not used in the air quality analysis.

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics - Operational year 2017.

Land Use – The proposed project site is approximately 1 acre in size.

Construction Phase - CalEEMods construction tables were used to estimate emissions related to dewatering activities because the activity associated with 
the project was best represented using the construction schedule and equipment tabs. However, the proposed project's emissions are analyzed using the 
SCAQMD operational thresholds. Construction schedule information was provided by the Metropolitan. 

Off-road Equipment - Off-road equipment information was provided by Metropolitan.

Off-road Equipment - Two 1,000 kW generators are proposed. 1,000 kw = 1341 HP.

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

702.44 CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.029 N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006

31

Climate Zone 9 Operational Year 2017

Utility Company Southern California Edison

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days)

Floor Surface Area Population

User Defined Industrial 1.00 User Defined Unit 1.00 0.00 0

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.1 Page 1 of 1 Date: 3/8/2017 10:18 AM

Foothill Feeder - South Coast AQMD Air District, Summer

Foothill Feeder - Santa Clarita Blowoff Site Emssions
South Coast AQMD Air District, Summer
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2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)
Unmitigated Construction

tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 0.00 2.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 5.00 4.00

tblStationaryGeneratorsPumpsUse NumberOfEquipment 0.00 2.00

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 0.00 4.00

tblStationaryGeneratorsPumpsUse HoursPerDay 0.00 24.00

tblStationaryGeneratorsPumpsUse HoursPerYear 0.00 160.00

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2018 2017

tblStationaryGeneratorsPumpsUse HorsePowerValue 0.00 1,000.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 6.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 7.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 6.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblLandUse LotAcreage 0.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 84.00 1,341.00

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 6/22/2017 12/7/2017

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 6/14/2017 12/1/2017

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 2.00 7.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDaysWeek 5.00 7.00

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 2.00

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 4 Final

tblAreaCoating Area_EF_Parking 100 0

tblConstDustMitigation WaterUnpavedRoadVehicleSpeed 40 15

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value
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2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 84.59 84.07 0.00 84.59 84.45

NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

79.97 47.77 -123.61 0.00

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.0000 59,833.22
53

59,833.225
3

2.8446 0.0000 59,904.34
13

0.0675 1.6838 1.7513 0.0183 1.6836 1.7019Maximum 6.3403 235.6914 273.3594 0.5266

0.0000 59,833.22
53

59,833.225
3

2.8446 0.0000 59,904.34
13

0.0675 1.6838 1.7513 0.0183 1.6836 1.70192017 6.3403 235.6914 273.3594 0.5266

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 59,833.22
54

59,833.225
4

2.8446 0.0000 59,904.34
13

0.0675 10.9248 10.9923 0.0183 10.9246 10.9429Maximum 31.6480 451.2796 122.2482 0.5266

0.0000 59,833.22
54

59,833.225
4

2.8446 0.0000 59,904.34
13

0.0675 10.9248 10.9923 0.0183 10.9246 10.94292017 31.6480 451.2796 122.2482 0.5266

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10
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3.0 Construction Detail

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

40,296.67
81

40,296.678
1

5.6496 0.0000 40,437.91
81

0.0000 11.5875 11.5875 0.0000 11.5875 11.5875Total 78.7713 352.2599 200.8500 0.3785

40,296.67
78

40,296.677
8

5.6496 40,437.91
78

11.5875 11.5875 11.5875 11.5875Stationary 78.7713 352.2599 200.8499 0.3785

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Mobile 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Area 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

40,296.67
81

40,296.678
1

5.6496 0.0000 40,437.91
81

0.0000 11.5875 11.5875 0.0000 11.5875 11.5875Total 78.7713 352.2599 200.8500 0.3785

40,296.67
78

40,296.677
8

5.6496 40,437.91
78

11.5875 11.5875 11.5875 11.5875Stationary 78.7713 352.2599 200.8499 0.3785

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Mobile 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Area 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10
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Use Cleaner Engines for Construction Equipment

Water Exposed Area

Reduce Vehicle Speed on Unpaved Roads

Clean Paved Roads

3.2 Grading - 2017
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Grading 2 4.00 2.00 4.00 14.70

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle 
Class

Hauling 
Vehicle 
Class

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 0.00 97 0.37

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 0 0.00 247 0.40

Grading Graders 0 0.00 187 0.41

Load Factor

Grading Generator Sets 2 24.00 1341 0.74

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power

7

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0; Striped Parking Area: 0 
(Architectural Coating – sqft)

End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Grading Grading 12/1/2017 12/7/2017 7

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date
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Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

155.4141 155.4141 9.3300e-
003

155.64750.0675 3.6300e-
003

0.0711 0.0183 3.4600e-
003

0.0217Total 0.0396 0.4661 0.3301 1.4900e-
003

50.1741 50.1741 1.8900e-
003

50.22130.0447 3.7000e-
004

0.0451 0.0119 3.4000e-
004

0.0122Worker 0.0242 0.0177 0.2280 5.0000e-
004

55.8892 55.8892 4.0000e-
003

55.98930.0128 2.2300e-
003

0.0150 3.6900e-
003

2.1400e-
003

5.8200e-
003

Vendor 9.6800e-
003

0.2582 0.0671 5.3000e-
004

49.3509 49.3509 3.4400e-
003

49.43699.9900e-
003

1.0300e-
003

0.0110 2.7400e-
003

9.8000e-
004

3.7200e-
003

CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 5.6900e-
003

0.1903 0.0350 4.6000e-
004

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2OSO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

2.8353 59,748.69
38

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO

0.0000 10.9212 10.9212 59,677.81
12

59,677.811
2

59,748.69
38

Total 31.6084 450.8135 121.9181 0.5251 0.0000 10.9212 10.9212

10.9212 59,677.81
12

59,677.811
2

2.83530.5251 10.9212 10.9212 10.9212

0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 31.6084 450.8135 121.9181

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 0.0000

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2eFugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

ROG NOx CO SO2
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0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

155.4141 155.4141 9.3300e-
003

155.64750.0675 3.6300e-
003

0.0711 0.0183 3.4600e-
003

0.0217Total 0.0396 0.4661 0.3301 1.4900e-
003

50.1741 50.1741 1.8900e-
003

50.22130.0447 3.7000e-
004

0.0451 0.0119 3.4000e-
004

0.0122Worker 0.0242 0.0177 0.2280 5.0000e-
004

55.8892 55.8892 4.0000e-
003

55.98930.0128 2.2300e-
003

0.0150 3.6900e-
003

2.1400e-
003

5.8200e-
003

Vendor 9.6800e-
003

0.2582 0.0671 5.3000e-
004

49.3509 49.3509 3.4400e-
003

49.43699.9900e-
003

1.0300e-
003

0.0110 2.7400e-
003

9.8000e-
004

3.7200e-
003

Hauling 5.6900e-
003

0.1903 0.0350 4.6000e-
004

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 59,677.81
12

59,677.811
2

2.8353 59,748.69
38

0.0000 1.6802 1.6802 0.0000 1.6802 1.6802Total 6.3007 235.2253 273.0294 0.5251

0.0000 59,677.81
12

59,677.811
2

2.8353 59,748.69
38

1.6802 1.6802 1.6802 1.6802Off-Road 6.3007 235.2253 273.0294 0.5251

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Fugitive Dust
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0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

5.0 Energy Detail

Historical Energy Use: N

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.030178 0.001920 0.002234 0.004581 0.000701 0.001073

SBUS MH

User Defined Industrial 0.542123 0.045435 0.198009 0.129481 0.019131 0.005886 0.019249

LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCYLand Use LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1

0.00 0.00 0 0 0

4.4 Fleet Mix

H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

User Defined Industrial 16.60 8.40 6.90 0.00

4.3 Trip Type Information

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

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual VMT

User Defined Industrial 0.00 0.00 0.00

4.2 Trip Summary Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
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6.0 Area Detail

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Unmitigated

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
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Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2ePM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000

2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Landscaping 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Consumer 
Products

0.0000

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Architectural 
Coating

0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Unmitigated 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000

2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Mitigated 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10
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Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number

Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating

Load Factor Fuel Type

Emergency Generator 2 24 160 1000 0.73 Diesel

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power

Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Stationary Equipment

7.0 Water Detail

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

8.0 Waste Detail

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number

2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000

2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Landscaping 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Consumer 
Products

0.0000

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Architectural 
Coating

0.0000

SubCategory lb/day lb/day
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40,437.91
78

11.0 Vegetation

11.5875 40,296.67
78

40,296.677
8

5.64960.3785 11.5875 11.5875 11.5875

40,296.67
78

40,296.677
8

5.6496 40,437.91
78

Total 78.7713 352.2599 200.8499

11.5875 11.5875 11.5875 11.5875

Equipment Type lb/day lb/day

Emergency 
Generator - Diesel 
(750 - 9999 HP)

78.7713 352.2599 200.8499 0.3785

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2eFugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

ROG NOx CO SO2

10.1 Stationary Sources
Unmitigated/Mitigated
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Trips and VMT - 2 additional personnel, 1 additional vendor truck, and 2 hauling truck were conservatively assumed to be required to support operation of 
the proposed generators.
Grading - No grading is required for the proposed project.

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - Tier 4 final equipment was assumed for proposed generators.

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics - Operational year 2017.

Land Use – The proposed project site is approximately 1 acre in size.

Construction Phase - CalEEMods construction tables were used to estimate emissions related to dewatering activities because the activity associated with 
the project was best represented using the construction schedule and equipment tabs. However, the proposed project's emissions are analyzed using the 
SCAQMD operational thresholds. Construction schedule information was provided by the Metropolitan.

Off-road Equipment - Off-road equipment information was provided by Metropolitan.

Off-road Equipment - Two 1,000 kW generators are proposed. 1,000 kw = 1341 HP.

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

702.44 CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.029 N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006

31

Climate Zone 9 Operational Year 2017

Utility Company Southern California Edison

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days)

Floor Surface Area Population

User Defined Industrial 1.00 User Defined Unit 1.00 0.00 0

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.1 Page 1 of 1 Date: 3/8/2017 10:21 AM

Foothill Feeder - South Coast AQMD Air District, Winter

Foothill Feeder - Santa Clarita Blowoff Site Emissions
South Coast AQMD Air District, Winter
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2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 0.00 2.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 5.00 4.00

tblStationaryGeneratorsPumpsUse NumberOfEquipment 0.00 2.00

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 0.00 4.00

tblStationaryGeneratorsPumpsUse HoursPerDay 0.00 24.00

tblStationaryGeneratorsPumpsUse HoursPerYear 0.00 160.00

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2018 2017

tblStationaryGeneratorsPumpsUse HorsePowerValue 0.00 1,000.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 6.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 7.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 6.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblLandUse LotAcreage 0.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 84.00 1,341.00

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 6/22/2017 12/7/2017

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 6/14/2017 12/1/2017

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 2.00 7.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDaysWeek 5.00 7.00

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 2.00

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 4 Final

tblAreaCoating Area_EF_Parking 100 0

tblConstDustMitigation WaterUnpavedRoadVehicleSpeed 40 15

Stationary Sources - Emergency Generators and Fire Pumps - Operational emissions were not used in the air quality analysis.

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value
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2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 84.59 84.07 0.00 84.59 84.45

NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

79.96 47.77 -123.62 0.00

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.0000 59,827.59
69

59,827.596
9

2.8450 0.0000 59,898.72
13

0.0675 1.6839 1.7514 0.0183 1.6837 1.7020Maximum 6.3429 235.6968 273.3488 0.5265

0.0000 59,827.59
69

59,827.596
9

2.8450 0.0000 59,898.72
13

0.0675 1.6839 1.7514 0.0183 1.6837 1.70202017 6.3429 235.6968 273.3488 0.5265

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 59,827.59
69

59,827.596
9

2.8450 0.0000 59,898.72
13

0.0675 10.9249 10.9924 0.0183 10.9247 10.9430Maximum 31.6507 451.2850 122.2375 0.5265

0.0000 59,827.59
69

59,827.596
9

2.8450 0.0000 59,898.72
13

0.0675 10.9249 10.9924 0.0183 10.9247 10.94302017 31.6507 451.2850 122.2375 0.5265

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10
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3.0 Construction Detail

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

40,296.67
81

40,296.678
1

5.6496 0.0000 40,437.91
81

0.0000 11.5875 11.5875 0.0000 11.5875 11.5875Total 78.7713 352.2599 200.8500 0.3785

40,296.67
78

40,296.677
8

5.6496 40,437.91
78

11.5875 11.5875 11.5875 11.5875Stationary 78.7713 352.2599 200.8499 0.3785

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Mobile 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Area 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

40,296.67
81

40,296.678
1

5.6496 0.0000 40,437.91
81

0.0000 11.5875 11.5875 0.0000 11.5875 11.5875Total 78.7713 352.2599 200.8500 0.3785

40,296.67
78

40,296.677
8

5.6496 40,437.91
78

11.5875 11.5875 11.5875 11.5875Stationary 78.7713 352.2599 200.8499 0.3785

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Mobile 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Area 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10
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Use Cleaner Engines for Construction Equipment

Water Exposed Area

Reduce Vehicle Speed on Unpaved Roads

Clean Paved Roads

3.2 Grading - 2017
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Grading 2 4.00 2.00 4.00 14.70

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle 
Class

Hauling 
Vehicle 
Class

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 0.00 97 0.37

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 0 0.00 247 0.40

Grading Graders 0 0.00 187 0.41

Load Factor

Grading Generator Sets 2 24.00 1341 0.74

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power

7

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0; Striped Parking Area: 0 
(Architectural Coating – sqft)

End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Grading Grading 12/1/2017 12/7/2017 7

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date
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Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

149.7857 149.7857 9.6800e-
003

150.02750.0675 3.6800e-
003

0.0712 0.0183 3.5100e-
003

0.0218Total 0.0423 0.4715 0.3194 1.4300e-
003

46.9459 46.9459 1.7800e-
003

46.99030.0447 3.7000e-
004

0.0451 0.0119 3.4000e-
004

0.0122Worker 0.0263 0.0194 0.2073 4.7000e-
004

54.3462 54.3462 4.3000e-
003

54.45360.0128 2.2700e-
003

0.0151 3.6900e-
003

2.1700e-
003

5.8500e-
003

Vendor 0.0101 0.2590 0.0742 5.1000e-
004

48.4937 48.4937 3.6000e-
003

48.58379.9900e-
003

1.0400e-
003

0.0110 2.7400e-
003

1.0000e-
003

3.7300e-
003

CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 5.8500e-
003

0.1932 0.0379 4.5000e-
004

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2OSO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

2.8353 59,748.69
38

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO

0.0000 10.9212 10.9212 59,677.81
12

59,677.811
2

59,748.69
38

Total 31.6084 450.8135 121.9181 0.5251 0.0000 10.9212 10.9212

10.9212 59,677.81
12

59,677.811
2

2.83530.5251 10.9212 10.9212 10.9212

0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 31.6084 450.8135 121.9181

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 0.0000

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2eFugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

ROG NOx CO SO2
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0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

149.7857 149.7857 9.6800e-
003

150.02750.0675 3.6800e-
003

0.0712 0.0183 3.5100e-
003

0.0218Total 0.0423 0.4715 0.3194 1.4300e-
003

46.9459 46.9459 1.7800e-
003

46.99030.0447 3.7000e-
004

0.0451 0.0119 3.4000e-
004

0.0122Worker 0.0263 0.0194 0.2073 4.7000e-
004

54.3462 54.3462 4.3000e-
003

54.45360.0128 2.2700e-
003

0.0151 3.6900e-
003

2.1700e-
003

5.8500e-
003

Vendor 0.0101 0.2590 0.0742 5.1000e-
004

48.4937 48.4937 3.6000e-
003

48.58379.9900e-
003

1.0400e-
003

0.0110 2.7400e-
003

1.0000e-
003

3.7300e-
003

Hauling 5.8500e-
003

0.1932 0.0379 4.5000e-
004

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 59,677.81
12

59,677.811
2

2.8353 59,748.69
38

0.0000 1.6802 1.6802 0.0000 1.6802 1.6802Total 6.3007 235.2253 273.0294 0.5251

0.0000 59,677.81
12

59,677.811
2

2.8353 59,748.69
38

1.6802 1.6802 1.6802 1.6802Off-Road 6.3007 235.2253 273.0294 0.5251

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Fugitive Dust
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0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

5.0 Energy Detail

Historical Energy Use: N

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.030178 0.001920 0.002234 0.004581 0.000701 0.001073

SBUS MH

User Defined Industrial 0.542123 0.045435 0.198009 0.129481 0.019131 0.005886 0.019249

LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCYLand Use LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1

0.00 0.00 0 0 0

4.4 Fleet Mix

H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

User Defined Industrial 16.60 8.40 6.90 0.00

4.3 Trip Type Information

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

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual VMT

User Defined Industrial 0.00 0.00 0.00

4.2 Trip Summary Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
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6.0 Area Detail

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Unmitigated

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
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Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2ePM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000

2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Landscaping 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Consumer 
Products

0.0000

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Architectural 
Coating

0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Unmitigated 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000

2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Mitigated 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10
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Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number

Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating

Load Factor Fuel Type

Emergency Generator 2 24 160 1000 0.73 Diesel

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power

Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Stationary Equipment

7.0 Water Detail

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

8.0 Waste Detail

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number

2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000

2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Landscaping 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Consumer 
Products

0.0000

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Architectural 
Coating

0.0000

SubCategory lb/day lb/day
3/13/2018 Board Meeting 7-1 Attachment 2, Page 514 of 855



40,437.91
78

11.0 Vegetation

11.5875 40,296.67
78

40,296.677
8

5.64960.3785 11.5875 11.5875 11.5875

40,296.67
78

40,296.677
8

5.6496 40,437.91
78

Total 78.7713 352.2599 200.8499

11.5875 11.5875 11.5875 11.5875

Equipment Type lb/day lb/day

Emergency 
Generator - Diesel 
(750 - 9999 HP)

78.7713 352.2599 200.8499 0.3785

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2eFugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

ROG NOx CO SO2

10.1 Stationary Sources
Unmitigated/Mitigated
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tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 1.00

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 4 Final

tblAreaCoating Area_EF_Parking 100 0

tblConstDustMitigation WaterUnpavedRoadVehicleSpeed 40 15

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Off-road Equipment - Off-road equipment information was provided by Metropolitan.

Trips and VMT - 3 additional personnel, and 1 hauling truck were conservatively assumed to be required to support operation of the proposed generator.

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - Tier 4 final equipment was assumed for proposed generator.

Construction Phase - Phasing information was provided by Metropolitan.

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

702.44 CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.029 N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006

31

Climate Zone 9 Operational Year 2019

Utility Company Southern California Edison

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days)

Floor Surface Area Population

User Defined Industrial 1.00 User Defined Unit 1.00 0.00 0

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.1 Page 1 of 1 Date: 4/11/2017 11:03 AM

Foothill Feeder - South Coast AQMD Air District, Summer

Foothill Feeder - Additional Maintenance Site Emissions
South Coast AQMD Air District, Summer
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Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2ePM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 2,586.408
4

2,586.4084

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

0.1454 0.0000 2,590.043
1

0.0846 0.6466 0.7312 0.0226 0.6465 0.6691Maximum 1.5652 14.6403 12.9090 0.0272

0.0000 2,586.408
4

2,586.4084 0.1454 0.0000 2,590.043
1

0.0846 0.6466 0.7312 0.0226 0.6465 0.66912017 1.5652 14.6403 12.9090 0.0272

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)
Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

tblTripsAndVMT PhaseName Grading Architectural Coating

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 3.00 6.00

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2018 2019

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 0.00 2.00

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.74 0.48

tblOnRoadDust PhaseName Grading Architectural Coating

tblLandUse LotAcreage 0.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 84.00 168.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 5.00 2.00

tblGrading PhaseName Grading Architectural Coating
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Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Mitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

0.0000 0.0000 2.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Mobile 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Area 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.00 0.00 0.00

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

2.2 Overall Operational

0.00 0.00 0.000.00 94.36 83.45 0.00 94.38 91.19

NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

80.69 89.97 -25.42 0.00

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.0000 2,586.408
4

2,586.4084 0.1454 0.0000 2,590.043
1

0.0846 0.0365 0.1210 0.0226 0.0364 0.0589Maximum 0.3023 1.4689 16.1901 0.0272

0.0000 2,586.408
4

2,586.4084 0.1454 0.0000 2,590.043
1

0.0846 0.0365 0.1210 0.0226 0.0364 0.05892017 0.3023 1.4689 16.1901 0.0272

Year lb/day lb/day
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HDT_Mix HHDTArchitectural Coating 1 6.00 0.00 2.00 14.70

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

6.90 20.00 LD_Mix

Vendor 
Vehicle 
Class

Hauling 
Vehicle 
Class

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Load Factor

Architectural Coating Generator Sets 1 24.00 168 0.48

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power

2

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0; Striped Parking Area: 0 
(Architectural Coating – sqft)

End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 6/2/2017 6/5/2017 5

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 2.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Mobile 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Area 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000
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75.2611 75.2611 2.8400e-
003

75.33200.0671 5.5000e-
004

0.0676 0.0178 5.1000e-
004

0.0183Worker 0.0363 0.0266 0.3420 7.6000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

86.3641 86.3641 6.0200e-
003

86.51460.0175 1.8000e-
003

0.0193 4.7900e-
003

1.7200e-
003

6.5100e-
003

CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 9.9600e-
003

0.3330 0.0612 8.0000e-
004

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2OSO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

0.1365 2,428.196
6

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO

0.0000 0.6443 0.6443 2,424.783
2

2,424.7832

2,428.196
6

Total 1.5190 14.2808 12.5058 0.0256 0.0000 0.6443 0.6443

0.6443 2,424.783
2

2,424.7832 0.13650.0256 0.6443 0.6443 0.6443

0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 1.5190 14.2808 12.5058

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 0.0000

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2eFugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

ROG NOx CO SO2

Use Cleaner Engines for Construction Equipment

Water Exposed Area

Reduce Vehicle Speed on Unpaved Roads

Clean Paved Roads

3.2 Architectural Coating - 2017
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

161.6252 161.6252 8.8600e-
003

161.84660.0846 2.3500e-
003

0.0869 0.0226 2.2300e-
003

0.0248Total 0.0463 0.3596 0.4032 1.5600e-
003

75.2611 75.2611 2.8400e-
003

75.33200.0671 5.5000e-
004

0.0676 0.0178 5.1000e-
004

0.0183Worker 0.0363 0.0266 0.3420 7.6000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

86.3641 86.3641 6.0200e-
003

86.51460.0175 1.8000e-
003

0.0193 4.7900e-
003

1.7200e-
003

6.5100e-
003

Hauling 9.9600e-
003

0.3330 0.0612 8.0000e-
004

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 2,424.783
2

2,424.7832

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

0.1365 2,428.196
6

0.0000 0.0341 0.0341 0.0000 0.0341 0.0341Total 0.2560 1.1094 15.7869 0.0256

0.0000 2,424.783
2

2,424.7832 0.1365 2,428.196
6

0.0341 0.0341 0.0341 0.0341Off-Road 0.2560 1.1094 15.7869 0.0256

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Fugitive Dust

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

161.6252 161.6252

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

8.8600e-
003

161.84660.0846 2.3500e-
003

0.0869 0.0226 2.2300e-
003

0.0248Total 0.0463 0.3596 0.4032 1.5600e-
003
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5.0 Energy Detail

Historical Energy Use: N

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

0.031831 0.001999User Defined Industrial 0.546418 0.044132 0.199182 0.002027 0.004724 0.000704 0.000991

SBUS MH

0.124467 0.017484 0.005870 0.020172

LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCYLand Use LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1

0.00 0.00 0 0 0

4.4 Fleet Mix

H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

User Defined Industrial 16.60 8.40 6.90 0.00

4.3 Trip Type Information

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

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual VMT

User Defined Industrial 0.00 0.00 0.00

4.2 Trip Summary Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2
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Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2ePM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Mitigated

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Unmitigated

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10
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0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Architectural 
Coating

0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

6.2 Area by SubCategory

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Unmitigated 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000

2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Mitigated 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

6.0 Area Detail

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.0000 0.0000

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day
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Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Stationary Equipment

7.0 Water Detail

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

8.0 Waste Detail

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number

2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000

2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Landscaping 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Consumer 
Products

0.0000

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Architectural 
Coating

0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Mitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000

2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Landscaping 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Consumer 
Products

0.0000
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User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number

11.0 Vegetation

Load Factor Fuel Type

Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power
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tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 1.00

tblAreaCoating Area_EF_Parking 100 0

tblConstDustMitigation WaterUnpavedRoadVehicleSpeed 40 15

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Off-road Equipment - Off-road equipment information was provided by Metropolitan.

Trips and VMT - 3 additional personnel, and 1 hauling truck were conservatively assumed to be required to support operation of the proposed generator.

to support operation of the proposed generator.
Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - Tier 4 final equipment was assumed for proposed generator.

Construction Phase -Phasing information was provided by Metropolitan.

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

702.44 CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.029 N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006

31

Climate Zone 9 Operational Year 2019

Utility Company Southern California Edison

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days)

Floor Surface Area Population

User Defined Industrial 1.00 User Defined Unit 1.00 0.00 0

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.1 Page 1 of 1 Date: 4/11/2017 10:52 AM

Foothill Feeder - South Coast AQMD Air District, Winter

Foothill Feeder - Additional Maintenance Site Emissions
South Coast AQMD Air District, Winter
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Mitigated Construction

0.0000 2,580.065
9

2,580.0659 0.1455 0.0000 2,583.703
4

0.0846 0.6467 0.7312 0.0226 0.6465 0.6691Maximum 1.5687 14.6480 12.8831 0.0271

0.0000 2,580.065
9

2,580.0659 0.1455 0.0000 2,583.703
4

0.0846 0.6467 0.7312 0.0226 0.6465 0.66912017 1.5687 14.6480 12.8831 0.0271

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)
Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

tblTripsAndVMT PhaseName Grading Architectural Coating

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 3.00 6.00

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2018 2019

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 0.00 2.00

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.74 0.48

tblOnRoadDust PhaseName Grading Architectural Coating

tblLandUse LotAcreage 0.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 84.00 168.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 5.00 2.00

tblGrading PhaseName Grading Architectural Coating

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 4 Final
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Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2ePM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 2.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Mobile 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Area 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 94.35 83.45 0.00 94.37 91.19

NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

80.51 89.92 -25.47 0.00

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.0000 2,580.065
9

2,580.0659 0.1455 0.0000 2,583.703
4

0.0846 0.0365 0.1211 0.0226 0.0364 0.0590Maximum 0.3057 1.4765 16.1643 0.0271

0.0000 2,580.065
9

2,580.0659 0.1455 0.0000 2,583.703
4

0.0846 0.0365 0.1211 0.0226 0.0364 0.05902017 0.3057 1.4765 16.1643 0.0271

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10
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Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle 
Class

Hauling 
Vehicle 
Class

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Load Factor

Architectural Coating Generator Sets 1 24.00 168 0.48

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power

2

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0; Striped Parking Area: 0 
(Architectural Coating – sqft)

End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 6/2/2017 6/5/2017 5

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 2.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Mobile 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Area 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000

Category lb/day lb/day
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0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

84.8639 84.8639 6.3000e-
003

85.02140.0175 1.8200e-
003

0.0193 4.7900e-
003

1.7500e-
003

6.5400e-
003

CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0102 0.3380 0.0663 7.9000e-
004

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2OSO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

0.1365 2,428.196
6

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO

0.0000 0.6443 0.6443 2,424.783
2

2,424.7832

2,428.196
6

Total 1.5190 14.2808 12.5058 0.0256 0.0000 0.6443 0.6443

0.6443 2,424.783
2

2,424.7832 0.13650.0256 0.6443 0.6443 0.6443

0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 1.5190 14.2808 12.5058

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 0.0000

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2eFugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

ROG NOx CO SO2

Use Cleaner Engines for Construction Equipment

Water Exposed Area

Reduce Vehicle Speed on Unpaved Roads

Clean Paved Roads

3.2 Architectural Coating - 2017
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Architectural Coating 1 6.00 0.00 2.00 14.70
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

155.2828 155.2828 8.9600e-
003

155.50680.0846 2.3700e-
003

0.0869 0.0226 2.2600e-
003

0.0248Total 0.0497 0.3672 0.3773 1.5000e-
003

70.4189 70.4189 2.6600e-
003

70.48540.0671 5.5000e-
004

0.0676 0.0178 5.1000e-
004

0.0183Worker 0.0395 0.0292 0.3110 7.1000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

84.8639 84.8639 6.3000e-
003

85.02140.0175 1.8200e-
003

0.0193 4.7900e-
003

1.7500e-
003

6.5400e-
003

Hauling 0.0102 0.3380 0.0663 7.9000e-
004

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 2,424.783
2

2,424.7832 0.1365 2,428.196
6

0.0000 0.0341 0.0341 0.0000 0.0341 0.0341Total 0.2560 1.1094 15.7869 0.0256

0.0000 2,424.783
2

2,424.7832 0.1365 2,428.196
6

0.0341 0.0341 0.0341 0.0341Off-Road 0.2560 1.1094 15.7869 0.0256

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Fugitive Dust

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

155.2828 155.2828 8.9600e-
003

155.50680.0846 2.3700e-
003

0.0869 0.0226 2.2600e-
003

0.0248Total 0.0497 0.3672 0.3773 1.5000e-
003

70.4189 70.4189 2.6600e-
003

70.48540.0671 5.5000e-
004

0.0676 0.0178 5.1000e-
004

0.0183Worker 0.0395 0.0292 0.3110 7.1000e-
004
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5.0 Energy Detail

Historical Energy Use: N

0.031831 0.001999 0.002027 0.004724 0.000704 0.000991

SBUS MH

User Defined Industrial 0.546418 0.044132 0.199182 0.124467 0.017484 0.005870 0.020172

LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCYLand Use LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1

0.00 0.00 0 0 0

4.4 Fleet Mix

H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

User Defined Industrial 16.60 8.40 6.90 0.00

4.3 Trip Type Information

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

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual VMT

User Defined Industrial 0.00 0.00 0.00

4.2 Trip Summary Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10
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Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Unmitigated

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10
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Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Unmitigated 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000

2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Mitigated 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

6.0 Area Detail

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10
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Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

7.0 Water Detail

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

8.0 Waste Detail

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number

2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000

2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Landscaping 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Consumer 
Products

0.0000

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Architectural 
Coating

0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000

2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Landscaping 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Consumer 
Products

0.0000

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Architectural 
Coating

0.0000
3/13/2018 Board Meeting 7-1 Attachment 2, Page 536 of 855



User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number

11.0 Vegetation

Load Factor Fuel Type

Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power

10.0 Stationary Equipment
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Trips and VMT - Trip information provided by HRS. Vendor truck trips include, 3 pick-up trucks as well as  2 dump and  1 water truck.

Grading - None.

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - In compliance with SCAQMD rule 403 (Fugitive Dust) it was assumed that the project site would be watered 
3 times daily and off-road vehicle speed would be limited to 15 miles per hour.
Area Coating - None.

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics - Construction/Operational Start Date 2017.

Land Use - The mitigation site is estimated to be approximately 1 acre in size.

Construction Phase - Construction duration provided by HRS. Start and end dates of construction have not yet been determined and are conservatively 
assumed to occur in 2017.

Off-road Equipment - Construction information provided by HRS. See Construction Detail 3.0 for details.

Off-road Equipment - Construction equipment information provided by HRS.

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

702.44 CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.029 N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006

31

Climate Zone 9 Operational Year 2017

Utility Company Southern California Edison

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days)

Floor Surface Area Population

User Defined Industrial 1.00 User Defined Unit 1.00 0.00 0

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.1 Page 1 of 1 Date: 3/8/2017 11:20 AM

Foothill Feeder - South Coast AQMD Air District, Summer

Foothill Feeder - UTS Conservation Action Site
South Coast AQMD Air District, Summer
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0.0000 1,185.349
0

1,185.3490 0.2373 0.0000 1,191.280
9

0.2333 0.3596 0.5929 0.0636 0.3313 0.3949Maximum 0.6850 7.2126 5.7976 0.0115

0.0000 1,185.349
0

1,185.3490 0.2373 0.0000 1,191.280
9

0.2333 0.3596 0.5929 0.0636 0.3313 0.39492017 0.6850 7.2126 5.7976 0.0115

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)
Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 0.00 12.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 5.00 14.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 6.00 0.00

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2018 2017

tblOffRoadEquipment PhaseName Grading

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 6.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 0.00 1.00

tblLandUse LotAcreage 0.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 2.00 79.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDaysWeek 5.00 6.00

tblAreaMitigation UseLowVOCPaintParkingValue 0 100

tblConstDustMitigation WaterUnpavedRoadVehicleSpeed 40 15

Area Mitigation - None.

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value
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2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 2.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Mobile 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Area 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.0000 1,185.349
0

1,185.3490 0.2373 0.0000 1,191.280
9

0.2333 0.3596 0.5929 0.0636 0.3313 0.3949Maximum 0.6850 7.2126 5.7976 0.0115

0.0000 1,185.349
0

1,185.3490 0.2373 0.0000 1,191.280
9

0.2333 0.3596 0.5929 0.0636 0.3313 0.39492017 0.6850 7.2126 5.7976 0.0115

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10
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Load Factor

Grading Excavators 1 6.00 158 0.38

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power

79

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0; Striped Parking Area: 0 
(Architectural Coating – sqft)

End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Grading Grading 6/1/2017 8/31/2017 6

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 2.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Mobile 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Area 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10
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Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

674.4048 674.4048 0.2066 679.57070.0000 0.3449 0.3449 0.0000 0.3173 0.3173Total 0.5422 5.6016 4.5971 6.5900e-
003

674.4048 674.4048 0.2066 679.57070.3449 0.3449 0.3173 0.3173Off-Road 0.5422 5.6016 4.5971 6.5900e-
003

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2OSO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Water Exposed Area

Reduce Vehicle Speed on Unpaved Roads

Clean Paved Roads

3.2 Grading - 2017
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO

6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Grading 2 14.00 12.00 0.00 14.70

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle 
Class

Hauling 
Vehicle 
Class

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 7.00 97 0.37

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 0 0.00 247 0.40

Grading Graders 0 0.00 187 0.41
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0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 674.4048 674.4048 0.2066 679.57070.0000 0.3449 0.3449 0.0000 0.3173 0.3173Total 0.5422 5.6016 4.5971 6.5900e-
003

0.0000 674.4048 674.4048 0.2066 679.57070.3449 0.3449 0.3173 0.3173Off-Road 0.5422 5.6016 4.5971 6.5900e-
003

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Fugitive Dust

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

510.9443 510.9443 0.0306 511.71020.2333 0.0147 0.2480 0.0636 0.0140 0.0776Total 0.1428 1.6110 1.2006 4.9200e-
003

175.6092 175.6092 6.6200e-
003

175.77460.1565 1.2900e-
003

0.1578 0.0415 1.1900e-
003

0.0427Worker 0.0848 0.0621 0.7979 1.7700e-
003

335.3351 335.3351 0.0240 335.93560.0768 0.0134 0.0902 0.0221 0.0128 0.0349Vendor 0.0581 1.5489 0.4027 3.1500e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10
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0.00 0.00 0 0 0

H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

User Defined Industrial 16.60 8.40 6.90 0.00

4.3 Trip Type Information

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

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual VMT

User Defined Industrial 0.00 0.00 0.00

4.2 Trip Summary Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

510.9443 510.9443 0.0306 511.71020.2333 0.0147 0.2480 0.0636 0.0140 0.0776Total 0.1428 1.6110 1.2006 4.9200e-
003

175.6092 175.6092 6.6200e-
003

175.77460.1565 1.2900e-
003

0.1578 0.0415 1.1900e-
003

0.0427Worker 0.0848 0.0621 0.7979 1.7700e-
003

335.3351 335.3351 0.0240 335.93560.0768 0.0134 0.0902 0.0221 0.0128 0.0349Vendor 0.0581 1.5489 0.4027 3.1500e-
003
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0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Unmitigated

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

5.0 Energy Detail

Historical Energy Use: N

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.030178 0.001920 0.002234 0.004581 0.000701 0.001073

SBUS MH

User Defined Industrial 0.542123 0.045435 0.198009 0.129481 0.019131 0.005886 0.019249

LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCYLand Use LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1

4.4 Fleet Mix
3/13/2018 Board Meeting 7-1 Attachment 2, Page 545 of 855



6.2 Area by SubCategory

2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Unmitigated 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000

2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Mitigated 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

6.0 Area Detail

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10
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7.0 Water Detail

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

8.0 Waste Detail

2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000

2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Landscaping 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Consumer 
Products

0.0000

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Architectural 
Coating

0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000

2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Landscaping 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Consumer 
Products

0.0000

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Architectural 
Coating

0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10
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User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number

11.0 Vegetation

Load Factor Fuel Type

Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power

Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Stationary Equipment

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number
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Trips and VMT - Trip information provided by HRS. Vendor truck trips include, 3 pick-up trucks as well as  2 dump and  1 water truck.

Grading - None.

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - In compliance with SCAQMD rule 403 (Fugitive Dust) it was assumed that the project site would be watered 
3 times daily and off-road vehicle speed would be limited to 15 miles per hour.

Area Coating - None

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics - Construction/Operational Start Date 2017.

Land Use - The mitigation site is estimated to be approximately 1 acre in size.

Construction Phase - Construction duration provided by HRS. Start and end dates of construction have not yet been determined and are conservatively 
assumed to occur in 2017.
Off-road Equipment - Construction information provided by HRS. See Construction Detail 3.0 for details.

Off-road Equipment - Construction equipment information provided by HRS.

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

702.44 CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.029 N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006

31

Climate Zone 9 Operational Year 2017

Utility Company Southern California Edison

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days)

Floor Surface Area Population

User Defined Industrial 1.00 User Defined Unit 1.00 0.00 0

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.1 Page 1 of 1 Date: 3/8/2017 11:18 AM

Foothill Feeder - South Coast AQMD Air District, Winter

Foothill Feeder - UTS Conservation Action Site
South Coast AQMD Air District, Winter
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0.0000 1,164.792
4

1,164.7924 0.2386 0.0000 1,170.758
0

0.2333 0.3598 0.5931 0.0636 0.3315 0.3951Maximum 0.6948 7.2233 5.7678 0.0113

0.0000 1,164.792
4

1,164.7924 0.2386 0.0000 1,170.758
0

0.2333 0.3598 0.5931 0.0636 0.3315 0.39512017 0.6948 7.2233 5.7678 0.0113

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)
Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 0.00 12.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 5.00 14.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 6.00 0.00

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2018 2017

tblOffRoadEquipment PhaseName Grading

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 6.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 0.00 1.00

tblLandUse LotAcreage 0.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 2.00 79.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDaysWeek 5.00 6.00

tblAreaMitigation UseLowVOCPaintParkingValue 0 100

tblConstDustMitigation WaterUnpavedRoadVehicleSpeed 40 15

Area Mitigation - None.

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value
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2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 2.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Mobile 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Area 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.00 0.00 0.00

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

2.2 Overall Operational

0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.0000 1,164.792
4

1,164.7924 0.2386 0.0000 1,170.758
0

0.2333 0.3598 0.5931 0.0636 0.3315 0.3951Maximum 0.6948 7.2233 5.7678 0.0113

0.0000 1,164.792
4

1,164.7924 0.2386 0.0000 1,170.758
0

0.2333 0.3598 0.5931 0.0636 0.3315 0.39512017 0.6948 7.2233 5.7678 0.0113

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2
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Load Factor

Grading Excavators 1 6.00 158 0.38

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power

79

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0; Striped Parking Area: 0 
(Architectural Coating – sqft)

End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Grading Grading 6/1/2017 8/31/2017 6

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 2.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Mobile 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Area 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Mitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2
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Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

674.4048 674.4048 0.2066 679.57070.0000 0.3449 0.3449 0.0000 0.3173 0.3173Total 0.5422 5.6016 4.5971 6.5900e-
003

674.4048 674.4048 0.2066 679.57070.3449 0.3449 0.3173 0.3173Off-Road 0.5422 5.6016 4.5971 6.5900e-
003

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2OSO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Water Exposed Area

Reduce Vehicle Speed on Unpaved Roads

Clean Paved Roads

3.2 Grading - 2017
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO

HDT_Mix HHDT

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Grading 2 14.00 12.00 0.00 14.70

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

6.90 20.00 LD_Mix

Vendor 
Vehicle 
Class

Hauling 
Vehicle 
Class

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 7.00 97 0.37

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 0 0.00 247 0.40

Grading Graders 0 0.00 187 0.41
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0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 674.4048 674.4048

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

0.2066 679.57070.0000 0.3449 0.3449 0.0000 0.3173 0.3173Total 0.5422 5.6016 4.5971 6.5900e-
003

0.0000 674.4048 674.4048 0.2066 679.57070.3449 0.3449 0.3173 0.3173Off-Road 0.5422 5.6016 4.5971 6.5900e-
003

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Fugitive Dust

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

490.3876 490.3876

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

0.0320 491.18740.2333 0.0149 0.2482 0.0636 0.0142 0.0778Total 0.1526 1.6217 1.1707 4.7200e-
003

164.3107 164.3107 6.2100e-
003

164.46600.1565 1.2900e-
003

0.1578 0.0415 1.1900e-
003

0.0427Worker 0.0921 0.0680 0.7257 1.6500e-
003

326.0769 326.0769 0.0258 326.72130.0768 0.0136 0.0904 0.0221 0.0130 0.0351Vendor 0.0605 1.5537 0.4451 3.0700e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2
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0.00 0.00 0 0 0

H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

User Defined Industrial 16.60 8.40 6.90 0.00

4.3 Trip Type Information

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

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual VMT

User Defined Industrial 0.00 0.00 0.00

4.2 Trip Summary Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

490.3876 490.3876

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

0.0320 491.18740.2333 0.0149 0.2482 0.0636 0.0142 0.0778Total 0.1526 1.6217 1.1707 4.7200e-
003

164.3107 164.3107 6.2100e-
003

164.46600.1565 1.2900e-
003

0.1578 0.0415 1.1900e-
003

0.0427Worker 0.0921 0.0680 0.7257 1.6500e-
003

326.0769 326.0769 0.0258 326.72130.0768 0.0136 0.0904 0.0221 0.0130 0.0351Vendor 0.0605 1.5537 0.4451 3.0700e-
003
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0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Unmitigated

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

5.0 Energy Detail

Historical Energy Use: N

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.030178 0.001920User Defined Industrial 0.542123 0.045435 0.198009 0.002234 0.004581 0.000701 0.001073

SBUS MH

0.129481 0.019131 0.005886 0.019249

LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCYLand Use LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1

4.4 Fleet Mix
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2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

6.2 Area by SubCategory

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Unmitigated 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000

2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Mitigated 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

6.0 Area Detail

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.0000 0.0000

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Mitigated

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2
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7.0 Water Detail

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

8.0 Waste Detail

2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000

2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Landscaping 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Consumer 
Products

0.0000

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Architectural 
Coating

0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Mitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000

2.2000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Landscaping 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Consumer 
Products

0.0000

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Architectural 
Coating

0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2
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User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number

11.0 Vegetation

Load Factor Fuel Type

Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power

Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Stationary Equipment

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number
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tblAreaMitigation UseLowVOCPaintResidentialInteriorVal
ue

50 0

tblAreaMitigation UseLowVOCPaintNonresidentialInterior
Value

100 0

tblAreaMitigation UseLowVOCPaintResidentialExteriorVa
lue

50 0

tblAreaCoating Area_EF_Parking 100 0

tblAreaMitigation UseLowVOCPaintNonresidentialExterio
rValue

100 0

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Off-road Equipment - Off-road equipment information was provided by Metropolitan. 

Trips and VMT - 3 additional personnel, and 1 hauling truck were conservatively assumed to be required to support operation of the proposed generator.

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - Tier 4 final equipment was assumed for proposed generator.

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

702.44 CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.029 N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006

31

Climate Zone 9 Operational Year 2019

Utility Company Southern California Edison

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days)

Floor Surface Area Population

User Defined Industrial 1.00 User Defined Unit 1.00 0.00 0

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.1 Page 1 of 1 Date: 4/10/2017 3:02 PM

Foothill Feeder - South Coast AQMD Air District, Annual

Foothill Feeder - Additional Worksite Emissions
South Coast AQMD Air District, Annual
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Mitigated Construction

0.0000 2.3425 2.3425 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 2.34585.0000e-
003

6.5000e-
004

5.6400e-
003

2.5500e-
003

6.5000e-
004

3.1900e-
003

Maximum 1.5600e-
003

0.0147 0.0129 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.3425 2.3425 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 2.34585.0000e-
003

6.5000e-
004

5.6400e-
003

2.5500e-
003

6.5000e-
004

3.1900e-
003

2017 1.5600e-
003

0.0147 0.0129 3.0000e-
005

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction
Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 0.00 2.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 10.00 6.00

tblOffRoadEquipment PhaseName Grading

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2018 2019

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.74 0.48

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 0.00 1.00

tblLandUse LotAcreage 0.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 84.00 168.00

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 1.00

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 4 Final

tblConstDustMitigation WaterUnpavedRoadVehicleSpeed 40 0
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0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Water

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Waste

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Mobile 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Area 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Highest 0.0116 0.0013

2.2 Overall Operational

Quarter Start Date End Date Maximum Unmitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter) Maximum Mitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter)

1 6-1-2017 8-31-2017 0.0116 0.0013

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 93.85 10.82 0.00 93.85 19.12

NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

80.77 89.90 -25.45 0.00

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.0000 2.3425 2.3425 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 2.34585.0000e-
003

4.0000e-
005

5.0300e-
003

2.5500e-
003

4.0000e-
005

2.5800e-
003

Maximum 3.0000e-
004

1.4800e-
003

0.0162 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.3425 2.3425 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 2.34585.0000e-
003

4.0000e-
005

5.0300e-
003

2.5500e-
003

4.0000e-
005

2.5800e-
003

2017 3.0000e-
004

1.4800e-
003

0.0162 3.0000e-
005

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10
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2

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0.75

Acres of Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0; Striped Parking Area: 0 
(Architectural Coating – sqft)

End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Grading Grading 6/1/2017 6/2/2017 5

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Water

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Waste

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Mobile 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Area 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10
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CO2ePM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2OSO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

1.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.2028

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO

2.5300e-
003

6.4000e-
004

3.1700e-
003

0.0000 2.1997 2.1997

2.2028

Total 1.5200e-
003

0.0143 0.0125 3.0000e-
005

4.9100e-
003

6.4000e-
004

5.5500e-
003

6.4000e-
004

0.0000 2.1997 2.1997 1.2000e-
004

0.00003.0000e-
005

6.4000e-
004

6.4000e-
004

6.4000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 1.5200e-
003

0.0143 0.0125

0.0000 4.9100e-
003

2.5300e-
003

0.0000 2.5300e-
003

0.0000

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 4.9100e-
003

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2eFugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Use Cleaner Engines for Construction Equipment

Clean Paved Roads

3.2 Grading - 2017
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2

6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Grading 4 6.00 0.00 2.00 14.70

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle 
Class

Hauling 
Vehicle 
Class

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Load Factor

Grading Generator Sets 1 24.00 168 0.48

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power
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0.0000 0.0650 0.0650 0.0000 0.0000 0.06507.0000e-
005

0.0000 7.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

Worker 4.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
005

3.2000e-
004

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0778 0.0778 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.07792.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

Hauling 1.0000e-
005

3.4000e-
004

6.0000e-
005

0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 2.1997 2.1997 1.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.20284.9100e-
003

3.0000e-
005

4.9400e-
003

2.5300e-
003

3.0000e-
005

2.5600e-
003

Total 2.6000e-
004

1.1100e-
003

0.0158 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.1997 2.1997 1.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.20283.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
005

Off-Road 2.6000e-
004

1.1100e-
003

0.0158 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00004.9100e-
003

0.0000 4.9100e-
003

2.5300e-
003

0.0000 2.5300e-
003

Fugitive Dust

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 0.1428 0.1428 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.14309.0000e-
005

0.0000 9.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.0000e-
005

Total 5.0000e-
005

3.7000e-
004

3.8000e-
004

0.0000

0.0000 0.0650 0.0650 0.0000 0.0000 0.06507.0000e-
005

0.0000 7.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

Worker 4.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
005

3.2000e-
004

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0778 0.0778 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.07792.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 1.0000e-
005

3.4000e-
004

6.0000e-
005

0.0000
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0.031831 0.001999 0.002027 0.004724 0.000704 0.000991

SBUS MH

User Defined Industrial 0.546418 0.044132 0.199182 0.124467 0.017484 0.005870 0.020172

LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCYLand Use LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1

0.00 0.00 0 0 0

4.4 Fleet Mix

H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

User Defined Industrial 16.60 8.40 6.90 0.00

4.3 Trip Type Information

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

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual VMT

User Defined Industrial 0.00 0.00 0.00

4.2 Trip Summary Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.0000 0.1428 0.1428 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.14309.0000e-
005

0.0000 9.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.0000e-
005

Total 5.0000e-
005

3.7000e-
004

3.8000e-
004

0.0000
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0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Unmitigated

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Electricity 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Electricity 
Mitigated

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

5.0 Energy Detail

Historical Energy Use: N

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10
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Mitigated

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Land Use kWh/yr t
o
n

MT/yr

User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2OSO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO

Mitigated

3/13/2018 Board Meeting 7-1 Attachment 2, Page 568 of 855



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Architectural 
Coating

0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

6.0 Area Detail

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Land Use kWh/yr t
o
n

MT/yr

User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
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Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Category t
o
n

MT/yr

Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

7.0 Water Detail

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Landscaping 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Consumer 
Products

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Architectural 
Coating

0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Landscaping 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Consumer 
Products

0.0000
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8.0 Waste Detail

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Land Use Mgal t
o
n

MT/yr

User Defined 
Industrial

0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Land Use Mgal t
o
n

MT/yr

User Defined 
Industrial

0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

7.2 Water by Land Use
Unmitigated

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e
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Land Use tons t
o
n

MT/yr

Mitigated

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Land Use tons t
o
n

MT/yr

User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

8.2 Waste by Land Use
Unmitigated

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

 Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

t
o
n

MT/yr

 Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Category/Year

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e
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User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number

11.0 Vegetation

Fuel Type

Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Stationary Equipment

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power

0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
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CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.1 Page 1 of 1 Date: 3/8/2017 10:17 AM

Foothill Feeder - South Coast AQMD Air District, Annual

Foothill Feeder - Santa Clarita Blowoff Site Emissions
South Coast AQMD Air District, Annual

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

User Defined Industrial 1.00 User Defined Unit 1.00 0.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days) 31

Climate Zone 9 Operational Year 2017

Utility Company Southern California Edison

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

702.44 CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.029 N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics - Operational year 2017.

Land Use – The proposed project site is approximately 1 acre in size.

Construction Phase - CalEEMods construction tables were used to estimate emissions related to dewatering activities because the activity associated 
with the project was best represented using the construction schedule and equipment tabs. However, the proposed project's emissions are analyzed 
using the SCAQMD operational thresholds. Construction schedule information was provided by the Metropolitan.
Off-road Equipment - Off-road equipment information was provided by Metropolitan.

Off-road Equipment - Two 1,000 kW generators are proposed. 1,000 kw = 1341 HP.

Trips and VMT - 2 additional personnel, 1 additional vendor truck, and 2 hauling truck were conservatively assumed to be required to support operation of 
the proposed generators.

Grading - No grading is required for the proposed project.

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - Tier 4 final equipment was assumed for proposed generators.
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Stationary Sources - Emergency Generators and Fire Pumps - Operational emissions were not used in the air quality analysis.

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblAreaCoating Area_EF_Parking 100 0

tblConstDustMitigation WaterUnpavedRoadVehicleSpeed 40 15

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 2.00

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 4 Final

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 2.00 7.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDaysWeek 5.00 7.00

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 6/22/2017 12/7/2017

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 6/14/2017 12/1/2017

tblLandUse LotAcreage 0.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 84.00 1,341.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 6.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 6.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 7.00 0.00

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2018 2017

tblStationaryGeneratorsPumpsUse HorsePowerValue 0.00 1,000.00

tblStationaryGeneratorsPumpsUse HoursPerDay 0.00 24.00

tblStationaryGeneratorsPumpsUse HoursPerYear 0.00 160.00

tblStationaryGeneratorsPumpsUse NumberOfEquipment 0.00 2.00

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 0.00 4.00

0.00 2.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 5.00 4.00

tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction
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NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

2017 0.1108 1.5795 0.4278 1.8400e-
003

2.3000e-
004

0.0382 0.0385 6.0000e-
005

0.0382 0.0383 0.0000 189.9684 189.9684 9.0300e-
003

0.0000 190.1942

Maximum 0.1108 1.5795 0.4278 1.8400e-
003

9.0300e-
003

0.0000 190.19422.3000e-
004

0.0382 0.0385 6.0000e-
005

0.0382 0.0383

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 189.9684 189.9684

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

2017 0.0222 0.8250 0.9567 1.8400e-
003

2.3000e-
004

5.8900e-
003

6.1300e-
003

6.0000e-
005

5.8900e-
003

5.9600e-
003

0.0000 189.9681 189.9681 9.0300e-
003

0.0000 190.1939

Maximum 0.0222 0.8250 0.9567 1.8400e-
003

2.3000e-
004

5.8900e-
003

6.1300e-
003

6.0000e-
005

5.8900e-
003

5.9600e-
003

0.0000 189.9681 189.9681 9.0300e-
003

0.0000 190.1939

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

79.97 47.77 -123.62 0.00 0.00 84.60 84.07 0.00 84.60 84.44 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Maximum Mitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter)

Highest

Quarter Start Date End Date Maximum Unmitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter)

2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational
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SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Area 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 3.0000e-
005

Energy 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

Mobile 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

Stationary 0.2626 1.1742 0.6695 1.2600e-
003

0.0386 0.0386 0.0386 0.0386 0.0000 121.8551 121.8551 0.0171 0.0000 122.2822

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 0.2626 1.1742 0.6695 1.2600e-
003

0.0171 0.0000 122.28220.0000 0.0386 0.0386 0.0000 0.0386 0.0386

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 121.8551 121.8551

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Area 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 3.0000e-
005

Energy 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

Mobile 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

Stationary 0.2626 1.1742 0.6695 1.2600e-
003

0.0386 0.0386 0.0386 0.0386 0.0000 121.8551 121.8551 0.0171 0.0000 122.2822

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

3/13/2018 Board Meeting 7-1 Attachment 2, Page 577 of 855



Total 0.2626 1.1742 0.6695 1.2600e-
003

0.0000 0.0386 0.0386 0.0000 0.0386 0.0386 0.0000 121.8551 121.8551 0.0171 0.0000 122.2822

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

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Grading Grading 12/1/2017 12/7/2017 7 7

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0; Striped Parking Area: 0 
(Architectural Coating – sqft)
OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Grading Generator Sets 2 24.00 1341 0.74

Grading Graders 0 0.00 187 0.41

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 0 0.00 247 0.40

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 0.00 97 0.37

Vendor 
Vehicle 
Class

Hauling 
Vehicle 
Class

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

4.00 14.70

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Grading 2 4.00 2.00
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Use Cleaner Engines for Construction Equipment

Water Exposed Area

Reduce Vehicle Speed on Unpaved Roads

Clean Paved Roads

3.2 Grading - 2017
Unmitigated Construction On-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 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.1106 1.5779 0.4267 1.8400e-
003

0.0382 0.0382 0.0382 0.0382 0.0000 189.4858 189.4858 9.0000e-
003

0.0000 189.7109

Total 0.1106 1.5779 0.4267 1.8400e-
003

0.0000 0.0382 0.0382 0.0000 0.0382 0.0382 0.0000 189.4858 189.4858 9.0000e-
003

0.0000 189.7109

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

Hauling 2.0000e-
005

6.9000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

0.0000 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 4.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.1556 0.1556 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.1558

Vendor 3.0000e-
005

9.2000e-
004

2.5000e-
004

0.0000 4.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

5.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.1754 0.1754 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.1757

Worker 8.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

7.5000e-
004

0.0000 1.5000e-
004

0.0000 1.5000e-
004

4.0000e-
005

0.0000 4.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.1516 0.1516 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.1518

Total 1.3000e-
004

1.6800e-
003

1.1300e-
003

0.0000 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.48332.2000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

2.4000e-
004

6.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.4826 0.4826
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SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Fugitive Dust 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0221 0.8233 0.9556 1.8400e-
003

5.8800e-
003

5.8800e-
003

5.8800e-
003

5.8800e-
003

0.0000 189.4856 189.4856 9.0000e-
003

0.0000 189.7106

Total 0.0221 0.8233 0.9556 1.8400e-
003

9.0000e-
003

0.0000 189.71060.0000 5.8800e-
003

5.8800e-
003

0.0000 5.8800e-
003

5.8800e-
003

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 189.4856 189.4856

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 2.0000e-
005

6.9000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

0.0000 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 4.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.1556 0.1556 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.1558

Vendor 3.0000e-
005

9.2000e-
004

2.5000e-
004

0.0000 4.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

5.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.1754 0.1754 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.1757

Worker 8.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

7.5000e-
004

0.0000 1.5000e-
004

0.0000 1.5000e-
004

4.0000e-
005

0.0000 4.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.1516 0.1516 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.1518

Total 1.3000e-
004

1.6800e-
003

1.1300e-
003

0.0000 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.48332.2000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

2.4000e-
004

6.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.4826 0.4826

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile
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CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Mitigated 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

Unmitigated 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

4.2 Trip Summary Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

User Defined Industrial 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total 0.00 0.00 0.00

4.3 Trip Type Information

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

User Defined Industrial 16.60 8.40 6.90 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0

4.4 Fleet Mix
HHD OBUS UBUS MCYLand Use LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1

0.129481 0.019131 0.005886 0.019249

LHD2 MHD

0.002234 0.004581 0.000701 0.001073

SBUS MH

0.030178 0.001920User Defined Industrial 0.542123 0.045435 0.198009

5.0 Energy Detail

Historical Energy Use: N

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy
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NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Electricity 
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Electricity 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

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

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.00000.0000

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Unmitigated

NaturalGa
s Use

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000

0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

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
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Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr t
o
n

MT/yr

User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000

Mitigated

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

0.0000

Land Use kWh/yr t
o
n

MT/yr

User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
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CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

6.0 Area Detail

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

ROG NOx NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 3.0000e-
005

Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Architectural 
Coating

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

0.0000 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 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 3.0000e-
005

Total 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

Mitigated
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SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Architectural 
Coating

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

0.0000 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 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 3.0000e-
005

Total 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 3.0000e-
005

7.0 Water Detail

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category t
o
n

MT/yr

Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

7.2 Water by Land Use
Unmitigated
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Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal t
o
n

MT/yr

User Defined 
Industrial

0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal t
o
n

MT/yr

User Defined 
Industrial

0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

8.0 Waste Detail

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

Category/Year

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

t
o
n

MT/yr
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 Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

 Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

8.2 Waste by Land Use
Unmitigated

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons t
o
n

MT/yr

User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons t
o
n

MT/yr

User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

9.0 Operational Offroad

3/13/2018 Board Meeting 7-1 Attachment 2, Page 587 of 855



Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Stationary Equipment

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

Emergency Generator 2 24 160 1000 0.73 Diesel

Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number

10.1 Stationary Sources
Unmitigated/Mitigated

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

Equipment Type tons/yr MT/yr

Emergency 
Generator - Diesel 
(750 - 9999 HP)

0.2626 1.1742 0.6695 1.2600e-
003

0.0171 0.0000 122.2822

Total 0.2626 1.1742 0.6695

0.0386 0.0386

0.0386 0.0386 0.0386

121.8551 121.85510.0386 0.0386 0.0000

122.2822

11.0 Vegetation

0.0386 0.0000 121.8551 121.8551 0.0171 0.00001.2600e-
003
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Trips and VMT - Trip information provided by HRS. Vendor truck trips include, 3 pick-up trucks as well as  2 dump and  1 water truck.

Grading - None.

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - In compliance with SCAQMD rule 403 (Fugitive Dust) it was assumed that the project site would be watered 
3 times daily and off-road vehicle speed would be limited to 15 miles per hour.
Area Coating - None.

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics - Construction/Operational Start Date 2017.

Land Use - The mitigation site is estimated to be approximately 1 acre in size.

Construction Phase - Construction duration provided by HRS. Start and end dates of construction have not yet been determined and are conservatively 
assumed to occur in 2017.

Off-road Equipment - Construction information provided by HRS. See Construction Detail 3.0 for details.

Off-road Equipment - Construction equipment information provided by HRS.

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

702.44 CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.029 N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006

31

Climate Zone 9 Operational Year 2017

Utility Company Southern California Edison

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days)

Floor Surface Area Population

User Defined Industrial 1.00 User Defined Unit 1.00 0.00 0

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.1 Page 1 of 1 Date: 3/8/2017 11:21 AM

Foothill Feeder - South Coast AQMD Air District, Annual

Foothill Feeder - UTS Conservation Action Site Emissions.
South Coast AQMD Air District, Annual
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0.0000 42.0318 42.0318 8.5200e-
003

0.0000 42.24489.0600e-
003

0.0142 0.0233 2.4700e-
003

0.0131 0.0156Maximum 0.0271 0.2865 0.2278 4.5000e-
004

0.0000 42.0318 42.0318 8.5200e-
003

0.0000 42.24489.0600e-
003

0.0142 0.0233 2.4700e-
003

0.0131 0.01562017 0.0271 0.2865 0.2278 4.5000e-
004

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction
Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

tblTripsAndVMT VendorTripNumber 0.00 12.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 5.00 14.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 6.00 0.00

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2018 2017

tblOffRoadEquipment PhaseName Grading

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 6.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 0.00 1.00

tblLandUse LotAcreage 0.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 2.00 79.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDaysWeek 5.00 6.00

tblAreaMitigation UseLowVOCPaintParkingValue 0 100

tblConstDustMitigation WaterUnpavedRoadVehicleSpeed 40 15

Area Mitigation - None.

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value
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0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Mobile 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Area 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Highest 0.3114 0.3114

2.2 Overall Operational

Quarter Start Date End Date Maximum Unmitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter) Maximum Mitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter)

1 6-1-2017 8-31-2017 0.3114 0.3114

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.0000 42.0318 42.0318 8.5200e-
003

0.0000 42.24489.0600e-
003

0.0142 0.0233 2.4700e-
003

0.0131 0.0156Maximum 0.0271 0.2865 0.2278 4.5000e-
004

0.0000 42.0318 42.0318 8.5200e-
003

0.0000 42.24489.0600e-
003

0.0142 0.0233 2.4700e-
003

0.0131 0.01562017 0.0271 0.2865 0.2278 4.5000e-
004

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10
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79

End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Grading Grading 6/1/2017 8/31/2017 6

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Water

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Waste

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Mobile 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Area 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Water

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Waste
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CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2OSO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Water Exposed Area

Reduce Vehicle Speed on Unpaved Roads

Clean Paved Roads

3.2 Grading - 2017
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO

6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Grading 2 14.00 12.00 0.00 14.70

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle 
Class

Hauling 
Vehicle 
Class

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 7.00 97 0.37

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 0 0.00 247 0.40

Grading Graders 0 0.00 187 0.41

Load Factor

Grading Excavators 1 6.00 158 0.38

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0; Striped Parking Area: 0 
(Architectural Coating – sqft)
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0.0000 24.1665 24.1665 7.4000e-
003

0.0000 24.35160.0000 0.0136 0.0136 0.0000 0.0125 0.0125Total 0.0214 0.2213 0.1816 2.6000e-
004

0.0000 24.1665 24.1665 7.4000e-
003

0.0000 24.35160.0136 0.0136 0.0125 0.0125Off-Road 0.0214 0.2213 0.1816 2.6000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Fugitive Dust

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 17.8653 17.8653 1.1200e-
003

0.0000 17.89329.0600e-
003

5.8000e-
004

9.6400e-
003

2.4700e-
003

5.6000e-
004

3.0300e-
003

Total 5.6400e-
003

0.0653 0.0462 1.9000e-
004

0.0000 5.9883 5.9883 2.3000e-
004

0.0000 5.99406.0700e-
003

5.0000e-
005

6.1200e-
003

1.6100e-
003

5.0000e-
005

1.6600e-
003

Worker 3.3100e-
003

2.7600e-
003

0.0294 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 11.8770 11.8770 8.9000e-
004

0.0000 11.89922.9900e-
003

5.3000e-
004

3.5200e-
003

8.6000e-
004

5.1000e-
004

1.3700e-
003

Vendor 2.3300e-
003

0.0625 0.0168 1.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 24.1665 24.1665 7.4000e-
003

0.0000 24.35160.0000 0.0136 0.0136 0.0000 0.0125 0.0125Total 0.0214 0.2213 0.1816 2.6000e-
004

0.0000 24.1665 24.1665 7.4000e-
003

0.0000 24.35160.0136 0.0136 0.0125 0.0125Off-Road 0.0214 0.2213 0.1816 2.6000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Fugitive Dust
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4.2 Trip Summary Information

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.0000 17.8653 17.8653 1.1200e-
003

0.0000 17.89329.0600e-
003

5.8000e-
004

9.6400e-
003

2.4700e-
003

5.6000e-
004

3.0300e-
003

Total 5.6400e-
003

0.0653 0.0462 1.9000e-
004

0.0000 5.9883 5.9883 2.3000e-
004

0.0000 5.99406.0700e-
003

5.0000e-
005

6.1200e-
003

1.6100e-
003

5.0000e-
005

1.6600e-
003

Worker 3.3100e-
003

2.7600e-
003

0.0294 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 11.8770 11.8770 8.9000e-
004

0.0000 11.89922.9900e-
003

5.3000e-
004

3.5200e-
003

8.6000e-
004

5.1000e-
004

1.3700e-
003

Vendor 2.3300e-
003

0.0625 0.0168 1.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Electricity 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Electricity 
Mitigated

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

5.0 Energy Detail

Historical Energy Use: N

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.030178 0.001920 0.002234 0.004581 0.000701 0.001073

SBUS MH

User Defined Industrial 0.542123 0.045435 0.198009 0.129481 0.019131 0.005886 0.019249

LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCYLand Use LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1

0.00 0.00 0 0 0

4.4 Fleet Mix

H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

User Defined Industrial 16.60 8.40 6.90 0.00

4.3 Trip Type Information

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

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual VMT

User Defined Industrial 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT
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Land Use kWh/yr t
o
n

MT/yr

Unmitigated

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2OSO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

Unmitigated

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10
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0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

6.0 Area Detail

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Land Use kWh/yr t
o
n

MT/yr

User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
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7.0 Water Detail

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Landscaping 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Consumer 
Products

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Architectural 
Coating

0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Landscaping 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Consumer 
Products

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Architectural 
Coating

0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10
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Mitigated

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Land Use Mgal t
o
n

MT/yr

User Defined 
Industrial

0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

7.2 Water by Land Use
Unmitigated

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Category t
o
n

MT/yr

Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e
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0.0000

Land Use tons t
o
n

MT/yr

User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

8.2 Waste by Land Use
Unmitigated

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

 Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

t
o
n

MT/yr

 Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

8.0 Waste Detail

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

Category/Year

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Land Use Mgal t
o
n

MT/yr

User Defined 
Industrial

0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
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User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number

11.0 Vegetation

Fuel Type

Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Stationary Equipment

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power

0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Land Use tons t
o
n

MT/yr

User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
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tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 0.00 1,000.00

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 3/9/2017 3/13/2017

tblLandUse BuildingSpaceSquareFeet 0.00 1,000.00

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 5.00 2.00

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics – Output was created to back calculate fuel usage for the project based on MT CO2e emissions. 

Land Use - Placeholder development. No permeant structures are proposed. Placeholder information.

Construction Phase – No architectural coating phase. Placeholder information. 

Off-road Equipment - Offroad Equipment information provided by Metropolitan.

Trips and VMT - Trip information provided by Metropolitan.

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

702.44 CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.029 N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006

31

Climate Zone 9 Operational Year 2019

Utility Company Southern California Edison

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days)

Floor Surface Area Population

User Defined Industrial 5.00 User Defined Unit 1.00 1,000.00 0

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.1 Page 1 of 1 Date: 3/10/2017 5:01 PM

Placerita - South Coast AQMD Air District, Annual

Placerita
South Coast AQMD Air District, Annual
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0.0000 2.3768 2.3768 1.4000e-
004

0.0000 2.38031.0000e-
004

4.5000e-
004

5.5000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

4.4000e-
004

4.7000e-
004

Maximum 5.9400e-
003

0.0142 5.9100e-
003

3.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.3768 2.3768 1.4000e-
004

0.0000 2.38031.0000e-
004

4.5000e-
004

5.5000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

4.4000e-
004

4.7000e-
004

2017 5.9400e-
003

0.0142 5.9100e-
003

3.0000e-
005

CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 0.00 8.00

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2018 2019

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 0.00 2.00

tblOffRoadEquipment PhaseName Architectural Coating

tblOffRoadEquipment PhaseName Architectural Coating

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 0.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment PhaseName Architectural Coating

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Other Construction Equipment

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 0.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Air Compressors Generator Sets

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Cranes

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 172.00 10.00

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.74 0.48

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 84.00 183.00

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 231.00 190.00

tblLandUse LotAcreage 0.00 1.00
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0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Mobile 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Area 4.0800e-
003

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

0.0000

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Highest 0.0287 0.0255

2.2 Overall Operational

Quarter Start Date End Date Maximum Unmitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter) Maximum Mitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter)

1 3-10-2017 6-9-2017 0.0287 0.0255

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 15.62 0.00 0.00

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.0000 2.3768 2.3768 1.4000e-
004

0.0000 2.38031.0000e-
004

4.5000e-
004

5.5000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

4.4000e-
004

4.7000e-
004

Maximum 5.9400e-
003

0.0119 5.9100e-
003

3.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.3768 2.3768 1.4000e-
004

0.0000 2.38031.0000e-
004

4.5000e-
004

5.5000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

4.4000e-
004

4.7000e-
004

2017 5.9400e-
003

0.0119 5.9100e-
003

3.0000e-
005

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10
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2

End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 3/10/2017 3/13/2017 5

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 4.0800e-
003

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Water

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Waste

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Mobile 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Area 4.0800e-
003

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 4.0800e-
003

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Water

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Waste
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0.0000 2.2124 2.2124 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 2.21564.5000e-
004

4.5000e-
004

4.4000e-
004

4.4000e-
004

Total 5.8800e-
003

0.0138 5.4200e-
003

3.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.2124 2.2124 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 2.21564.5000e-
004

4.5000e-
004

4.4000e-
004

4.4000e-
004

Off-Road 1.2500e-
003

0.0138 5.4200e-
003

3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Archit. Coating 4.6300e-
003

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.2 Architectural Coating - 2017
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Architectural Coating 1 8.00 0.00 2.00 14.70

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle 
Class

Hauling 
Vehicle 
Class

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Architectural Coating Other Construction Equipment 1 12.00 10 0.42

Architectural Coating Cranes 1 2.00 190 0.29

Load Factor

Architectural Coating Generator Sets 1 20.50 183 0.48

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 1,500; Non-Residential Outdoor: 500; Striped Parking Area: 0 
(Architectural Coating – sqft)

3/13/2018 Board Meeting 7-1 Attachment 2, Page 608 of 855



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2ePM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 2.2124 2.2124 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 2.21564.5000e-
004

4.5000e-
004

4.4000e-
004

4.4000e-
004

Total 5.8800e-
003

0.0116 5.4200e-
003

3.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.2124 2.2124 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 2.21564.5000e-
004

4.5000e-
004

4.4000e-
004

4.4000e-
004

Off-Road 1.2500e-
003

0.0116 5.4200e-
003

3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Archit. Coating 4.6300e-
003

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 0.1644 0.1644 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.16461.1000e-
004

0.0000 1.1000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.0000e-
005

Total 6.0000e-
005

3.8000e-
004

4.9000e-
004

0.0000

0.0000 0.0866 0.0866 0.0000 0.0000 0.08679.0000e-
005

0.0000 9.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

Worker 5.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

4.3000e-
004

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0778 0.0778 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.07792.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

Hauling 1.0000e-
005

3.4000e-
004

6.0000e-
005

0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10
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4.3 Trip Type Information

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual VMT

User Defined Industrial 0.00 0.00 0.00

4.2 Trip Summary Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.0000 0.1644 0.1644 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.16461.1000e-
004

0.0000 1.1000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.0000e-
005

Total 6.0000e-
005

3.8000e-
004

4.9000e-
004

0.0000

0.0000 0.0866 0.0866 0.0000 0.0000 0.08679.0000e-
005

0.0000 9.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

Worker 5.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

4.3000e-
004

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0778 0.0778 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.07792.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

Hauling 1.0000e-
005

3.4000e-
004

6.0000e-
005

0.0000

Category tons/yr MT/yr
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NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2eExhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Unmitigated

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Electricity 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Electricity 
Mitigated

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

5.0 Energy Detail

Historical Energy Use: N

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.031831 0.001999 0.002027 0.004724 0.000704 0.000991

SBUS MH

User Defined Industrial 0.546418 0.044132 0.199182 0.124467 0.017484 0.005870 0.020172

LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCYLand Use LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1

0.00 0.00 0 0 0

4.4 Fleet Mix

H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

User Defined Industrial 16.60 8.40 6.90 0.00

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
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0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Land Use kWh/yr t
o
n

MT/yr

User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2OSO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr
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6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Unmitigated 4.0800e-
003

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

0.0000

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Mitigated 4.0800e-
003

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

0.0000

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

6.0 Area Detail

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Land Use kWh/yr t
o
n

MT/yr

User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e
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7.0 Water Detail

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 4.0800e-
003

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

0.0000

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Landscaping 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Consumer 
Products

3.6100e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Architectural 
Coating

4.6000e-
004

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 4.0800e-
003

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

0.0000

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Landscaping 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Consumer 
Products

3.6100e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Architectural 
Coating

4.6000e-
004

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10
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Land Use Mgal t
o
n

MT/yr

Mitigated

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Land Use Mgal t
o
n

MT/yr

User Defined 
Industrial

0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

7.2 Water by Land Use
Unmitigated

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Category t
o
n

MT/yr

Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

3/13/2018 Board Meeting 7-1 Attachment 2, Page 615 of 855



0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Land Use tons t
o
n

MT/yr

User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

8.2 Waste by Land Use
Unmitigated

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

 Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

t
o
n

MT/yr

 Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

8.0 Waste Detail

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

Category/Year

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

User Defined 
Industrial

0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
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User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number

11.0 Vegetation

Fuel Type

Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Stationary Equipment

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power

0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Land Use tons t
o
n

MT/yr

User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e
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tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 0.00 1,000.00

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 3/9/2017 3/13/2017

tblLandUse BuildingSpaceSquareFeet 0.00 1,000.00

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 5.00 2.00

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics – Output was created to back calculate fuel usage for the project based on MT CO2e emissions. 

Land Use - Placeholder development. No permeant structures are proposed. Placeholder information.

Construction Phase – No architectural coating phase. Placeholder information. 

Off-road Equipment - Offroad Equipment information provided by Metropolitan.

Trips and VMT - Trip information provided by Metropolitan.

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

702.44 CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.029 N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006

31

Climate Zone 9 Operational Year 2019

Utility Company Southern California Edison

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days)

Floor Surface Area Population

User Defined Industrial 5.00 User Defined Unit 1.00 1,000.00 0

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.1 Page 1 of 1 Date: 3/10/2017 4:55 PM

San Franciscuito High Rise - South Coast AQMD Air District, Annual

San Franciscuito High Rise
South Coast AQMD Air District, Annual
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Mitigated Construction

0.0000 2.6699 2.6699 1.4000e-
004

0.0000 2.67331.0000e-
004

4.5000e-
004

5.6000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

4.4000e-
004

4.7000e-
004

Maximum 5.9700e-
003

0.0155 6.0100e-
003

3.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.6699 2.6699 1.4000e-
004

0.0000 2.67331.0000e-
004

4.5000e-
004

5.6000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

4.4000e-
004

4.7000e-
004

2017 5.9700e-
003

0.0155 6.0100e-
003

3.0000e-
005

CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 0.00 8.00

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2018 2019

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 0.00 2.00

tblOffRoadEquipment PhaseName Architectural Coating

tblOffRoadEquipment PhaseName Architectural Coating

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Cranes

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 0.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.74 0.48

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Air Compressors Generator Sets

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 84.00 183.00

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 231.00 190.00

tblLandUse LotAcreage 0.00 1.00
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0.0000 1.2000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 4.0800e-
003

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Water

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Waste

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Mobile 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Area 4.0800e-
003

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

0.0000

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Highest 0.0307 0.0284

2.2 Overall Operational

Quarter Start Date End Date Maximum Unmitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter) Maximum Mitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter)

1 3-10-2017 6-9-2017 0.0307 0.0284

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 10.37 0.00 0.00

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.0000 2.6699 2.6699 1.4000e-
004

0.0000 2.67331.0000e-
004

4.5000e-
004

5.6000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

4.4000e-
004

4.7000e-
004

Maximum 5.9700e-
003

0.0139 6.0100e-
003

3.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.6699 2.6699 1.4000e-
004

0.0000 2.67331.0000e-
004

4.5000e-
004

5.6000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

4.4000e-
004

4.7000e-
004

2017 5.9700e-
003

0.0139 6.0100e-
003

3.0000e-
005

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10
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2

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 1,500; Non-Residential Outdoor: 500; Striped Parking Area: 0 
(Architectural Coating – sqft)

End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 3/10/2017 3/13/2017 5

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 4.0800e-
003

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Water

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Waste

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Mobile 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Area 4.0800e-
003

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10
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Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2ePM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 2.5055 2.5055 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 2.50864.5000e-
004

4.5000e-
004

4.4000e-
004

4.4000e-
004

Total 5.9000e-
003

0.0151 5.5200e-
003

3.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.5055 2.5055 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 2.50864.5000e-
004

4.5000e-
004

4.4000e-
004

4.4000e-
004

Off-Road 1.2700e-
003

0.0151 5.5200e-
003

3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Archit. Coating 4.6300e-
003

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.2 Architectural Coating - 2017
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Architectural Coating 1 8.00 0.00 2.00 14.70

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle 
Class

Hauling 
Vehicle 
Class

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Architectural Coating Cranes 1 2.00 190 0.29

Load Factor

Architectural Coating Generator Sets 1 24.00 183 0.48

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power
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0.0000 0.0866 0.0866 0.0000 0.0000 0.08679.0000e-
005

0.0000 9.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

Worker 5.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

4.3000e-
004

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0778 0.0778 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.07792.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

Hauling 1.0000e-
005

3.4000e-
004

6.0000e-
005

0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 2.5055 2.5055 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 2.50864.5000e-
004

4.5000e-
004

4.4000e-
004

4.4000e-
004

Total 5.9000e-
003

0.0135 5.5200e-
003

3.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.5055 2.5055 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 2.50864.5000e-
004

4.5000e-
004

4.4000e-
004

4.4000e-
004

Off-Road 1.2700e-
003

0.0135 5.5200e-
003

3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Archit. Coating 4.6300e-
003

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 0.1644 0.1644 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.16461.1000e-
004

0.0000 1.1000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.0000e-
005

Total 6.0000e-
005

3.8000e-
004

4.9000e-
004

0.0000

0.0000 0.0866 0.0866 0.0000 0.0000 0.08679.0000e-
005

0.0000 9.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

Worker 5.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

4.3000e-
004

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0778 0.0778 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.07792.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

Hauling 1.0000e-
005

3.4000e-
004

6.0000e-
005

0.0000

Category tons/yr MT/yr
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0.031831 0.001999 0.002027 0.004724 0.000704 0.000991

SBUS MH

User Defined Industrial 0.546418 0.044132 0.199182 0.124467 0.017484 0.005870 0.020172

LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCYLand Use LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1

0.00 0.00 0 0 0

4.4 Fleet Mix

H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

User Defined Industrial 16.60 8.40 6.90 0.00

4.3 Trip Type Information

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

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual VMT

User Defined Industrial 0.00 0.00 0.00

4.2 Trip Summary Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.0000 0.1644 0.1644 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.16461.1000e-
004

0.0000 1.1000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.0000e-
005

Total 6.0000e-
005

3.8000e-
004

4.9000e-
004

0.0000
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0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Unmitigated

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Electricity 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Electricity 
Mitigated

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

5.0 Energy Detail

Historical Energy Use: N

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10
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Mitigated

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Land Use kWh/yr t
o
n

MT/yr

User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2OSO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO

Mitigated
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0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Architectural 
Coating

4.6000e-
004

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Unmitigated 4.0800e-
003

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

0.0000

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Mitigated 4.0800e-
003

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

0.0000

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

6.0 Area Detail

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Land Use kWh/yr t
o
n

MT/yr

User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
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Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Category t
o
n

MT/yr

Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

7.0 Water Detail

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 4.0800e-
003

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

0.0000

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Landscaping 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Consumer 
Products

3.6100e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Architectural 
Coating

4.6000e-
004

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 4.0800e-
003

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

0.0000

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Landscaping 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Consumer 
Products

3.6100e-
003
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8.0 Waste Detail

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Land Use Mgal t
o
n

MT/yr

User Defined 
Industrial

0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Land Use Mgal t
o
n

MT/yr

User Defined 
Industrial

0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

7.2 Water by Land Use
Unmitigated

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e
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Land Use tons t
o
n

MT/yr

Mitigated

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Land Use tons t
o
n

MT/yr

User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

8.2 Waste by Land Use
Unmitigated

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

 Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

t
o
n

MT/yr

 Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Category/Year

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e
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User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number

11.0 Vegetation

Fuel Type

Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Stationary Equipment

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power

0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
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tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 0.00 1,000.00

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 3/9/2017 3/13/2017

tblLandUse BuildingSpaceSquareFeet 0.00 1,000.00

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 5.00 2.00

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics – Output was created to back calculate fuel usage for the project based on MT CO2e emissions. 

Land Use - Placeholder development. No permeant structures are proposed. Placeholder information.

Construction Phase – No architectural coating phase. Placeholder information. 

Off-road Equipment - Offroad Equipment information provided by Metropolitan.

Trips and VMT - Trip information provided by Metropolitan.

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

702.44 CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.029 N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006

31

Climate Zone 9 Operational Year 2019

Utility Company Southern California Edison

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days)

Floor Surface Area Population

User Defined Industrial 5.00 User Defined Unit 1.00 1,000.00 0

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.1 Page 1 of 1 Date: 3/10/2017 4:56 PM

San Franciscuito Low Rise - South Coast AQMD Air District, Annual

San Franciscuito Low Rise
South Coast AQMD Air District, Annual
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0.0000 2.7262 2.7262 1.5000e-
004

0.0000 2.73001.0000e-
004

5.0000e-
004

6.1000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

4.9000e-
004

5.2000e-
004

Maximum 6.1000e-
003

0.0161 6.6300e-
003

3.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.7262 2.7262 1.5000e-
004

0.0000 2.73001.0000e-
004

5.0000e-
004

6.1000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

4.9000e-
004

5.2000e-
004

2017 6.1000e-
003

0.0161 6.6300e-
003

3.0000e-
005

CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 0.00 8.00

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2018 2019

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 0.00 2.00

tblOffRoadEquipment PhaseName Architectural Coating

tblOffRoadEquipment PhaseName Architectural Coating

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 0.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment PhaseName Architectural Coating

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Other Construction Equipment

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 0.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Air Compressors Generator Sets

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Cranes

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 172.00 10.00

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.74 0.48

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 84.00 183.00

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 231.00 190.00

tblLandUse LotAcreage 0.00 1.00
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0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Mobile 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Area 4.0800e-
003

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

0.0000

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Highest 0.0317 0.0286

2.2 Overall Operational

Quarter Start Date End Date Maximum Unmitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter) Maximum Mitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter)

1 3-10-2017 6-9-2017 0.0317 0.0286

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 13.71 0.00 0.00

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.0000 2.7262 2.7262 1.5000e-
004

0.0000 2.73001.0000e-
004

5.0000e-
004

6.1000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

4.9000e-
004

5.2000e-
004

Maximum 6.1000e-
003

0.0139 6.6300e-
003

3.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.7262 2.7262 1.5000e-
004

0.0000 2.73001.0000e-
004

5.0000e-
004

6.1000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

4.9000e-
004

5.2000e-
004

2017 6.1000e-
003

0.0139 6.6300e-
003

3.0000e-
005

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10
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2

End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 3/10/2017 3/13/2017 5

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 4.0800e-
003

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Water

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Waste

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Mobile 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Area 4.0800e-
003

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 4.0800e-
003

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Water

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Waste
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0.0000 2.5618 2.5618 1.4000e-
004

0.0000 2.56545.0000e-
004

5.0000e-
004

4.9000e-
004

4.9000e-
004

Total 6.0400e-
003

0.0157 6.1400e-
003

3.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.5618 2.5618 1.4000e-
004

0.0000 2.56545.0000e-
004

5.0000e-
004

4.9000e-
004

4.9000e-
004

Off-Road 1.4100e-
003

0.0157 6.1400e-
003

3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Archit. Coating 4.6300e-
003

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.2 Architectural Coating - 2017
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Architectural Coating 1 8.00 0.00 2.00 14.70

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle 
Class

Hauling 
Vehicle 
Class

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Architectural Coating Other Construction Equipment 1 12.00 10 0.42

Architectural Coating Cranes 1 2.00 190 0.29

Load Factor

Architectural Coating Generator Sets 1 24.00 183 0.48

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 1,500; Non-Residential Outdoor: 500; Striped Parking Area: 0 
(Architectural Coating – sqft)
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Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2ePM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 2.5618 2.5618 1.4000e-
004

0.0000 2.56545.0000e-
004

5.0000e-
004

4.9000e-
004

4.9000e-
004

Total 6.0400e-
003

0.0135 6.1400e-
003

3.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.5618 2.5618 1.4000e-
004

0.0000 2.56545.0000e-
004

5.0000e-
004

4.9000e-
004

4.9000e-
004

Off-Road 1.4100e-
003

0.0135 6.1400e-
003

3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Archit. Coating 4.6300e-
003

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 0.1644 0.1644 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.16461.1000e-
004

0.0000 1.1000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.0000e-
005

Total 6.0000e-
005

3.8000e-
004

4.9000e-
004

0.0000

0.0000 0.0866 0.0866 0.0000 0.0000 0.08679.0000e-
005

0.0000 9.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

Worker 5.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

4.3000e-
004

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0778 0.0778 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.07792.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

Hauling 1.0000e-
005

3.4000e-
004

6.0000e-
005

0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10
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4.3 Trip Type Information

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual VMT

User Defined Industrial 0.00 0.00 0.00

4.2 Trip Summary Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.0000 0.1644 0.1644 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.16461.1000e-
004

0.0000 1.1000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.0000e-
005

Total 6.0000e-
005

3.8000e-
004

4.9000e-
004

0.0000

0.0000 0.0866 0.0866 0.0000 0.0000 0.08679.0000e-
005

0.0000 9.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

Worker 5.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

4.3000e-
004

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0778 0.0778 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.07792.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

Hauling 1.0000e-
005

3.4000e-
004

6.0000e-
005

0.0000

Category tons/yr MT/yr
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NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2eExhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Unmitigated

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Electricity 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Electricity 
Mitigated

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

5.0 Energy Detail

Historical Energy Use: N

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.031831 0.001999 0.002027 0.004724 0.000704 0.000991

SBUS MH

User Defined Industrial 0.546418 0.044132 0.199182 0.124467 0.017484 0.005870 0.020172

LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCYLand Use LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1

0.00 0.00 0 0 0

4.4 Fleet Mix

H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

User Defined Industrial 16.60 8.40 6.90 0.00

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
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0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Land Use kWh/yr t
o
n

MT/yr

User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2OSO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr
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6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Unmitigated 4.0800e-
003

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

0.0000

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Mitigated 4.0800e-
003

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

0.0000

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

6.0 Area Detail

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Land Use kWh/yr t
o
n

MT/yr

User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e
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7.0 Water Detail

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 4.0800e-
003

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

0.0000

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Landscaping 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Consumer 
Products

3.6100e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Architectural 
Coating

4.6000e-
004

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 4.0800e-
003

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

0.0000

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Landscaping 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Consumer 
Products

3.6100e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Architectural 
Coating

4.6000e-
004

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10
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Land Use Mgal t
o
n

MT/yr

Mitigated

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Land Use Mgal t
o
n

MT/yr

User Defined 
Industrial

0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

7.2 Water by Land Use
Unmitigated

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Category t
o
n

MT/yr

Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

3/13/2018 Board Meeting 7-1 Attachment 2, Page 643 of 855



0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Land Use tons t
o
n

MT/yr

User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

8.2 Waste by Land Use
Unmitigated

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

 Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

t
o
n

MT/yr

 Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

8.0 Waste Detail

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

Category/Year

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

User Defined 
Industrial

0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
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User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number

11.0 Vegetation

Fuel Type

Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Stationary Equipment

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power

0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Land Use tons t
o
n

MT/yr

User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e
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tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 0.00 1,000.00

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 3/9/2017 3/20/2017

tblLandUse BuildingSpaceSquareFeet 0.00 1,000.00

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 5.00 7.00

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics – Output was created to back calculate fuel usage for the project based on MT CO2e emissions. 

Land Use - Placeholder development. No permeant structures are proposed. Placeholder information.

Construction Phase – No architectural coating phase. Placeholder information. 

Off-road Equipment - Offroad Equipment information provided by Metropolitan.

Trips and VMT - Trip information provided by Metropolitan.

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

702.44 CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.029 N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006

31

Climate Zone 9 Operational Year 2019

Utility Company Southern California Edison

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days)

Floor Surface Area Population

User Defined Industrial 5.00 User Defined Unit 1.00 1,000.00 0

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.1 Page 1 of 1 Date: 3/10/2017 4:59 PM

Santa Clara River - South Coast AQMD Air District, Annual

Santa Clara River
South Coast AQMD Air District, Annual
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Mitigated Construction

0.0000 17.2359 17.2359 7.7000e-
004

0.0000 17.25522.0000e-
005

2.8900e-
003

2.9100e-
003

0.0000 2.8700e-
003

2.8700e-
003

Maximum 0.0131 0.1007 0.0367 2.0000e-
004

0.0000 17.2359 17.2359 7.7000e-
004

0.0000 17.25522.0000e-
005

2.8900e-
003

2.9100e-
003

0.0000 2.8700e-
003

2.8700e-
003

2017 0.0131 0.1007 0.0367 2.0000e-
004

CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 0.00 2.00

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction

tblOffRoadEquipment PhaseName Architectural Coating

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2018 2019

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 0.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment PhaseName Architectural Coating

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Cranes

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 0.00 2.00

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.74 0.48

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Air Compressors Generator Sets

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 84.00 183.00

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 231.00 190.00

tblLandUse LotAcreage 0.00 1.00
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0.0000 1.2000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 4.0800e-
003

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Water

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Waste

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Mobile 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Area 4.0800e-
003

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

0.0000

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Highest 0.1277 0.1213

2.2 Overall Operational

Quarter Start Date End Date Maximum Unmitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter) Maximum Mitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter)

1 3-10-2017 6-9-2017 0.1277 0.1213

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 5.62 0.00 0.00

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.0000 17.2359 17.2359 7.7000e-
004

0.0000 17.25522.0000e-
005

2.8900e-
003

2.9100e-
003

0.0000 2.8700e-
003

2.8700e-
003

Maximum 0.0131 0.0950 0.0367 2.0000e-
004

0.0000 17.2359 17.2359 7.7000e-
004

0.0000 17.25522.0000e-
005

2.8900e-
003

2.9100e-
003

0.0000 2.8700e-
003

2.8700e-
003

2017 0.0131 0.0950 0.0367 2.0000e-
004

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10
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7

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 1,500; Non-Residential Outdoor: 500; Striped Parking Area: 0 
(Architectural Coating – sqft)

End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 3/10/2017 3/20/2017 5

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 4.0800e-
003

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Water

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Waste

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Mobile 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Area 4.0800e-
003

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10
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Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2ePM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 17.1581 17.1581 7.7000e-
004

0.0000 17.17732.8900e-
003

2.8900e-
003

2.8700e-
003

2.8700e-
003

Total 0.0131 0.1003 0.0366 2.0000e-
004

0.0000 17.1581 17.1581 7.7000e-
004

0.0000 17.17732.8900e-
003

2.8900e-
003

2.8700e-
003

2.8700e-
003

Off-Road 8.4500e-
003

0.1003 0.0366 2.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Archit. Coating 4.6400e-
003

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.2 Architectural Coating - 2017
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Architectural Coating 1 0.00 0.00 2.00 14.70

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle 
Class

Hauling 
Vehicle 
Class

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Architectural Coating Cranes 1 2.00 190 0.29

Load Factor

Architectural Coating Generator Sets 2 24.00 183 0.48

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power
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0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0778 0.0778 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.07792.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

Hauling 1.0000e-
005

3.4000e-
004

6.0000e-
005

0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 17.1581 17.1581 7.7000e-
004

0.0000 17.17732.8900e-
003

2.8900e-
003

2.8700e-
003

2.8700e-
003

Total 0.0131 0.0947 0.0366 2.0000e-
004

0.0000 17.1581 17.1581 7.7000e-
004

0.0000 17.17732.8900e-
003

2.8900e-
003

2.8700e-
003

2.8700e-
003

Off-Road 8.4500e-
003

0.0947 0.0366 2.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Archit. Coating 4.6400e-
003

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 0.0778 0.0778 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.07792.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

Total 1.0000e-
005

3.4000e-
004

6.0000e-
005

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0778 0.0778 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.07792.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

Hauling 1.0000e-
005

3.4000e-
004

6.0000e-
005

0.0000

Category tons/yr MT/yr
3/13/2018 Board Meeting 7-1 Attachment 2, Page 651 of 855



0.031831 0.001999 0.002027 0.004724 0.000704 0.000991

SBUS MH

User Defined Industrial 0.546418 0.044132 0.199182 0.124467 0.017484 0.005870 0.020172

LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCYLand Use LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1

0.00 0.00 0 0 0

4.4 Fleet Mix

H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

User Defined Industrial 16.60 8.40 6.90 0.00

4.3 Trip Type Information

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

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual VMT

User Defined Industrial 0.00 0.00 0.00

4.2 Trip Summary Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.0000 0.0778 0.0778 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.07792.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

Total 1.0000e-
005

3.4000e-
004

6.0000e-
005

0.0000
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0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Unmitigated

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Electricity 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Electricity 
Mitigated

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

5.0 Energy Detail

Historical Energy Use: N

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10
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Mitigated

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Land Use kWh/yr t
o
n

MT/yr

User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2OSO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO

Mitigated
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0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Architectural 
Coating

4.6000e-
004

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Unmitigated 4.0800e-
003

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

0.0000

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Mitigated 4.0800e-
003

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

0.0000

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

6.0 Area Detail

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Land Use kWh/yr t
o
n

MT/yr

User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
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Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Category t
o
n

MT/yr

Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

7.0 Water Detail

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 4.0800e-
003

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

0.0000

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Landscaping 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Consumer 
Products

3.6100e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Architectural 
Coating

4.6000e-
004

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 4.0800e-
003

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

0.0000

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Landscaping 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Consumer 
Products

3.6100e-
003
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8.0 Waste Detail

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Land Use Mgal t
o
n

MT/yr

User Defined 
Industrial

0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Land Use Mgal t
o
n

MT/yr

User Defined 
Industrial

0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

7.2 Water by Land Use
Unmitigated

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e
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Land Use tons t
o
n

MT/yr

Mitigated

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Land Use tons t
o
n

MT/yr

User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

8.2 Waste by Land Use
Unmitigated

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

 Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

t
o
n

MT/yr

 Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Category/Year

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e
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User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number

11.0 Vegetation

Fuel Type

Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Stationary Equipment

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power

0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
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tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 0.00 1,000.00

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 3/9/2017 3/10/2017

tblLandUse BuildingSpaceSquareFeet 0.00 1,000.00

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 5.00 1.00

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics - Operational year 2019

Land Use - Placeholder development. No permentat strucutres are proposed. 

Construction Phase - 

Off-road Equipment - Offroad Equipment information provided by Metropolitan. 

Trips and VMT - Trip information provided by Metropolitan. 

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

702.44 CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.029 N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006

31

Climate Zone 9 Operational Year 2019

Utility Company Southern California Edison

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days)

Floor Surface Area Population

User Defined Industrial 5.00 User Defined Unit 1.00 1,000.00 0

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.1 Page 1 of 1 Date: 3/10/2017 4:52 PM

Charlie Canyon - South Coast AQMD Air District, Annual

Charlie Canyon
South Coast AQMD Air District, Annual
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0.0000 1.1261 1.1261 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.12722.0000e-
005

1.7000e-
004

1.8000e-
004

0.0000 1.7000e-
004

1.7000e-
004

Maximum 5.1400e-
003

6.2600e-
003

2.2200e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.1261 1.1261 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.12722.0000e-
005

1.7000e-
004

1.8000e-
004

0.0000 1.7000e-
004

1.7000e-
004

2017 5.1400e-
003

6.2600e-
003

2.2200e-
003

1.0000e-
005

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 1.1261 1.1261 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.12722.0000e-
005

1.7000e-
004

1.8000e-
004

0.0000 1.7000e-
004

1.7000e-
004

Maximum 5.1400e-
003

6.2600e-
003

2.2200e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.1261 1.1261 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.12722.0000e-
005

1.7000e-
004

1.8000e-
004

0.0000 1.7000e-
004

1.7000e-
004

2017 5.1400e-
003

6.2600e-
003

2.2200e-
003

1.0000e-
005

CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 0.00 2.00

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Air Compressors Generator Sets

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2018 2019

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 84.00 183.00

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.74 0.48

tblLandUse LotAcreage 0.00 1.00
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Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2ePM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 4.0800e-
003

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Water

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Waste

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Mobile 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Area 4.0800e-
003

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

0.0000

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Highest 0.0081 0.0081

2.2 Overall Operational

Quarter Start Date End Date Maximum Unmitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter) Maximum Mitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter)

1 3-10-2017 6-9-2017 0.0081 0.0081

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10
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Trips and VMT

Load Factor

Architectural Coating Generator Sets 1 21.00 183 0.48

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power

1

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 1,500; Non-Residential Outdoor: 500; Striped Parking Area: 0 
(Architectural Coating – sqft)

End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 3/10/2017 3/10/2017 5

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 4.0800e-
003

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Water

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Waste

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Mobile 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Area 4.0800e-
003

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

0.0000

Category tons/yr MT/yr
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0.0000 0.0778 0.0778 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.07792.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

Total 1.0000e-
005

3.4000e-
004

6.0000e-
005

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0778 0.0778 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.07792.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

Hauling 1.0000e-
005

3.4000e-
004

6.0000e-
005

0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 1.0483 1.0483 4.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.04931.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

Total 5.1300e-
003

5.9200e-
003

2.1600e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0483 1.0483 4.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.04931.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

Off-Road 5.0000e-
004

5.9200e-
003

2.1600e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Archit. Coating 4.6300e-
003

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.2 Architectural Coating - 2017
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Architectural Coating 1 0.00 0.00 2.00 14.70

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle 
Class

Hauling 
Vehicle 
Class

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

0.0000 0.0778 0.0778 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.07792.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

Total 1.0000e-
005

3.4000e-
004

6.0000e-
005

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0778 0.0778 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.07792.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

Hauling 1.0000e-
005

3.4000e-
004

6.0000e-
005

0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 1.0483 1.0483 4.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.04931.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

Total 5.1300e-
003

5.9200e-
003

2.1600e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0483 1.0483 4.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.04931.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

Off-Road 5.0000e-
004

5.9200e-
003

2.1600e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Archit. Coating 4.6300e-
003

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10
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5.0 Energy Detail

Historical Energy Use: N

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

0.031831 0.001999 0.002027 0.004724 0.000704 0.000991

SBUS MH

User Defined Industrial 0.546418 0.044132 0.199182 0.124467 0.017484 0.005870 0.020172

LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCYLand Use LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1

0.00 0.00 0 0 0

4.4 Fleet Mix

H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

User Defined Industrial 16.60 8.40 6.90 0.00

4.3 Trip Type Information

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

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual VMT

User Defined Industrial 0.00 0.00 0.00

4.2 Trip Summary Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10
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CO2ePM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2OSO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Unmitigated

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Electricity 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Electricity 
Mitigated

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10
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0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Land Use kWh/yr t
o
n

MT/yr

User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Land Use kWh/yr t
o
n

MT/yr

User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000
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Mitigated

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 4.0800e-
003

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

0.0000

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Landscaping 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Consumer 
Products

3.6100e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Architectural 
Coating

4.6000e-
004

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Unmitigated 4.0800e-
003

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

0.0000

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Mitigated 4.0800e-
003

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

0.0000

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

6.0 Area Detail

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10
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7.2 Water by Land Use
Unmitigated

Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Category t
o
n

MT/yr

Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

7.0 Water Detail

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 4.0800e-
003

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

0.0000

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Landscaping 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Consumer 
Products

3.6100e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Architectural 
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8.0 Waste Detail

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste
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Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e
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User Defined 
Industrial
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door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e
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9.0 Operational Offroad

0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Land Use tons t
o
n

MT/yr

User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Land Use tons t
o
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MT/yr
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Industrial
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8.2 Waste by Land Use
Unmitigated

Waste 
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Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

 Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

 Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
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User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number

11.0 Vegetation

Fuel Type

Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Stationary Equipment

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power
3/13/2018 Board Meeting 7-1 Attachment 2, Page 673 of 855



APPENDIX D 

Biological Technical Report for the Foothill 
Feeder Study Area  

3/13/2018 Board Meeting 7-1 Attachment 2, Page 674 of 855



3/13/2018 Board Meeting 7-1 Attachment 2, Page 675 of 855



FINAL 
BIOLOGICAL TECHNICAL REPORT 

for the 
Foothill Feeder Study Area 

Los Angeles County, California 

Prepared for: 

The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 
 P.O. Box 54153 

Los Angeles, California 90054-0153 
Contact: Sean Carlson 

Prepared by: 

 
25124 Springfield Court, Suite 210 

Valencia, California 91355 
Contact: Sherri Miller 

NOVEMBER 2017  

3/13/2018 Board Meeting 7-1 Attachment 2, Page 676 of 855



Printed on 30% post-consumer recycled material. 

 

3/13/2018 Board Meeting 7-1 Attachment 2, Page 677 of 855



Biological Technical Report for the Foothill Feeder Study Area 

   8949-08 
 i November 2017  

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Section Page No. 

1  INTRODUCTION..............................................................................................................1 

2  PROJECT DESCRIPTION ..............................................................................................3 
2.1  Shutdowns ............................................................................................................... 6 
2.2  UTS Conservation Action Site ................................................................................ 7 

3  PROJECT SETTING ........................................................................................................7 
3.1  Project Location ...................................................................................................... 7 

3.1.1  Castaic Valley ............................................................................................. 8 
3.1.2  Charlie Canyon ........................................................................................... 9 
3.1.3  Copper Canyon ........................................................................................... 9 
3.1.4  San Francisquito Canyon ............................................................................ 9 
3.1.5  Santa Clara River ........................................................................................ 9 
3.1.6  Placerita Canyon ....................................................................................... 10 
3.1.7  Newhall Creek .......................................................................................... 10 
3.1.8  Magazine Canyon ..................................................................................... 10 
3.1.9  Bull Creek ................................................................................................. 10 
3.1.10  Potential Enhancement and Restoration Sites ........................................... 10 

3.2  Climate .................................................................................................................. 11 
3.3  Soils....................................................................................................................... 11 
3.4  Terrain ................................................................................................................... 13 
3.5  Watersheds ............................................................................................................ 14 

4  METHODS .......................................................................................................................15 
4.1  Literature Review.................................................................................................. 15 
4.2  Field Reconnaissance ............................................................................................ 16 

4.2.1  Vegetation Community and Land Cover Mapping ................................... 16 
4.2.2  Flora .......................................................................................................... 17 
4.2.3  Fauna ......................................................................................................... 17 
4.2.4  Special-Status and/or Regulated Resources .............................................. 18 
4.2.5  Wetland Delineation and Jurisdictional Determination ............................ 19 

5  RESULTS .........................................................................................................................21 
5.1  Vegetation Communities and Land Covers .......................................................... 21 

5.1.1  Non-Native Grassland ............................................................................... 21 
5.1.2  Scrub and Chaparral .................................................................................. 21 
5.1.3  Oak Forest and Woodland ........................................................................ 22 

3/13/2018 Board Meeting 7-1 Attachment 2, Page 678 of 855



Biological Technical Report for the Foothill Feeder Study Area 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Section Page No. 

   8949-08 
 ii November 2017  

5.1.4  Riverwash ................................................................................................. 22 
5.1.5  Open Water ............................................................................................... 22 
5.1.6  Riparian and Bottomland Habitat ............................................................. 22 
5.1.7  Developed Land ........................................................................................ 22 
5.1.8  Disturbed Land.......................................................................................... 23 
5.1.9  Ornamental ................................................................................................ 23 

5.2  Wildlife ................................................................................................................. 23 
5.2.1  Fish ............................................................................................................ 23 
5.2.2  Amphibians and Reptiles .......................................................................... 23 
5.2.3  Birds .......................................................................................................... 24 
5.2.4  Mammals................................................................................................... 25 
5.2.5  Aquatic Invertebrates ................................................................................ 25 

5.3  Special-Status/Regulated Resources ..................................................................... 25 
5.3.1  Special-Status Plant Species ..................................................................... 26 
5.3.2  Special-Status Wildlife Species ................................................................ 27 
5.3.3  Special-Status Vegetation Communities ................................................... 58 
5.3.4  Jurisdictional Waters ................................................................................. 59 

5.4  Wildlife Corridors and Habitat Linkages .............................................................. 59 

6  PROJECT IMPACTS .....................................................................................................61 
6.1  Definition of Impacts ............................................................................................ 61 
6.2  Impacts to Vegetation Communities and Land Covers ........................................ 62 

6.2.1  Direct Impacts to Vegetation Communities and Land Covers ................. 62 
6.2.2  Indirect Impacts to Vegetation Communities and Land Covers ............... 63 

6.3  Impacts to Special-Status Plant Species ............................................................... 63 
6.3.1  Direct Impacts to Special-Status Plants .................................................... 63 
6.3.2  Indirect Impacts to Special-Status Plants .................................................. 64 

6.4  Impacts to Special-Status Wildlife Species .......................................................... 64 
6.4.1  Direct Impacts to Special-Status Wildlife ................................................. 65 
6.4.2  Indirect Impacts to Special-Status Wildlife .............................................. 77 

6.5  Impacts to Jurisdictional Waters ........................................................................... 81 
6.6  Impacts to Wildlife Corridors and Habitat Connectivity ...................................... 82 
6.7  Impacts to Regional Resource Planning ............................................................... 82 

7  REFERENCES .................................................................................................................85 

3/13/2018 Board Meeting 7-1 Attachment 2, Page 679 of 855



Biological Technical Report for the Foothill Feeder Study Area 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Section Page No. 

   8949-08 
 iii November 2017  

TABLES 

1  Soils in the Foothill Feeder Study Area .............................................................................12 
2  Special-Status Plants Observed in the Foothill Feeder Study Area or with a 

Moderate to High Potential to Occur .................................................................................29 
3  Special-Status Plants Not Observed and Not Expected to Occur in the Foothill 

Feeder Study Area..............................................................................................................36 
4  Special-Status Wildlife Observed in the Foothill Feeder Study Area or with a 

Moderate to High Potential to Occur .................................................................................39 
5  Special-Status Wildlife Not Observed and Not Expected  to Occur in the 

Foothill Feeder Study Area ................................................................................................52 

FIGURES

1  Regional Map .....................................................................................................................95 
2  Project Vicinity ..................................................................................................................97 
3  Foothill Feeder Project Area in Relationship to AB 2488 Take Area ...............................99 
4a  Soils..................................................................................................................................101 
4b  Soils..................................................................................................................................103 
4c  Soils..................................................................................................................................105 
4d  Soils..................................................................................................................................107 
4e  Soils..................................................................................................................................109 
4f  Soils..................................................................................................................................111 
4g  Soils..................................................................................................................................113 
4h  Soils..................................................................................................................................115 
4i  Soils..................................................................................................................................117 
4j  Soils..................................................................................................................................119 
4k  Soils..................................................................................................................................121 
4l  Soils..................................................................................................................................123 
4m  Soils..................................................................................................................................125 
4n  Soils..................................................................................................................................127 
5  Site Topography ...............................................................................................................129 
6a  Vegetation and Special-Status Plants ...............................................................................131 
6b  Vegetation and Special-Status Plants ...............................................................................133 
6c  Vegetation and Special-Status Plants ...............................................................................135 
6d  Vegetation and Special-Status Plants ...............................................................................137 

3/13/2018 Board Meeting 7-1 Attachment 2, Page 680 of 855



Biological Technical Report for the Foothill Feeder Study Area 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

  Page No. 

   8949-08 
 iv November 2017  

6e  Vegetation and Special-Status Plants ...............................................................................139 
6f  Vegetation and Special-Status Plants ...............................................................................141 
6g  Vegetation and Special-Status Plants ...............................................................................143 
6h  Vegetation and Special-Status Plants ...............................................................................145 
6i  Vegetation and Special-Status Plants ...............................................................................147 
6j  Vegetation and Special-Status Plants ...............................................................................149 
6k  Vegetation and Special-Status Plants ...............................................................................151 
6l  Vegetation and Special-Status Plants ...............................................................................153 
6m  Vegetation and Special-Status Plants ...............................................................................155 
6n  Vegetation and Special-Status Plants ...............................................................................157 
7  Special-Status Wildlife Overview Map ...........................................................................159 
7a  Special-Status Wildlife within Half-Mile Buffer of Study Area .....................................161 
7b  Special-Status Wildlife within Half-Mile Buffer of Study Area .....................................163 
7c  Special-Status Wildlife within Half-Mile Buffer of Study Area .....................................165 
7d  Special-Status Wildlife within Half-Mile Buffer of Study Area .....................................167 
7e  Special-Status Wildlife within Half-Mile Buffer of Study Area .....................................169 
7f  Special-Status Wildlife within Half-Mile Buffer of Study Area .....................................171 

3/13/2018 Board Meeting 7-1 Attachment 2, Page 681 of 855



Biological Technical Report for the Foothill Feeder Study Area 

   8949-08 
 v November 2017  

ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS 

Acronym/Abbreviation Definition 
AB Assembly Bill 
amsl above mean sea level 
BMP best management practice 
BTR biological technical report 
CDFW California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
CNDDB California Natural Diversity Database 
CRPR California Rare Plant Rank 
CSC California species of special concern 
EIR environmental impact report 
FE federal endangered 
FP California fully protected 
I- Interstate 
SCMLP South Coast Missing Linkages Project 
SE state endangered 
SOAR Save Open Space and Agricultural Resources 
SR- State Route 
ST state threatened 
USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
UTS unarmored threespine stickleback 
 
  

3/13/2018 Board Meeting 7-1 Attachment 2, Page 682 of 855



Biological Technical Report for the Foothill Feeder Study Area 

   8949-08 
 vi November 2017  

 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 

3/13/2018 Board Meeting 7-1 Attachment 2, Page 683 of 855



Biological Technical Report for the Foothill Feeder Study Area 

   8949-08 
 1 November 2017  

1 INTRODUCTION 

This biological technical report (BTR) describes habitat conditions and species potentially 
occurring in the study area associated with the proposed Foothill Feeder Repair and Future 
Inspections Project (proposed project). It contains updates of information provided in 
previous reports and California Environmental Quality Act documents, includes new 
information, and identifies any changes in potential impacts as applicable for consideration 
in project planning.  

The Foothill Feeder is a water conveyance pipeline located in unincorporated northwestern 
Los Angeles County (County). It is operated by The Metropolitan Water District of Southern 
California (Metropolitan), a public agency that provides a supplemental water supply for 
domestic and municipal uses to its member agencies. Metropolitan conducts regularly scheduled 
inspections of the Foothill Feeder, and associated preventive and corrective maintenance, for the 
safety and reliability of the pipeline. Inspection and maintenance activities typically require full 
or partial dewatering and shutdown of the pipeline. Metropolitan prepared an environmental 
impact report (EIR) in 2005 for the proposed project, which addressed impacts associated with 
shutdown and inspection activities on the Foothill Feeder (Metropolitan 2005) for necessary 
repairs to the pipeline; and future shutdowns and inspections on an approximate 5-year cycle. 
This EIR is referred to hereafter as the 2005 EIR. Subsequent to the certification of the 2005 EIR, 
a Supplemental EIR was prepared in 2011 to allow for two additional pipeline repairs that were 
not analyzed in the 2005 EIR (hereafter referred to as the “2011 Supplemental EIR”; 
Metropolitan 2011). The additional repairs involved updates to the carbon fiber lining in two 
sections of pre-stressed concrete cylinder pipe. However, these modifications did not require 
additional analysis of biological impacts. The repair projects described in each of these 
documents have been completed. Currently, Metropolitan is proposing to make certain 
modifications to the original project description from the 2005 EIR. These changes are as follows: 
a reevaluation of potential for the incidental take of the unarmored threespine stickleback (UTS; 
Gasterosteus aculeatus williamsoni), which could occur during pipeline shutdowns, and how this 
potential incidental take would be addressed by Metropolitan pursuant to Assembly Bill (AB) 
2488 and California Fish and Game Code Section 2081.10; additional shutdown and/or 
maintenance activities at one other location along the pipeline; additional equipment to assist with 
shutdowns; and the potential for emergency repairs requiring partial or full pipeline shutdown. 
Also, project activities could now take place at any time from November to March (as opposed to 
December to February). Per AB 2488 and Section 2081.10, the project includes a conservation 
action that would ensure preservation, restoration, or enhancement of special-status species fish 
habitat at a UTS conservation action site, or result in a contribution to the establishment, 
operation, and maintenance of a UTS conservation facility. Such a facility could support the 
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emergency rescue of populations of UTS that are at risk, and the reintroduction of these fish into 
the wild. 

The study area encompasses inspection and work sites associated with the 17.8-mile Foothill 
Feeder and areas specified in AB 2488, as well as five potential enhancement sites within the range 
of UTS and a site for potential purchase, conservation, and restoration at Stickleback Movie Ranch 
in Soledad Canyon. The study area is primarily located east of Interstate 5 (I-5), in the Cities of 
Santa Clarita and Los Angeles (Figure 1, Regional Map, and Figure 2, Project Vicinity). 

  

3/13/2018 Board Meeting 7-1 Attachment 2, Page 685 of 855



Biological Technical Report for the Foothill Feeder Study Area 

   8949-08 
 3 November 2017  

2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION  

As previously described in the 2005 EIR, the Foothill Feeder would be shut down for inspections 
and maintenance approximately every 5 years. This frequency could be longer or shorter, 
depending on scheduling, results of inspections, and priority of maintenance needs. Shutdowns 
and the associated inspection and maintenance activities would occur in the manner described in 
the 2005 EIR. However, one additional station that was not addressed in the 2005 EIR has been 
identified. Station 342+12, the pumpwell north of the rejection tower, is located 245 feet from 
Charles Helmers Elementary School. The access road is paved and maintained by the City of 
Santa Clarita. At this pumpwell, pumped release and discharge into a concrete V-ditch 
(dewatering) will occur if necessary. 

The Foothill Feeder is approximately 17.8 miles long. It includes 6.3 miles of 16-foot, 9-inch-
diameter pre-stressed concrete cylinder pipe and 11.5 miles of 20-foot-diameter tunnel. The 
Foothill Feeder transports untreated water from Castaic Lake in Castaic to the Joseph Jensen 
Water Treatment Plant (Jensen Plant) in Granada Hills, where it is treated for introduction into 
the potable water system. The Foothill Feeder is the primary source of Metropolitan-delivered 
water for its member agencies. Member agencies served by the Jensen Plant include Calleguas 
Municipal Water District, Las Virgenes Water District, City of Burbank, City of Glendale, and 
Los Angeles Department of Water and Power. The pipeline crosses the Santa Clara River, as 
well as tributaries to the Santa Clara River. South of the Santa Clara River watershed, in the Los 
Angeles River watershed, the pipeline also crosses a tributary to Bull Creek (Metropolitan 2005). 

Metropolitan conducts regularly scheduled shutdowns and inspections of the Foothill Feeder, and 
associated preventive and corrective maintenance, to assure the safety and reliability of the 
pipeline. These activities require water releases into Castaic Lagoon, Charlie Canyon Creek, San 
Francisquito Creek, Santa Clara River, Placerita Canyon Creek, and Bull Creek (Figure 2). No 
water is released into Newhall Creek. The amount of water released ranges from a small amount 
released over a short period of time to all of the water in the pipeline. The pipeline is periodically 
partially or fully dewatered (i.e., water is removed from the pipeline by gravity release, or 
pumping, or both) by releases at various structures (blow-offs) along the Foothill Feeder to 
ensure the continued structural integrity of the pipeline. The blow-offs are located at low points 
along the pipeline so that water is primarily released by gravity flow and any remaining water is 
pumped out (Metropolitan 2005). 

Previous studies and California Environmental Quality Act documents analyzed the effects of  
periodic dewatering of the pipeline and concluded that measures could be incorporated to avoid 
the potential for impacts to the California fully protected (FP) UTS. Recent legislation (AB 
2488) signed into law by the governor on September 26, 2016, created a new section (2080.10) 
in this chapter of the California Fish and Game Code, which authorizes the California 
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Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) CDFW to issue a permit to Metropolitan for 
incidental take of the UTS, if needed, for Metropolitan activities related to inspections, 
maintenance, modification, and repair, including emergency repair, of the Foothill Feeder. The 
legislation included geographic limits to incidental take authorization associated with 
Metropolitan activities. Incidental take is limited within a defined geographic area and applies 
to “the periodic dewatering, inspection, maintenance, modification, or repair, including 
emergency repair, of the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California’s Foothill Feeder” 
(California Fish and Game Code, Section 2080.10). Incidental take may also be permitted 
outside of the geographic area specified above “in the course of implementing mitigation or 
conservation actions required in the permit” (California Fish and Game Code, Section 
2080.10). Additional requirements include the following:  

(1) Within the Santa Clara River, from the Bouquet Canyon Road Bridge to a point located 
4,000 feet downstream of where Commerce Center Drive (as of January 1, 2016) dead-
ends adjacent to the Santa Clara River 

(2) From the confluence with the Santa Clara River upstream to the following locations: 

o In Charlie Canyon to a point 1,000 feet upstream of the Foothill Feeder facility 
dewatering structure 

o In San Francisquito Creek to the Copper Hill Drive bridge 

o In Placerita Creek to the Hacienda Lane crossing 

o In Bouquet Creek to the Newhall Ranch Road Bridge 

To fulfill the requirements of Section 2080.10, the project includes a conservation action that 
would ensure preservation, restoration, or enhancement of special-status species fish habitat, or 
result in a contribution to the establishment, operation, and maintenance of a UTS conservation 
facility. Such a facility could support the emergency rescue of populations of UTS that are at 
risk, and the reintroduction of these fish into the wild. The conservation action would be required 
to minimize and fully mitigate the impacts of incidental take of UTS per California Fish and 
Game Code Section 2081.10(a)(3).  

A number of potential enhancement and recovery actions were identified in a separate report 
titled Opportunities for the Metropolitan Water District to Contribute to Unarmored Threespine 
Stickleback Recovery (Dudek 2016). This report addressed potential enhancement and recovery 
actions at five locations known to have supported UTS within the past 15 years. 

The conservation action may also include the purchase, conservation, and restoration of a property 
with the potential to support UTS. The property would be located along the Santa Clara River, San 
Francisquito Creek, Soledad Canyon, or a tributary of these, where restoration of natural riverine 
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fluvial processes would support UTS habitat. One such suitable property is the Stickleback Movie 
Ranch in Soledad Canyon.  

These conservation actions are not limited to the area defined in AB 2488, and could occur 
throughout the upper Santa Clara River watershed. Therefore, habitat conditions and species 
occurrences at five potential enhancement sites and restoration of natural fluvial processes at the 
Stickleback Movie Ranch are also included in this BTR for further study (Figure 2). Habitat 
restoration or enhancement activities at one or more of these sites may include recontouring 
channels to create new clean pools and slow-moving channels with connection to existing 
perennial flowing water, thus increasing the total area of suitable habitat for the UTS. At the 
Stickleback Movie Ranch, natural fluvial processes would be restored in support of UTS habitat 
characteristics (e.g., hydrology, sediment deposition, and scour). Habitat restoration would 
include removal of non-native vegetation and wildlife.  

Metropolitan previously developed a Shutdown Water Release Plan (Release Plan) to avoid 
impacts of dewatering the Foothill Feeder on special-status species and other special-status 
biological resources during shutdowns. This Release Plan was designed as part of the project and 
is described in the 2005 EIR. The Release Plan was developed based on following assumptions: 

 Potential for incidental take of, or significant effects on, aquatic life stages of special-
status species from stranding could be avoided if releases in the vicinity of these 
populations were made in such a way as to produce a hydrograph (i.e., a plot of the 
variation of discharge with respect to time) that did not spike up or down rapidly. 

 A gradual ramping up of the hydrograph could be accomplished using a lower release 
rate over a longer period. 

 High flows and flooding are not inherently adverse to special-status species or their 
habitats, depending on the season and recent hydrology. 

Discharge levels from an initial valve opening of 100% at each location would result in flows 
equivalent to less than that of 2-year storm event. To minimize the potential for stranding of 
special-status species, dewatering the Foothill Feeder would be accomplished by releasing water 
over a longer period and reducing the rate of release. Metropolitan would incrementally open 
valves at each of the blow-off locations to control releases. The prescribed incremental valve 
opening schedule would result in a release flow rate that is on average 22% to 29% of the flow 
rate that would otherwise result from an initial valve opening of 100% at each location. This 
reduced flow rate would yield a flatter hydrograph (lower amplitude with a more gradual rise and 
fall) that would avoid sudden up or down “spikes” to mimic natural high/flood flow regimes 
during the wet season.  
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To maintain the prescribed release rates, valve operators at each blow-off location will make 
time-based adjustments to the valves. Valve operators will follow written time-based instructions 
to maintain prescribed average valve openings and will maintain a log to ensure adherence to the 
Release Plan. Metropolitan field staff will receive training prior to the shutdowns to educate 
them on the biological and regulatory sensitivities of the resources and on the importance of 
following the Release Plan. 

2.1 Shutdowns 

Some activities associated with future inspections and maintenance require either a partial shutdown 
and dewatering of the Foothill Feeder (only affecting some blow-off sites shown in Figure 2) or a full 
shutdown (affecting all of the blow-off sites and requiring additional pumping of residual water in 
the pipe). These shutdowns could occur as frequently as every year during the rainy season 
(November through March), and releases will follow the Release Plan, described previously. Due to 
the varying topography and associated pipeline profile, the pipeline cannot be drained or pumped 
from a central location. Therefore, water is released by gravity from areas of the pipeline located at 
lower elevations (the blow-off sites) to drain the upper elevations of the pipeline. Any water 
remaining in low, flat areas of the pipeline below the blow-off sites is pumped out after gravity 
release using submersible pumps and discharged at the blow-off sites, as necessary. Dewatering the 
pipeline involves discharging raw water from blow-off sites directly to the Santa Clara River, into 
storm drains that discharge into San Francisquito Creek (a tributary to the Santa Clara River), or 
directly into other tributaries of the Santa Clara River. Water is released in accordance with a Release 
Plan developed for the 2005 EIR. The rates of discharge may be slightly modified based on flow 
conditions and presence of biological resources in the streams at the time of shutdown. 

To prepare for shutdown of the pipeline, Metropolitan may have to grade existing access roads, place 
aggregate (e.g., crushed rock used for road base or road surfacing) base on existing access roads or 
work areas, hand weed around existing structures and along access roads, conduct minor maintenance 
of valves and electrical components, and/or stage material and equipment. 

Shutdown duration can vary, depending on the dewatering, inspection, minor repairs, and 
refilling needs. The Future Inspections project described in the 2005 EIR, and the associated 
Release Plan, are based on a 10-day period to allow for gravity dewatering, pumping, inspection, 
and refilling the pipeline. In some instances, this 10-day period may need to be extended to 
incorporate repair and maintenance activities; however, the dewatering schedule would still 
follow the 2005 Release Plan. For example, in 2012 the shutdown lasted 16 days in order to 
include pipeline maintenance and repair activities.  

As noted previously, this BTR addresses several project modifications. Proposed modifications to 
shutdown activities include conducting maintenance activities at a site not analyzed in the 2005 
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EIR or the 2011 Supplemental EIR, the use of new equipment, the potential for emergency repairs 
requiring partial or full pipeline shutdown, and the UTS conservation action. The work location not 
previously analyzed is Station 342+12 (pumpwell north of the Rejection Tower; Figure 3, Foothill 
Feeder Project Area in Relationship to AB 2488 Take Area). If this station is used for shutdown 
activities, water would be pumped and released into a nearby concrete V-ditch that connects to the 
local storm drain. Also, the 2005 EIR described equipment usage at the Santa Clara River blow-off 
site (Station No. 383+90). Additional equipment that was not previously identified in the 2005 EIR 
includes up to two additional generators (1,000 kilowatts each) and two additional submersible 
pumps. The work at this location may require two additional workers to assist with dewatering 
activities and to install and remove the submersible pumps. Also, note that emergency repairs may 
be exempt from CEQA. However, this BTR includes an analysis of emergency dewatering to 
provide CDFW with adequate analysis to support issuance of an incidental take permit that 
covers both planned and emergency dewatering. Equipment used for emergency repairs would be 
similar to that used for dewatering for inspection and planned maintenance. 

2.2 UTS Conservation Action Site 

Existing conditions at each of the five potential enhancement sites (see Figure 2) were assessed for 
potential to create new or enhance existing habitat as part of the UTS conservation action. In 
addition, existing conditions at the Stickleback Movie Ranch habitat conservation action site are 
described in the Stickleback River Ranch Biological Constraints Analysis (Wishner 2013). This 
site is included here as a property being considered for purchase, conservation, and restoration. 
Habitat enhancement may include recontouring channels to create new clean pools and slow-
moving channels with connection to existing perennial flowing water, thus increasing the total area 
of suitable UTS habitat. Target opportunities for habitat enhancement may include areas within the 
existing riverbed or areas of adjacent upland habitat that could be graded down to riverbed 
elevations where groundwater resources are present as described above (Dudek 2016). Habitat 
restoration as part of the conservation action (such as at the Stickleback Movie Ranch) would focus 
on restoration of natural fluvial processes in support of UTS habitat characteristics (e.g., 
hydrology, sediment deposition, and scour). Habitat restoration would include removal of non-
native vegetation and wildlife. Additional UTS conservation measures may include controlling 
non-native vegetation and aquatic wildlife at a habitat restoration/enhancement site. 

3 PROJECT SETTING 

3.1 Project Location 

The Foothill Feeder study area is located in unincorporated northwestern Los Angeles County 
and in the Cities of Santa Clarita and Los Angeles, primarily east of I-5 (Figure 1). It is situated 
at the nexus of the Transverse Ranges, Coast Ranges, and Sierra Nevada; the Mojave Desert; and 
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coastal plains (Baldwin et al. 2012). Ecotonal areas between such different ecoregions are often 
characterized by higher biological diversity than similar-sized areas within the core of a 
physiographic region (Boyd 1999). 

The incidental take authorization for AB 2488 shall cover any incidental take of UTS attributable 
to the periodic dewatering, inspection, maintenance, modification, or repair, including 
emergency repair, of the Foothill Feeder that may occur in the locations described in Chapter 2, 
Project Description. A subset of the river and stream reaches specified in AB 2488, including all 
areas that would potentially be affected by water from releases associated with the project, are 
included in the study area (Figures 2 and 3). The study area also includes the work areas 
described in the following subsections. Finally, the study area includes five potential 
enhancement sites and one potential restoration site at the Stickleback Movie Ranch. The UTS 
conservation action may involve activities at these sites. The five enhancement sites include 
one location within the AB 2488 incidental take authorization area at the Santa Clara River 
Railroad Bridge, two sites within Soledad Canyon, and two in San Francisquito Creek, 
including one at Saint Francis Dam and one downstream of the confluence with Drinkwater 
Reservoir (Figure 2). Overall, the study area is located in the U.S. Geological Survey 7.5-
minute Warm Springs Mountain, Agua Dulce, and Newhall quadrangle maps, Township 4 and 
5 North, Range 13, 14, 16 and 17 West, Sections 1, 7–8, 11, 13, 18–20, 24, 25, 29–31, 36, and 
unsectioned lands.  

The study area is located in a broad ecological and biogeographic transition zone for the coastal 
and mountain ecoregions. The alluvial Santa Clara River Valley also provides wildlife 
movement access via the Santa Clara River to the edges of the Mojave Desert and the foothills of 
the San Gabriel Mountains. Much of the study area vicinity includes large areas of publicly 
owned undeveloped lands and other natural undeveloped lands. The Los Padres National Forest 
is located to the northwest of the study area; the northernmost potential enhancement sites are 
located within the Angeles National Forest, and the Soledad Canyon potential enhancement sites 
and the Stickleback Movie Ranch potential restoration site are located at the boundary of the 
Angeles National Forest. The Santa Susana Mountains and Simi Hills, a region of gently rolling 
hills and sharp, steep-walled canyons, are located south of the study area. 

3.1.1 Castaic Valley 

The Castaic Valley blow-off is located on a gravel pad surrounded by ruderal habitat, including 
forbs such as black mustard (Brassica nigra), Maltese star-thistle (Centaurea melitensis), filaree 
(Erodium spp.), and sweet fennel (Foeniculum vulgare) rather than grasses. A few scattered 
shrubs are also present in the area. These areas have been graded and are devoid of vegetation. 
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3.1.2 Charlie Canyon 

The Charlie Canyon Castaic Tunnel No. 1 South Portal is located on a gravel pad surrounded by 
native scrub and non-native grassland vegetation. The Charlie Canyon blow-off is located 
adjacent to a ditch that flows into Charlie Canyon Creek and supports open mulefat (Baccharis 
salicifolia ssp. salicifolia) scrub, willows (Salix spp.), and cattails (Typha spp.). The banks are 
primarily dominated by non-native grassland. The Charlie Canyon Castaic Tunnel No. 2 North 
Portal is located on a gravel pad surrounded by native scrub vegetation (Metropolitan 2005). 

3.1.3 Copper Canyon 

Copper Canyon is located between project areas in Charlie Canyon and San Francisquito 
Canyon. The Copper Canyon Castaic Tunnel No. 2 South Portal is located on a gravel pad 
surrounded by native scrub and non-native grassland vegetation. Native scrub vegetation 
includes California sagebrush (Artemisia californica), Eastern Mojave buckwheat (Eriogonum 
fasciculatum), chaparral yucca (Hesperoyucca whipplei), and San Luis purple sage (Salvia 
leucophylla). Impacts would be limited to an area that has already been graded and is mainly 
bare ground with some telegraphweed (Heterotheca grandiflora). 

3.1.4 San Francisquito Canyon 

The San Francisquito sites, San Francisquito Canyon Low-Rise and San Francisquito Canyon 
High-Rise, are located along San Francisquito Creek approximately 5 miles upstream from 
Copper Hill Road and directly downstream of the confluence with the unnamed tributary from 
Drinkwater Reservoir. The river runs south along San Francisquito Road at the tributary 
confluence and crosses under a highway bridge approximately 500 feet downstream, and 
continues north of the road.  

Mature woody riparian vegetation, consisting primarily of cottonwoods (Populus spp.), willows, 
and mulefat, is present within the river with native upland scrub along the banks and adjacent 
slopes. Herbaceous native vegetation and non-native annual grasses are present along the 
margins of the active channel and within the streambed. Perennial invasive vegetation cover is 
present, but is estimated at less than 5% cover, consisting of a few isolated stands of giant reed 
(Arundo donax).  

3.1.5 Santa Clara River 

This Santa Clara River Station is located along the main stem of the Santa Clara River, directly 
upstream of the Santa Clara River Trail Railroad Bridge and approximately 0.5 miles 
downstream of the confluence with San Francisquito Creek (Santa Clara River Bridge).  
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The bed of the primary channel is scoured to a dense clay soil layer, with standing water present 
in small pools and flowing in incised micro-channels carved from recent erosion. Soil in the 
southern secondary channel is sandy.  

Woody riparian vegetation (mulefat and willows) is dense along margins of the primary channel 
and along the banks of the river. Herbaceous wetland vegetation is present in the understory and 
in isolated pools. The primary stream channel and southern secondary channel are generally 
unvegetated. The northern secondary channel is densely vegetated with native woody riparian 
and herbaceous understory vegetation. 

3.1.6 Placerita Canyon 

The Placerita Canyon blow-off is located on a gravel pad surrounded by disturbed coastal scrub 
vegetation. It releases into Placerita Canyon, which is a wash dominated by broomsage 
(Lepidospartum sp.) and buckwheat (Eriogonum sp.). 

3.1.7 Newhall Creek 

Newhall Creek is located south of the study area. The Newhall Creek work site is located on a 
gravel pad surrounded by ruderal vegetation. 

3.1.8 Magazine Canyon 

The Magazine Canyon work site is located south of the study area, south of the Newhall Creek 
work site. The Magazine Canyon work site is located on a paved pad surrounded by roads and 
ruderal, native scrub, and oak woodland vegetation. Native scrub vegetation in this area is 
dominated by Eastern Mojave buckwheat and California sagebrush. 

3.1.9 Bull Creek 

Bull Creek borders the Jensen Plant on the east and includes the Jensen Rejection Structure and 
Overflow to Bull Creek. Bull Creek has a natural bottom for less than a mile downstream, where 
it becomes a fully concreted channel managed by the Los Angeles Department of Water and 
Power. Bull Creek eventually flows into the Los Angeles River. The project site at Bull Creek 
includes riparian vegetation along the creek, bordered by scrub and chaparral. As part of the 
project, water would be released into Bull Creek, but no maintenance activities would occur. An 
existing Streambed Alteration Agreement permits vegetation removal from the creek.  

3.1.10 Potential Enhancement and Restoration Sites 

In addition to the locations described previously, this report includes five locations identified as 
potential enhancement sites and one potential restoration site. The UTS conservation action may 
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involve activities at one or more of these sites that would aid in the recovery of UTS. The 
enhancement sites include three sites along the Santa Clara River and two sites along a reach of 
the upper San Francisquito Creek (Figure 2). Santa Clara River sites include a site located 
directly downstream of the confluence with San Francisquito Creek (Santa Clara River Railroad 
Bridge), and two sites located within Soledad Canyon between State Route 14 (SR-14) and 
Acton (Soledad Campground and Soledad Canyon KOA). One of the San Francisquito sites is 
located directly downstream from the confluence with the Drinkwater Reservoir, and the other is 
located at the historic St. Francis Dam site. The Stickleback Movie Ranch potential restoration 
site is located in Soledad Canyon, between the two potential enhancement sites in that area 
(Figure 2). 

3.2 Climate 

The study area has a Mediterranean climate with cool, wet winters and hot, dry summers. 
Rainfall occurs primarily between October and March, with the heaviest rainfall occurring in 
mountainous regions in the Angeles and Los Padres National Forests. According to the Saugus 
Power Plant 1 weather station in Los Angeles County, the mean annual rainfall for the region is 
18.25 inches of rain per year (WRCC 2016). 

3.3 Soils 

Thirty-nine soil types identified by the U.S. Department of Agriculture Web Soil Survey (USDA 
2017) are found in the study area (Table 1). Soil types are shown on Figures 4a–4n, Soils. These 
soils represent 10 basic soil texture types, as well as covers such as terrace escarpments, dams, and 
water (Table 1). Loam soils account for approximately 41% of the all texture types in the study 
area. They are located primarily in San Francisquito Canyon and along the Santa Clara River. 

Sandy soil types occur on approximately 25% of the study area and are most common along the 
Santa Clara River, but are scattered in other portions of the study area as well, including the 
Soledad Canyon KOA Acton Campground potential enhancement site. Sandy loams account for 
17% of the study area and are generally located immediately adjacent to sandy soils. Silty clay 
loams occur on 9% of the study area and are located in the northern portion of the study area. 
Coarse sandy loam, extremely stony coarse sand, gravelly clay loam, gravely loam, loamy sand, 
and variable-textured soils individually cover less than 5% of the study area and collectively 
cover only approximately 8% of the study area. 
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Table 1 
Soils in the Foothill Feeder Study Area 

Soil Texture Soil Name 

Area Affected 
by Dewatering 
or Work Sites 

Stickleback Movie 
Ranch Potential 
Restoration Site 

Potential 
Enhancement 

Sites 
Coarse sandy loam Amargosa rocky coarse sandy loam, 

9% to 55% slopes, eroded 
X X X 

Extremely stony 
coarse sand 

—   X 

Gravelly clay loam —   X 
Gravelly loam —   X 
Loam Metz loam, 0% to 2% slopes X  X 

Metz loam, 2% to 5% slopes X  X 
Mocho loam, 0% to 2% slopes X  X 
Mocho loam, 2% to 9% slopes X  X 
Modesto, moderately deep–Trigo 
families complex, 25% to 75% 
slopes 

X  X 

Ojai loam, 15% to 30% slopes X  X 
Ojai loam, 2% to 9% slopes X  X 
Ojai loam, 30% to 50% slopes X  X 
Ojai loam, 9% to 15% slopes X  X 
Ojai-Zamora loams, 15% to 30% 
slopes 

X  X 

Ramona loam, 2% to 5% slopes X  X 
Ramona loam, 5% to 9% slopes X  X 
Saugus loam, 15% to 30% slopes X  X 
Saugus loam, 30% to 50% slopes X  X 
Saugus loam, 30% to 50% slopes, 
eroded 

X  X 

Sorrento loam, 0% to 2% slopes X  X 
Sorrento loam, 2% to 5% slopes X  X 
Yolo loam, 0% to 2% slopes X  X 
Yolo loam, 2% to 9% slopes X  X 
Zamora loam, 2% to 9% slopes X  X 

Loamy sand Metz loamy sand, 0% to 2% slopes X  X 
Metz loamy sand, 2% to 9% slopes X  X 

Sand Riverwash X  X 
Sandy alluvial land X X X 

Sandy loam Cortina sandy loam, 0% to 2% 
slopes 

X   

Hanford sandy loam, 0% to 2% 
slopes 

X   

Hanford sandy loam, 2% to 9% 
slopes 

X   
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Table 1 
Soils in the Foothill Feeder Study Area 

Soil Texture Soil Name 

Area Affected 
by Dewatering 
or Work Sites 

Stickleback Movie 
Ranch Potential 
Restoration Site 

Potential 
Enhancement 

Sites 
Mocho sandy loam, 0% to 2% 
slopes 

X   

Silty clay loam Castaic and Saugus soils, 30% to 
65% slopes, severely eroded 

X   

Castaic-Balcom silty clay loams, 
15% to 30% slopes 

X   

Castaic-Balcom silty clay loams, 
30% to 50% slopes 

X   

Castaic-Balcom silty clay loams, 
30% to 50% slopes, eroded 

X   

Castaic-Balcom silty clay loams, 9% 
to 15% slopes 

X   

Variable Terrace escarpments X   
Dams X   
Water X   

Source: USDA 2017. 

3.4 Terrain 

The Foothill Feeder is located in the Santa Clarita Valley, which is generally flat with some 
gently rolling hills (Figure 5, Site Topography). Elevations range from a low of 950 feet above 
mean sea level (amsl) to a high of 1,310 feet amsl. The Santa Clara River Railroad Bridge 
potential enhancement site is within this range at 1,063 to 1,093 feet amsl. The potential 
enhancement sites at San Francisquito Creek and Saint Francis Dam range in elevation from 
1,490 to 1,762 feet amsl. The potential enhancement sites at Soledad Canyon are higher in 
elevation than other areas of the study area, ranging from 2,020 to 2,253 feet amsl. The 
Stickleback Movie Ranch potential habitat conservation action site, which is located between the 
two potential enhancement sites in Soledad Canyon, is also within this elevation range. 

The general area surrounding the Foothill Feeder is bounded to the south by the Santa Susana 
Mountains, to the east by the San Gabriel Mountains, and to the north and west by the Angeles 
National Forest. The potential enhancement sites and the Stickleback Movie Ranch potential 
habitat conservation action site are situated within and on the boundary of the Angeles National 
Forest and along San Francisquito Creek and the Santa Clara River.  

3/13/2018 Board Meeting 7-1 Attachment 2, Page 696 of 855



Biological Technical Report for the Foothill Feeder Study Area 

   8949-08 
 14 November 2017  

3.5 Watersheds 

The study area is primarily within the Lower Castaic Creek, San Francisquito Canyon, South 
Fork Santa Clara River, Salt Canyon–Santa Clara River, and Arrastre Canyon–Santa Clara River 
hydrologic units within the upper Santa Clara River watershed (USGS 2017). The Santa Clara 
River flows approximately 100 miles from its headwaters near Acton, California, westward to 
the Pacific Ocean. The upper Santa Clara River watershed consists of approximately 680 
square miles of mostly natural land with some mixed development. Some of the major 
tributaries to the Upper Santa Clara River include Castaic Creek, San Francisquito Creek, 
Bouquet Canyon Creek, Sand Canyon Creek, Mint Canyon Creek, and the Santa Clara River 
South Fork. The streams crossed by the Foothill Feeder are ephemeral to intermittent, except 
downstream from near the Bouquet Canyon Road Bridge, which is perennial for a short section 
due to discharge flows originating from the Saugus Water Reclamation Plant upstream.  
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4 METHODS 

4.1 Literature Review 

Technical literature was compiled and reviewed to evaluate the natural resources found or 
potentially occurring in the study area. Much of the information referenced in this BTR was 
collected for prior planning and permitting efforts, including the 2014 Draft Low-Effect Habitat 
Conservation Plan, 2005 EIR, 2011 Supplemental EIR (Metropolitan 2011), and 2012 Foothill 
Feeder System Shutdown Biological Elements (Aquatic Consulting 2012) biological analyses. 
Much of the information for the Stickleback Movie Ranch site was collected from the 
Stickleback River Ranch Biological Constraints Analysis (Wishner 2013). 

Dudek identified general floristic and special-status botanical resources that are present or 
potentially present in the study area by consulting the following sources:  

 The California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) for the Lake Hughes, Burnt 
Peak, Liebre Mountain, Ritter Ridge, Sleepy Valley, Green Valley, Warm Springs 
Mountain, Whitaker Peak, Acton, Agua Dulce, Mint Canyon, Newhall, Val Verde, 
Condor Peak, Sunland, San Fernando, Oat Mountain, and Simi Valley East 
quadrangle maps (CDFW 2017a) 

 Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants of California (CNPS 2017) 

 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Species Occurrence Database and Critical 
Habitat (USFWS 2016a)  

Dudek obtained general information regarding vegetation communities from Sawyer et al. 
(2009). Vegetation community and land cover classifications used in this report primarily follow 
the List of California Terrestrial Natural Communities recognized by the CNDDB (CDFG 2003) 
at a coarse scale, with a few exceptions. In certain instances, the vegetation communities 
observed did not match the vegetation communities described in the CNDDB (CDFG 2003). 

Dudek identified general and special-status wildlife species present or potentially present in the 
study area through the CNDDB search for the quadrangles listed above and from reports of 
wildlife surveys conducted in the study area, including focused surveys for UTS (Impact 
Sciences 2016a). Dudek also obtained information from publicly available survey information 
for the study area vicinity, including reports from proposed and permitted projects in the vicinity, 
such as the reports of surveys related to the SR-126/Commerce Center Drive Project and the 
Newhall Ranch Resources Management and Development Plan and Spineflower Conservation 
Plan Joint Environmental Impact Statement and Environmental Impact Report (ACOE and 
CDFG 2010). These include many focused survey reports related to UTS and other fish (Aquatic 
Consulting 2002a, 2002b; Ecological Sciences 2004a; ENTRIX 2009; Haglund and Baskin 2000; 
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Impact Sciences 2003a, 2003b; SMEA 1995), arroyo toad (Anaxyrus californicus) and other 
amphibians (Aquatic Consulting 2002a, 2002b; Bloom 2007; Impact Sciences 2001, 2002; 
Ecological Sciences 2004a, 2004b, 2004c, 2005; Sandburg 2001), riparian birds (e.g., Bloom 
Biological 2007; Guthrie 1993, 1994, 2006; Labinger et al. 1997; Labinger and Greaves 1997), 
bats (Johnson 2006; Rahn 2013a, 2013b), and other mammals (Impact Sciences 2005). Finally, 
Dudek obtained general information regarding species distributions from several sources (as 
cited in this BTR), but primarily from the CDFW California Wildlife Habitat Relationships 
Program (http://www.dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata/cwhr/cawildlife.aspx); from Stebbins (2003) and 
Thomson et al. (2016) for reptiles and amphibians; from Birds of North America Online (2017), 
Garrett and Dunn (1981), and Shuford and Gardali (2008) for birds; and from Ingles (1965) and 
Hall (1981) for mammals. Dudek used information from these sources in conjunction with 
vegetation data and observations during field reconnaissance surveys to determine the likely 
occurrence of common and special-status wildlife species. 

4.2 Field Reconnaissance 

General biological surveys were conducted in 2004 during preparation of the 2005 EIR. General 
biological surveys and monitoring have also been conducted at each blow-off site on a quarterly 
basis prior to routine maintenance activities (valve exercising and inspection), and at the Santa 
Clara River and San Francisquito high-rise sites prior to vegetation maintenance in accordance 
with the terms of a Streambed Alteration Agreement (Impact Sciences 2014, 2015b, 2015c, 2015d, 
2016b, 2016c, 2016d, 2016e). In addition, monitoring has been conducted for past blow-off 
releases (SMEA 2007; Aquatic Consulting 2012). 

General biological field surveys were conducted by qualified biologists on the project site and in 
the vicinity in May and June of 2016 and February 2017 to characterize on-site habitats and to 
evaluate the potential of the blow-off sites and ventilation and pumping locations (work sites) to 
support special-status species. In addition to species actually detected/observed, expected use of 
the site by various wildlife species was evaluated from habitat analysis combined with the known 
habitat preferences of locally occurring wildlife species. The potential for special-status plant 
species to occur was also assessed. Focused surveys for UTS were conducted in 2016 (Impact 
Sciences 2016a). 

4.2.1 Vegetation Community and Land Cover Mapping 

Several vegetation communities were identified and characterized during the general biological 
surveys conducted in spring and summer of 2004 as part of the 2005 EIR within and adjacent to 
the blow-off and other work sites, and along those portions of the Santa Clara River and its 
tributaries where shutdown releases would flow. Given the negligible amount of vegetation with 
the potential to provide suitable habitat for both common and special-status plant and wildlife 
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species within the proposed work locations, and due to ongoing right-of-way maintenance and 
vegetation control practices, the vegetation communities were not quantified. Instead, vegetation 
communities in the study area were identified from the 2004 data and aerial photographs (2009 
and 2012 on Google Earth). 

In 2016, general vegetation communities and land covers in the study area were mapped onto 
105-scale (1 inch = 105 feet) to 667-scale false-color digital orthographic maps of the Foothill 
Feeder study area. These boundaries and locations were digitized using ArcGIS software. 
Vegetation community classifications used follow the Vegetation Classification and Mapping 
Program, List of California Terrestrial Natural Communities Recognized by the CNDDB (CDFG 
2003) at the general physiognomic and physical location or general habitat level with a few 
exceptions. In certain instances, the vegetation communities observed in the field did not match 
the vegetation communities described in the CNDDB (CDFG 2003). Portions of the vegetation 
map were verified in the field during reconnaissance site visits conducted in May and June 2016. 
For the Stickleback Movie Ranch, information on vegetation came from the Stickleback River 
Ranch Biological Constraints Analysis (Wishner 2013), aerial photograph interpretation 
conducted by Dudek in February 2017, and subsequent confirmation of mapped communities in 
the field on February 8, 2017. 

4.2.2 Flora 

Focused surveys for special-status plant species have not been conducted in the study area. 
Section 5.3.1, Special-Status Plant Species, provides a full discussion of special-status plants 
considered to have potential to occur in the study area and those considered unlikely to occur in 
the study area due to the absence of suitable habitat. Dudek biologists did not observe any 
incidental observations of special-status plant species during field reconnaissance surveys in 
May 2016. Records of special-status plants from the CNDDB were used in this analysis. Wishner 
(2013) included a list of plants observed at the Stickleback Movie Ranch.  

4.2.3 Fauna 

Focused surveys were conducted for UTS. In addition to data collected during these surveys, 
Dudek biologists recorded incidental observations of wildlife species during field reconnaissance 
surveys in May 2016 and February 2017, and general biological surveys were conducted in 2004 
in conjunction with preparation of the 2005 EIR. Additionally, quarterly biological monitoring of 
work activities at each blow-off site and monitoring of past blow-off activities has been 
conducted. Wishner (2013) noted wildlife species observed at the Stickleback Movie Ranch. 
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4.2.4 Special-Status and/or Regulated Resources 

Special-status biological resources are defined as follows:  

 Species that have been given special recognition by federal, state, or local resource 
agencies and environmental organizations due to limited, declining, or threatened 
population sizes 

 Species and habitat types recognized by local and regional resource agencies as special status 

 Habitat areas or vegetation communities that are unique, are of relatively limited 
distribution, or are of particular value to wildlife 

 Wildlife corridors and habitat linkages 

 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers-jurisdictional waters of the United States (including 
wetlands), CDFW-jurisdictional streams, and waters of the state subject to the permitting 
authority of the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 

Some regulated biological resources may not be considered special status, but are regulated 
under local, state, and/or federal laws.  

Special-status plant species are defined as plants that are state- and/or federally listed or that 
otherwise have a California Rare Plant Rank (CRPR) 1 or 2. Chapter 5, Results, provides a full 
discussion of special-status plants considered to have potential to occur in the study area and 
those considered unlikely to occur in the study area due to the absence of suitable habitat. 

Special-status wildlife species include species that are state listed, federally listed, candidates for 
listing, California species of special concern (CSC), and/or California FP. Special-status wildlife 
species are further defined in Section 5.3.2, Special-Status Wildlife Species. Based on the 
vegetation communities in the study area and the literature review described in Section 4.1, 
focused surveys were conducted for UTS. Focused surveys of the Foothill Feeder study area are 
described below. 

Unarmored Threespine Stickleback 

Focused surveys for UTS were conducted within the reach of the Santa Clara River watershed 
that currently supports surface waters and that would potentially be affected by discharge 
resulting from required dewatering and maintenance of Metropolitan’s Foothill Feeder water 
distribution system (Impact Sciences 2016a). Under the authority of his Section 10(a)1(A) 
Endangered Species Recovery Permit, Dave Crawford of Impact Sciences Inc., accompanied by 
Tim Hovey of CDFW, conducted the focused surveys on May 12 and May 20, 2016. All surveys 
conducted during this period were visual. Survey sites were primarily selected by Mr. Hovey, 
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based on his knowledge of where UTS have been known to occur in recent years. Some 
additional sites were selected by Mr. Crawford in an effort to ensure that all areas downstream of 
future Foothill Feeder maintenance discharge sites were evaluated for presence of UTS. Mr. 
Crawford also selected a few individual sites in San Francisquito Canyon and Soledad Canyon 
that had been previously identified as potential UTS enhancement sites (Dudek 2016). 

Only three survey sites occurred within the potential affected area of the Foothill Feeder 
maintenance program that supported water. Additionally, two sites in San Francisquito Canyon 
and two in Soledad Canyon at or near potential UTS enhancement sites were also surveyed. 

4.2.5 Wetland Delineation and Jurisdictional Determination 

A jurisdictional delineation has not been conducted in the study area. Section 5.3.4, 
Jurisdictional Waters, provides a discussion of potential wetland and jurisdictional features 
within the study area. 
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5 RESULTS 

5.1 Vegetation Communities and Land Covers 

Portions of the study area’s vegetative cover were described in the 2005 EIR and 2014 Draft Low-
Effect Habitat Conservation Plan. Vegetation for the Stickleback Movie Ranch was described in 
Wishner (2013). The vegetation map was delineated in 2016 and 2017 using aerial imagery.  

The National Vegetation Classification System uses a hierarchical system of mapping that 
includes the alliance and association as the lower levels, which are predominantly floristic. 
However, most of the Foothill Feeder study area is mapped at the coarser-scale general 
physiognomic and physical location and general habitat type levels.1 These are predominantly 
physiognomic, based on physical landscape features and vegetation structure. 

These vegetation communities and land covers are shown on Figures 6a‒6n, Vegetation and 
Special-Status Plants. The majority of the Foothill Feeder study area consists of riparian and 
bottomland habitat, riverwash, scrub and chaparral, and non-native grassland, but the site also 
includes small mapped areas of oak woodlands and forests and open water, as well as man-made 
land covers including disturbed land, developed, and ornamental. These vegetation communities 
and land covers are described below. 

5.1.1 Non-Native Grassland 

Non-native grassland is characterized by a mixture of weedy, introduced annuals, primarily grasses 
(Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf 1995; Holland 1986). California annual grassland typically includes wild 
oat (Avena spp.), bromes (Bromus diandrus, B. madritensis, B. hordeaceus), black mustard, filaree, 
dove weed (Croton setiger), Russian thistle (Salsola tragus), and Maltese star-thistle. It may occur 
where disturbance by maintenance (e.g., mowing, scraping, disking, and spraying), grazing, 
repetitive fire, agriculture, or other mechanical disruption has altered soils and removed native seed 
sources from areas formerly supporting native vegetation (Holland 1986). 

5.1.2 Scrub and Chaparral 

Scrub is a native plant community characterized by a variety of soft, low, aromatic, drought-
deciduous shrubs, such as California sagebrush, big sagebrush (Artemisia tridentata), Eastern 

                                                                 
1  As lower levels of classification, associations and alliances are generally defined by the dominant species and 

other specific characteristics of a community. “Alliances” are the higher classification level of the two and are 
defined by one or more diagnostic species in the highest layer in a community (such as the tree layer or, if no trees 
are present, the shrub layer). Alliances include one more associations, which are particular versions of alliances 
defined by “a diagnostic species, a characteristic range of species composition, physiognomy [the visible structure 
or outward appearance of a community], and distinctive habitat conditions” (Sawyer et al. 2009).  
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Mojave buckwheat, California brittlebush (Encelia californica), and sages (Salvia spp.), with 
scattered evergreen shrubs, including lemonade sumac (Rhus integrifolia), laurel sumac 
(Malosma laurina), and toyon (Heteromeles arbutifolia). Chaparrals are shrublands with 20% to 
100% cover where trees are absent or at low cover. Chaparral communities are dominated by 
sclerophyllous (i.e., plants with hard leaves and short internodes), evergreen-leaved shrubs. 
Scrubs and chaparrals typically develop on south-facing slopes and in other xeric situations 
(Sawyer et al. 2009).  

5.1.3 Oak Forest and Woodland 

Oak forest and woodland includes a predominance of oaks (Quercus spp.) in sufficient numbers 
to constitute greater than 10% cover.  

5.1.4 Riverwash 

Riverwash occurs within the main tributary washes in the study area. Riverwash areas are 
unvegetated or sparsely vegetated with seedlings, sparse grasses, and forbs, and are subject to 
scouring by seasonal storm flows.  

5.1.5 Open Water 

Open water consists of fresh or saline bodies of water lacking emergent vegetation. On site, open 
water occurs within Castaic Lagoon. 

5.1.6 Riparian and Bottomland Habitat 

Riparian and bottomland habitat is composed of vegetation communities that are grown in 
association with water. On site, this community occurs within and adjacent to the river and 
creek floodplains. Species include mulefat (Baccharis salicifolia), arroyo willow (Salix 
lasiolepis), narrow-leaf willow (S. exigua), red willow (S. laevigata), Fremont cottonwood 
(Populus fremontii ssp. fremontii), and California broomsage (Lepidospartum squamatum). 
The invasive non-native tamarisk (Tamarix sp.) and giant reed are also present in certain areas 
(Metropolitan 2005).  

5.1.7 Developed Land 

Developed land refers to areas supporting man-made structures including buildings, yards, 
roadways, and other highly modified lands supporting structures associated with dwellings or other 
permanent structures. Developed land in the study area refers to existing structures and roads. 
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5.1.8 Disturbed Land 

Disturbed land typically occurs in areas where soils have been recently or repeatedly disturbed 
by grading or compaction, resulting in the growth of very few native perennials, and are usually 
dominated by bare ground or non-native dicotyledonous species including filaree, black mustard, 
thistles (e.g., Cynara cardunculus, Carduus pycnocephalus, and Centaurea melitensis), dove 
weed, and others. On site, disturbed land occurs on permeable surfaces without vegetation, as 
well as with weedy annual non-native vegetation.  

5.1.9 Ornamental 

Ornamental areas were mapped where non-native ornamentals and landscaping have been planted.  

5.2 Wildlife 

The Foothill Feeder study area supports riparian vegetation, shrublands, grasslands, and aquatic 
resources associated with the Santa Clara River and its tributaries that provide a diversity of 
suitable habitats for wildlife species. Although agriculture, disturbed, and developed lands, 
which are regularly maintained, compose a large portion of the study area, the remaining natural 
habitats are suitable for a variety of wildlife species.  

5.2.1 Fish 

The abundance and species composition of aquatic biota in the streams at and immediately 
downstream of the blow-off and other work sites are limited due to the short duration of water 
presence in most years. Fish species known to occur in the perennial reaches of the upper Santa 
Clara River include UTS, mosquito fish (Gambusia affinis), arroyo chub (Gila orcuttii), and 
Santa Ana sucker (Catostomus santaanae) (ENTRIX 2007). Convict cichlids (Amatitlania 
nigrofasciata) are present in the outflow of the Saugus Water Reclamation Plant (Hovey and 
Swift 2012; also observed during June 2013 preventive maintenance monitoring by Cardno 
ENTRIX). Similar species occur at the Stickleback Movie Ranch and are also expected to occur 
at the potential enhancement sites.  

5.2.2 Amphibians and Reptiles 

The Santa Clara River and tributaries are typically intermittent or ephemeral in most of the AB 
2488 incidental take authorization area and thus provide marginal habitat for amphibians. During 
several successive years of average or greater levels of rainfall, water within these channels may 
be present into spring and early summer, which could provide habitat for amphibians. The more 
downstream portion of the Santa Clara River in the vicinity of I-5, as well as the Stickleback 
Movie Ranch and the potential enhancement sites, provide more permanent aquatic habitat.  
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Amphibian populations are typically low in the channels adjacent to the work sites during the 
nonbreeding season, due in large measure to the lack of persistent or permanent surface water for 
breeding. Western toad (Anaxyrus boreas) and Baja California treefrog (Pseudacris 
hypochondriaca) are abundant locally where suitable habitat is present and would be expected to 
occur in the channels when water is present. These and other species could be present in wetter 
downstream areas, such as in the Santa Clara River near I-5. African clawed frogs (Xenopus 
laevis) are known to be present in this area (ENTRIX 2007). In addition to the above species, 
California treefrogs (Pseudacris cadaverina) may be present in the vicinity of some of the 
potential enhancement sites and at Stickleback Movie Ranch. 

Common reptile species observed or expected to occur on or near the work sites mostly occur in 
the more upland habitats rather than within streams. These include western fence lizard 
(Sceloporus occidentalis), common side-blotched lizard (Uta stansburiana), southern alligator 
lizard (Elgaria multicarinata), western skink (Eumeces skiltonianus), gophersnake (Pituophis 
catenifer), coachwhip (Coluber flagellum), striped racer (C. lateralis), common kingsnake 
(Lampropeltis californiae), and western rattlesnake (Crotalus oreganus). Two CSCs, two-striped 
gartersnake (Thamnophis hammondii) and western pond turtle (Actinemys marmorata), occur in 
the more downstream portion of the Santa Clara River in the study area. They also likely occur in 
the vicinity of the Stickleback Movie Ranch and the potential enhancement sites. 

5.2.3 Birds 

The diversity of plant communities occurring near the work sites and within the AB 2488 
incidental take authorization area provides both forage and nesting habitat for a variety of bird 
species. Birds expected to occur at the Stickleback Movie Ranch and at the potential 
enhancement sites are mostly those occurring in riparian habitats and near water. Some species 
are known to be closely associated with specific plant communities, while other species use a 
variety of habitat types for foraging, shelter, and breeding. Species such as Bewick’s wren 
(Thryomanes bewickii), wrentit (Chamaea fasciata), spotted towhee (Pipilo maculatus), 
California towhee (Melozone crissalis), and California quail (Callipepla californica) are 
expected to occur in scrub habitats. In open scrub and grassland habitats, mourning doves 
(Zenaida macroura), foraging European starlings (Sturnus vulgaris), wintering white-crowned 
sparrows (Zonotrichia leucophrys), red-tailed hawks (Buteo jamaicensis), and American 
kestrels (Falco sparverius) are among the expected species. Species in large scrub plants and a 
variety of wooded and ornamental tree-dominated habitats include Anna’s hummingbird 
(Calypte anna), bushtit (Psaltriparus minimus), acorn woodpecker (Melanerpes formicivorus), 
and California scrub jay (Aphelocoma californica). Among the more common species 
occurring in riparian and wetland habitats are Nuttall’s woodpecker (Picoides nuttallii), 
common yellowthroat (Geothlypis trichas), oak titmouse (Baeolophus inornatus), warbling 
vireo (Vireo gilvus), and song sparrow (Melospiza melodia). 
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Because a large part of the study area occurs amid developed or disturbed areas, a variety of 
bird species that are urban tolerant or attracted to urban settings are present. These include rock 
pigeon (Columba livia), American crow (Corvus brachyrhynchos), common raven (C. corax), 
house finch (Haemorhous mexicanus), Brewer’s blackbird (Euphagus cyanocephalus), 
northern mockingbird (Mimus polyglottos), European starling (Sturnus vulgaris), and black 
phoebe (Sayornis nigricans). 

5.2.4 Mammals 

A variety of mammal species occur within or adjacent to the study area. Large species such as 
mule deer (Odocoileus hemionus), coyote (Canis latrans), and bobcat (Lynx rufus) are expected 
to use or pass through portions of the study area near the work sites, as well as through the 
Stickleback Movie Ranch and the potential enhancement sites. Cougar (Puma concolor) may 
also occur here on occasion. Big-eared woodrat (Neotoma macrotis) may occur within dry 
drainage channels adjacent to or downstream from the blow-off and other work sites, and within 
riparian vegetation in the potential enhancement sites. Desert cottontail (Sylvilagus audubonii), 
California ground squirrel (Spermophilus (Otospermophilus) beecheyi), and Botta’s pocket 
gopher (Thomomys bottae) are likely to be abundant in many of the open, upland areas near work 
sites and AB 2488 incidental take area. Additional species known to occur within the study area 
include common raccoon (Procyon lotor), striped skunk (Mephitis mephitis), Virginia opossum 
(Didelphis virginiana), and North American deermouse (Peromyscus maniculatus). A few 
common bat species, including big brown bat (Eptesicus fuscus) and California myotis (Myotis 
californicus), may potentially forage and temporarily roost in the study area.  

5.2.5 Aquatic Invertebrates 

In most of the AB 2488 incidental take authorization area, aquatic invertebrates include those 
that drift in from upstream perennial stream segments or that can rapidly colonize the area when 
water is present. The non-native red swamp crayfish (Procambarus clarkii) has been observed in 
perennial reaches of the Santa Clara River.  

5.3 Special-Status/Regulated Resources 

The following resources are discussed in this section: (1) plant and animal species present or 
potentially present in the study area that have special designations due to declining, limited, or 
threatened populations; (2) habitat areas that are unique, of relatively limited distribution, or of 
particular value to wildlife; and (3) vegetation communities that are unique, of relatively limited 
distribution, or of particular value to wildlife.  
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Sources used for determination of special-status biological resources are as follows: 

 State- and federally listed plant species (CDFW 2017b) 

 California Native Plant Society CRPR 1A, 1B, 2A, and 2B species (CNPS 2017) 

 Special Vascular Plants, Bryophytes, and Lichens List (CDFW 2017c) 

 CDFW natural communities (CDFG 2010) 

 Special Animals List (CDFW 2017d) 

 CNDDB (CDFW 2017a) 

5.3.1 Special-Status Plant Species 

Although Wishner (2013) recorded plant species observed during a general biological survey of 
the Stickleback Movie Ranch in 2013, focused surveys for special-status plants have not been 
conducted in the study area, and no specific special-status plant species were addressed in the 
2005 EIR. However, for this BTR, occurrences of special-status plants recorded in the CNDDB 
were reviewed in relation to the study area. Special-status plant species with potential to occur in 
the study area are organized in two tables: Table 2, Special-Status Plants Observed in the 
Foothill Feeder Study Area or with a Moderate to High Potential to Occur, and Table 3, Special-
Status Plants Not Observed and Not Expected to Occur in the Foothill Feeder Study Area. This 
BTR does not further analyze the special-status species in Table 3 because the project is not 
likely to cause direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts on them.  

In addition to state, federal, and County special-status designations, the California Native Plant 
Society (CNPS 2017) assigns a CRPR to designate the degree of concern for and rarity of plant 
taxa in California. Special-status plants are assigned to one of six CRPR categories:  

CRPR 1A: Plants presumed extirpated in California and either rare or extinct elsewhere 

CRPR 1B:  Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere 

CRPR 2A: Plants presumed extirpated in California, but common elsewhere 

CRPR 2B:  Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California, but more 
common elsewhere 

CRPR 3: Needs review 

CRPR 4: Plants of limited distribution (a watch list) 
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Only CRPR 1A, 1B, 2A, and 2B species are considered special status in the analysis presented in 
this BTR. In addition to the CRPR, the California Native Plant Society assigns threat categories 
to the lists as follows: 

0.1: Seriously threatened in California (over 80% of occurrences threatened/high 
degree and immediacy of threat) (e.g., 1B.1 would be a plant rare, threatened, or 
endangered in California and elsewhere and more than 80% of the occurrences 
threatened or with a high degree of threat) 

0.2: Moderately threatened in California (20% to 80% occurrences threatened/
moderate degree and immediacy of threat) 

0.3: Not very threatened in California (<20% of occurrences threatened/low degree 
and immediacy of threat or no current threats known) 

Special-status species occurrence information in the study area is from the CNDDB and USFWS 
occurrence databases. Special-status plant species recorded in the study area are shown on 
Figures 6a through 6n. Two units of critical habitat for spreading navarretia (Navarretia fossalis) 
occur within the project vicinity at Plum Canyon and Cruzan Mesa, but this species is not 
expected to occur on site due to lack of suitable vernal pool habitat (USFWS 2016a; 
Metropolitan 2005).  

5.3.2 Special-Status Wildlife Species 

Special-status wildlife species include federally and state-listed threatened and endangered 
species and candidates for listing. In addition to federally and state-listed and candidate species, 
species that are CSC or California FP are considered special status in the context of this BTR. 
CSC species are vertebrate species that are of concern due to suspected declining populations, 
limited ranges, and or continuing threats that increase their chance of extinction or extirpation in 
California (CDFW 2017d). California FP species are vertebrate species that the state identified 
for special protection prior to Endangered Species Act protection due to rarity or a threat of 
extinction. Most FP species have been state- and/or federally listed as threatened or endangered, 
but there are some exceptions (e.g., white-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus)).  

The status of special-status wildlife species in the study area is organized in two tables: Table 4, 
Special-Status Wildlife Observed in the Foothill Feeder Study Area or with a Moderate to High 
Potential to Occur, and Table 5, Special-Status Wildlife Not Observed and Not Expected to 
Occur in the Foothill Feeder Study Area. The column “Status within Area Affected by Releases 
or Work Sites” describes only the status and potential to occur of species recorded at work 
sites, in adjacent areas, and in the area of potential incidental take of UTS. This includes species 
that have been recorded in these areas in CNDDB or other sources consulted in the literature 
review, or that have at least a moderate potential to occur, based on the species’ range and the 
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presence of suitable habitat. The right-hand column (“Status at the Potential Enhancement Sites 
and the Stickleback Movie Ranch”) discusses the status and potential to occur of special-status 
wildlife species that have occurred or at least have a moderate potential to occur within or 
adjacent to these sites, where activities associated with the UTS conservation action may 
occur. The special-status species listed in Table 5 are not further analyzed in this BTR because 
no direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts are expected. Mapped locations for special-status 
wildlife species in the study area are shown on Figure 7, Special-Status Wildlife Overview Map, 
and in greater detail on Figures 7a through 7f, Special-Status Wildlife within Half-Mile Buffer of 
Study Area. These figures also show special-status wildlife recorded within 0.5 miles of the 
study area. Although these figures include all CNDDB occurrences, the specific locations of 
some occurrences from other sources (as discussed in Table 5) are not known and therefore are 
not shown on the figures. 
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Table 2 

Special-Status Plants Observed in the Foothill Feeder Study Area or with a Moderate to High Potential to Occur 

Scientific Name 
Common 

Name 
Status 

(Federal/State/CRPR) 

Primary Habitat 
Associations/Life 
Form/Blooming 
Period/Elevation  

(feet amsl) 
Status within the Overall 

Study Area  

Status within Area 
Affected by Releases or 

Work Sites 

Status within the 
Potential Enhancement 

Sites and the 
Stickleback Movie 

Ranch 
Arctostaphylos 
glandulosa ssp. 
gabrielensis 

San 
Gabriel 
manzanita 

None/None/1B.2 Chaparral (rocky)/ 
perennial evergreen 
shrub/Mar/1,952–
4,921 

Moderate potential to 
occur. San Gabriel 
manzanita is within range 
and there is suitable 
habitat on site. 

Not expected to occur 
given the lack of suitable 
habitat and high level of 
disturbance in these 
areas. 

Moderate potential to 
occur. San Gabriel 
manzanita is within range 
and there is suitable 
habitat on site. 

Astragalus 
brauntonii 

Braunton’s 
milk-vetch 

FE/None/1B.1 Chaparral, coastal 
scrub, valley and 
foothill grassland; 
recent burns or 
disturbed areas, 
usually sandstone 
with carbonate layers/
perennial herb/Jan–
Aug/13–2,100 

Moderate potential to 
occur. There is suitable 
habitat, but the nearest 
occurrence is in the Simi 
Hills (CDFW 2017a).  

Not expected to occur 
given the lack of suitable 
habitat and high level of 
disturbance in these 
areas. 

Moderate potential to 
occur. There is suitable 
habitat, but the nearest 
occurrence is in the Simi 
Hills (CDFW 2017a). 

Berberis nevinii Nevin’s 
barberry 

FE/CE/1B.1 Chaparral, 
cismontane 
woodland, coastal 
scrub, riparian scrub; 
sandy or gravelly/
perennial evergreen 
shrub/Mar–June/230–
2,707 

High potential to occur. 
Suitable habitat present 
and this species is 
recorded in the area. 

Not expected to occur 
given the lack of suitable 
habitat and high level of 
disturbance in these 
areas. 

There is a possibly 
extirpated record within 
the potential 
enhancement sites in San 
Francisquito Canyon near 
the confluence with the 
Santa Clara River 
from 1987. 
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Table 2 

Special-Status Plants Observed in the Foothill Feeder Study Area or with a Moderate to High Potential to Occur 

Scientific Name 
Common 

Name 
Status 

(Federal/State/CRPR) 

Primary Habitat 
Associations/Life 
Form/Blooming 
Period/Elevation  

(feet amsl) 
Status within the Overall 

Study Area  

Status within Area 
Affected by Releases or 

Work Sites 

Status within the 
Potential Enhancement 

Sites and the 
Stickleback Movie 

Ranch 
California 
macrophylla 

round-
leaved 
filaree 

None/None/1B.2 Cismontane 
woodland, valley and 
foothill grassland; 
clay/annual herb/
Mar–May/49–3,937 

There are two colonies of 
round-leaved filaree in the 
study area on Castaic 
Mesa, east of Castaic 
Lagoon that were recorded 
in 2003 on a clay lens with 
adjacent annual grassland 
and coastal sage scrub 
(CDFW 2017a).  

Not expected to occur 
given the lack of suitable 
habitat and high level of 
disturbance in these 
areas. 

Low potential to occur. 
There is suitable oak 
woodland and grassland 
vegetation present, but 
clay soils are not mapped 
within the potential 
enhancement sites or on 
Stickleback Movie Ranch.  

Calochortus 
clavatus var. 
gracilis 

slender 
mariposa 
lily 

None/None/1B.2 Chaparral, coastal 
scrub, valley and 
foothill grassland/
perennial bulbiferous 
herb/Mar–June/
1,050–3,281 

Four occurrences of 
slender mariposa lily 
overlap the study area: (1) 
within the Grasshopper 
Canyon watershed 
between I-5 and Castaic 
Lake, (2) just east of 
Castaic and north of 
Charlie Canyon, (3) 
between Tapia and Charlie 
canyons, and (4) along 
Wayside Canyon Road 
about 0.7 miles from Tapia 
Canyon Road in the San 
Gabriel Mountains (CDFW 
2017a). 

Not expected to occur 
given the lack of suitable 
habitat and high level of 
disturbance in these 
areas. 

High potential to occur. 
Suitable habitat is present 
and this species has been 
recorded in the vicinity. 
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Table 2 

Special-Status Plants Observed in the Foothill Feeder Study Area or with a Moderate to High Potential to Occur 

Scientific Name 
Common 

Name 
Status 

(Federal/State/CRPR) 

Primary Habitat 
Associations/Life 
Form/Blooming 
Period/Elevation  

(feet amsl) 
Status within the Overall 

Study Area  

Status within Area 
Affected by Releases or 

Work Sites 

Status within the 
Potential Enhancement 

Sites and the 
Stickleback Movie 

Ranch 
Chorizanthe 
parryi var. 
fernandina 

San 
Fernando 
Valley 
spineflower 

FC/CE/1B.1 Coastal scrub 
(sandy), valley and 
foothill grassland/
annual herb/Apr–
July/492–4,003 

One possibly extirpated 
occurrence from 1929 of 
San Fernando Valley 
spineflower is mapped 
along a sandy wash in 
Castaic Valley (CDFW 
2017a). 

Not expected to occur 
given the lack of suitable 
habitat and high level of 
disturbance in these 
areas. 

Low potential to occur. 
The species range is west 
of the four disjointed 
potential enhancement 
sites and the Stickleback 
Movie Ranch in the 
eastern portion of the 
study area and there is 
limited suitable habitat in 
the Santa Clara River 
Railroad Bridge potential 
enhancement site. 

Chorizanthe 
parryi var. parryi 

Parry’s 
spineflower 

None/None/1B.1 Chaparral, 
cismontane 
woodland, coastal 
scrub, valley and 
foothill grassland; 
sandy or rocky, 
openings/annual 
herb/Apr–June/902–
4,003 

Moderate potential to 
occur. Suitable habitat is 
present. The nearest 
CNDDB occurrence is 
more than 8 miles from the 
work sites (CDFW 2017a).  

Not expected to occur 
given the lack of suitable 
habitat and high level of 
disturbance in these 
areas. 

Moderate potential to 
occur. Suitable habitat is 
present, but the nearest 
CNDDB occurrence is 
more than 5 miles from 
the potential 
enhancement sites and 
the Stickleback Movie 
Ranch (CDFW 2017a). 
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Table 2 

Special-Status Plants Observed in the Foothill Feeder Study Area or with a Moderate to High Potential to Occur 

Scientific Name 
Common 

Name 
Status 

(Federal/State/CRPR) 

Primary Habitat 
Associations/Life 
Form/Blooming 
Period/Elevation  

(feet amsl) 
Status within the Overall 

Study Area  

Status within Area 
Affected by Releases or 

Work Sites 

Status within the 
Potential Enhancement 

Sites and the 
Stickleback Movie 

Ranch 
Dodecahema 
leptoceras 

slender-
horned 
spineflower 

FE/CE/1B.1 Chaparral, 
cismontane 
woodland, coastal 
scrub (alluvial fan); 
sandy/annual herb/
Apr–June/656–2,493 

A possibly extirpated 
record from 1893 was 
recorded in the Newhall 
quad in the project vicinity. 
Much of this area has been 
developed since this 
record was created 
(CDFW 2017a).  

Not expected to occur 
given the lack of suitable 
habitat and high level of 
disturbance in these 
areas. 

Moderate potential to 
occur. Suitable habitat 
occurs within the potential 
enhancement sites and 
the Stickleback Movie 
Ranch. 

Lepechinia rossii Ross’ 
pitcher 
sage 

None/None/1B.2 Chaparral/perennial 
shrub/May–Sep/
1,001–2,592 

Moderate potential to 
occur. There is suitable 
chaparral habitat and 
CNNDB occurrences in the 
study area vicinity (CDFW 
2017a). However, this 
species is not expected to 
occur in the area affected 
by releases or proposed 
work sites. 

Not expected to occur 
given the lack of suitable 
habitat and high level of 
disturbance in these 
areas. 

Moderate potential to 
occur. There is suitable 
chaparral habitat and 
there are records within 
approximately 3 miles of 
the potential 
enhancement sites on site 
(CDFW 2017a).  

Malacothamnus 
davidsonii 

Davidson's 
bush-
mallow 

None/None/1B.2 Chaparral, 
cismontane 
woodland, coastal 
scrub, riparian 
woodland/perennial 
deciduous shrub/
June–Jan/607–2,805 

Moderate potential to 
occur. There is suitable 
habitat on site and there 
are records within 5 miles 
of the study area (CDFW 
2017a).  

Not expected to occur 
given the lack of suitable 
habitat and high level of 
disturbance in these 
areas. 

Moderate potential to 
occur. There is suitable 
habitat on site and there 
are records within 6 miles 
of the potential 
enhancement sites and 
the Stickleback Movie 
Ranch (CDFW 2017a). 
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Table 2 

Special-Status Plants Observed in the Foothill Feeder Study Area or with a Moderate to High Potential to Occur 

Scientific Name 
Common 

Name 
Status 

(Federal/State/CRPR) 

Primary Habitat 
Associations/Life 
Form/Blooming 
Period/Elevation  

(feet amsl) 
Status within the Overall 

Study Area  

Status within Area 
Affected by Releases or 

Work Sites 

Status within the 
Potential Enhancement 

Sites and the 
Stickleback Movie 

Ranch 
Navarretia 
ojaiensis 

Ojai 
navarretia 

None/None/1B.1 Chaparral (openings), 
coastal scrub 
(openings), valley and 
foothill grassland/
annual herb/May–
July/902–2,034 

Moderate potential to 
occur. Suitable habitat is 
present and there are 
records within 6 miles of 
the study area (CDFW 
2017a).  

Not expected to occur 
given the lack of suitable 
habitat and high level of 
disturbance in these 
areas. 

Low potential to occur. 
Although there are 
records within 
approximately 7 miles of 
the potential 
enhancement sites, all 
occurrences are located 
west of the potential 
enhancement sites 
(CDFW 2017a). 

Navarretia 
setiloba 

Piute 
Mountains 
navarretia 

None/None/1B.1 Cismontane 
woodland, pinyon and 
juniper woodland, 
valley and foothill 
grassland; clay or 
gravelly loam/annual 
herb/Apr–July/935–
6,890 

Moderate potential to 
occur. There is suitable 
habitat on site and there 
are records within 5 miles 
of the study area (CDFW 
2017a).  

Not expected to occur 
given the lack of suitable 
habitat and high level of 
disturbance in these 
areas. 

Moderate potential to 
occur. There is suitable 
habitat (including gravelly 
loam soils) within the 
potential enhancement 
sites and there are 
records within 7 miles of 
the potential 
enhancement sites 
(CDFW 2017a).  
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Table 2 

Special-Status Plants Observed in the Foothill Feeder Study Area or with a Moderate to High Potential to Occur 

Scientific Name 
Common 

Name 
Status 

(Federal/State/CRPR) 

Primary Habitat 
Associations/Life 
Form/Blooming 
Period/Elevation  

(feet amsl) 
Status within the Overall 

Study Area  

Status within Area 
Affected by Releases or 

Work Sites 

Status within the 
Potential Enhancement 

Sites and the 
Stickleback Movie 

Ranch 
Opuntia basilaris 
var. brachyclada 

short-joint 
beavertail 

None/None/1B.2 Chaparral, Joshua 
tree woodland, 
Mojavean desert 
scrub, pinyon and 
juniper woodland/
perennial stem 
succulent/Apr–June 
(Aug)/1,394–5,906 

High potential to occur. 
There is suitable habitat 
present and there are 
records of this species 
within 1 mile of the study 
area (CDFW 2017a).  

Not expected to occur 
given the lack of suitable 
habitat and high level of 
disturbance in these 
areas. 

Moderate potential to 
occur. There is suitable 
habitat present and there 
are records of this species 
within about 2 miles of the 
potential enhancement 
sites (CDFW 2017a). 

Orcuttia 
californica 

California 
Orcutt 
grass 

FE/CE/1B.1 Vernal pools/annual 
herb/Apr–Aug/49–
2,165 

Not expected to occur. 
Although this species 
occurs in the project 
vicinity (CDFW 2017a), 
there are no suitable vernal 
pools near the work sites 
or area affected by 
releases (Metropolitan 
2005). 

 A general record for this 
species with no date and 
no exact location has 
been recorded in the 
vicinity of Newhall 
overlapping the potential 
enhancement sites 
(CDFW 2017a).  

Senecio 
aphanactis 

chaparral 
ragwort 

None/None/2B.2 Chaparral, 
cismontane 
woodland, coastal 
scrub; sometimes 
alkaline/annual herb/
Jan–Apr/49–2,625 

A record from 1901 for this 
species in the vicinity of 
Saugus overlaps the study 
area (CDFW 2017a).  

Not expected to occur 
given the lack of suitable 
habitat and high level of 
disturbance in these 
areas. 

Moderate potential to 
occur. There is suitable 
chaparral and oak 
woodland habitat within 
the potential 
enhancement sites and 
this species has been 
recorded in the area 
(CDFW 2017a). 
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Table 2 

Special-Status Plants Observed in the Foothill Feeder Study Area or with a Moderate to High Potential to Occur 

Scientific Name 
Common 

Name 
Status 

(Federal/State/CRPR) 

Primary Habitat 
Associations/Life 
Form/Blooming 
Period/Elevation  

(feet amsl) 
Status within the Overall 

Study Area  

Status within Area 
Affected by Releases or 

Work Sites 

Status within the 
Potential Enhancement 

Sites and the 
Stickleback Movie 

Ranch 
Symphyotrichum 
greatae 

Greata’s 
aster 

None/None/1B.3 Broadleafed upland 
forest, chaparral, 
cismontane 
woodland, lower 
montane coniferous 
forest, riparian 
woodland; mesic/
perennial 
rhizomatous herb/
June–Oct/984–6,594 

Moderate potential to 
occur. The study area is 
within geographic range of 
this species and there is 
suitable habitat within the 
study area vicinity.  

Not expected to occur 
given the lack of suitable 
habitat and high level of 
disturbance in these 
areas. 

Moderate potential to 
occur. The potential 
enhancement sites are 
within geographic range 
of this species and there 
is suitable habitat within 
the potential 
enhancement sites and 
the Stickleback Movie 
Ranch. 

Notes: Species occurrence data is limited to species recorded in the CNDDB because no focused surveys for special-status plants have been conducted for this project. 
 amsl = above mean sea level. 
Status Key: 
FE: federally listed as endangered 
CE: state listed as endangered 
CRPR 1A: plants presumed extirpated in California and either rare or extinct elsewhere 
CRPR 1B: plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere 
CRPR 2A: plants presumed extirpated in California, but more common elsewhere 
CRPR 2B: plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California, but more common elsewhere 
CRPR 3: plants about which more information is needed – a review list 
CRPR 4: plants of limited distribution – a watch list 
.1: Seriously threatened in California (over 80% of occurrences threatened/high degree and immediacy of threat) 
.2: Moderately threatened in California (20%–80% occurrences threatened/moderate degree and immediacy of threat) 
.3: Not very threatened in California (<20% of occurrences threatened/low degree and immediacy of threat or no current threats known)  
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Table 3 
Special-Status Plants Not Observed and Not Expected to Occur in the Foothill Feeder Study Area 

Scientific Name Common Name 
Status (Federal/ 

State/CRPR) 

Primary Habitat Associations/Life 
Form/Blooming Period/Elevation 

(feet amsl) Status in Project Vicinity 
Allium howellii var. 
clokeyi 

Mt. Pinos onion None/None/1B.3 Great Basin scrub, pinyon and juniper 
woodland/perennial bulbiferous herb/
Apr–June/4,265–6,070 

Not expected to occur. The site is outside of the species’ 
known elevation range. 

Calochortus fimbriatus late-flowered 
mariposa lily 

None/None/1B.3 Chaparral, cismontane woodland, 
riparian woodland; often serpentinite/
perennial bulbiferous herb/June–Aug/
902–6,250 

Low potential to occur. All occurrences of this species are 
west of the study area (CDFW 2017a), indicating that the 
study area may be out of range for this species. In addition, 
this species is not expected to occur in the area affected by 
releases or proposed work site locations. 

Castilleja gleasoni Mt. Gleason 
paintbrush 

None/CR/1B.2 Chaparral, lower montane coniferous 
forest, pinyon and juniper woodland; 
granitic/perennial herb (hemiparasitic)/
May–June (Sep)/3,806–7,119 

Not expected to occur. The site is outside of the species’ 
known elevation range. 

Centromadia parryi ssp. 
australis 

southern tarplant None/None/1B.1 Marshes and swamps (margins), valley 
and foothill grassland (vernally mesic), 
vernal pools/annual herb/May–Nov/0–
1,575 

Low potential to occur. Limited suitable wetland and mesic 
habitat. The nearest CNDDB occurrence is over 5 miles from 
the study area, and most occurrences are south and west of 
the study area (CDFW 2017a). In addition, this species is not 
expected to occur in the area affected by releases or 
proposed work site locations. 

Chorizanthe xanti var. 
leucotheca 

white-bracted 
spineflower 

None/None/1B.2 Coastal scrub (alluvial fans), Mojavean 
desert scrub, pinyon and juniper 
woodland; sandy or gravelly/annual 
herb/Apr–June/984–3,937 

Not expected to occur. Although there is suitable alluvial 
habitat on site, all occurrences of white-bracted spineflower 
are over 40 miles east of the study area (CDFW 2017a). 

Cryptantha clokeyi Clokey’s cryptantha None/None/1B.2 Mojavean desert scrub/annual herb/
Apr/2,379–4,478 

Not expected to occur. The site is outside of the species’ 
known elevation range and there is no suitable vegetation 
present. 

Deinandra minthornii Santa Susana 
tarplant 

None/CR/1B.2 Chaparral, coastal scrub; rocky/
perennial deciduous shrub/July–Nov/
919–2,493 

Not expected to occur. All occurrences of this species are 
south of the study area in the Santa Susana Mountains 
(CDFW 2017a). 

3/13/2018 Board Meeting 7-1 Attachment 2, Page 719 of 855



Biological Technical Report for the Foothill Feeder Study Area 

  8949-08 
 37 November 2017  

Table 3 
Special-Status Plants Not Observed and Not Expected to Occur in the Foothill Feeder Study Area 

Scientific Name Common Name 
Status (Federal/ 

State/CRPR) 

Primary Habitat Associations/Life 
Form/Blooming Period/Elevation 

(feet amsl) Status in Project Vicinity 
Galium grande San Gabriel 

bedstraw 
None/None/1B.2 Broadleafed upland forest, chaparral, 

cismontane woodland, lower montane 
coniferous forest/perennial deciduous 
shrub/Jan–July/1,394–4,921 

Not expected to occur. All occurrences of San Gabriel 
bedstraw are over 15 miles southeast of the study area 
(CDFW 2017a). 

Helianthus inexpectatus Newhall sunflower None/None/1B.1 Marshes and swamps, riparian 
woodland; freshwater, seeps/perennial 
rhizomatous herb/Aug–Oct/1,001 

Not expected to occur. The only occurrence of Newhall 
sunflower is located at a spring west of the study area 
(CDFW 2017a). 

Helianthus nuttallii ssp. 
parishii 

Los Angeles 
sunflower 

None/None/1A Marshes and swamps (coastal salt and 
freshwater)/perennial rhizomatous 
herb/Aug–Oct/33–5,495 

Not expected to occur. All occurrences of Los Angeles 
sunflower are over 20 miles southeast of the study area 
(CDFW 2017a). 

Horkelia cuneata var. 
puberula 

mesa horkelia None/None/1B.1 Chaparral (maritime), cismontane 
woodland, coastal scrub; sandy or 
gravelly/perennial herb/Feb–July 
(Sep)/230–2,657 

Low potential to occur. Although there is suitable habitat on 
site, the nearest occurrence is over 9 miles from the study 
area (CDFW 2017a). 

Imperata brevifolia California satintail None/None/2B.1 Chaparral, coastal scrub, Mojavean 
desert scrub, meadows and seeps 
(often alkali), riparian scrub; mesic/
perennial rhizomatous herb/Sep–May/
0–3,986 

Low potential to occur. Although there is suitable habitat on 
site, the nearest occurrence is over 9 miles from the study 
area (CDFW 2017a). 

Navarretia fossalis spreading 
navarretia 

FT/None/1B.1 Chenopod scrub, marshes and 
swamps (assorted shallow freshwater), 
playas, vernal pools/annual herb/Apr–
June/98–2,149 

Not expected to occur. Although there is critical habitat for 
this species in the project vicinity, it does not occur in the 
study area and there are no occurrences of this species on 
site (USFWS 2016a; CDFW 2017a). Further, there are no 
suitable vernal pools on site (Metropolitan 2005). 

Stylocline masonii Mason’s neststraw None/None/1B.1 Chenopod scrub, pinyon and juniper 
woodland; sandy/annual herb/Mar–
May/328–3,937 

Low potential to occur. Limited suitable chenopod scrub 
present and nearest occurrence is over 5 miles from the 
study area (CDFW 2017a). In addition, this species is not 
expected to occur in the area affected by releases or 
proposed work site locations. 
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Notes: amsl = above mean sea level. 
Status Key: 
FT: federally listed as threatened 
CR: state rare  
CRPR 1A: plants presumed extirpated in California and either rare or extinct elsewhere 
CRPR 1B: plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere 
CRPR 2A: plants presumed extirpated in California, but more common elsewhere 
CRPR 2B: plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California, but more common elsewhere 
CRPR 3: plants about which more information is needed – a review list  
CRPR 4: plants of limited distribution – a watch list 
.1: seriously threatened in California (over 80% of occurrences threatened/high degree and immediacy of threat) 
.2: moderately threatened in California (20%–80% occurrences threatened/moderate degree and immediacy of threat) 
.3: not very threatened in California (<20% of occurrences threatened/low degree and immediacy of threat or no current threats known)  
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Table 4 
Special-Status Wildlife Observed in the Foothill Feeder Study Area or with a Moderate to High Potential to Occur 

Scientific Name Common Name 

Status 
Federal/ 

State 
Primary Habitat 

Associations 
Status within Area Affected by Releases 

or Work Sites 

Status at the Potential 
Enhancement Sites and the 
Stickleback Movie Ranch 

Invertebrates 
Branchinecta lynchi vernal pool fairy 

shrimp 
FT/None Vernal pools; cool-water 

pools with low to 
moderate dissolved 
solids 

Moderate potential to occur, but low potential to 
occur within the riverbeds and creek beds of the 
area. Known from the vicinity from two 
occurrences east on the east side of Santa 
Clarita, including near Robert C. Lee High School, 
approximately 2.3 miles east northeast of the 
Placerita Canyon blow-off site (CDFW 2017a; 
Impact Sciences 2015a). Although the species 
has potential to occur in some grassland or 
disturbed habitats adjacent to project activities, 
the mostly riparian and urban environments in the 
area are likely unsuitable for this species; 
however, no surveys for vernal pool habitat have 
been conducted.  

Low potential to occur in the 
potential enhancement sites and at 
the Stickleback Movie Ranch 
because of the lack of documented 
occurrences in these areas and 
the absence of suitable habitat 
within these mostly riparian and 
aquatic sites. 

Fish 
Catostomus 
santaanae 

Santa Ana sucker FT/CSC Small, shallow, cool, 
clear streams less than 
7 meters (23 feet) in 
width and a few 
centimeters (1.5 inches) 
to more than a meter 
(more than 3 feet) in 
depth; substrates are 
generally coarse gravel, 
rubble, and boulder 

Documented in the Santa Clara River in the 
study area and in San Francisquito Creek near 
its confluence with the River (CDFW 2017a; 
ENTRIX 2009; Haglund and Baskin 2000). The 
population in the Santa Clara River system is 
not listed as threatened because it is presumed 
to be introduced in the area.  

Documented in the vicinity of the 
Stickleback Movie Ranch, both 
potential enhancement sites in 
Soledad Canyon, and near the 
Santa Clara River railroad 
bridge site.  

Gasterosteus 
aculeatus 
williamsoni 

unarmored 
threespine 
stickleback 

FE/SE, FP Slow-moving and 
backwater areas. 

During surveys in 2016, under drought 
conditions, observed in the Santa Clara River 
only near the I-5 bridge (Impact Sciences 
2016a). However, previously documented in the 

Suitable habitat occurs at all sites. 
Observed at the Santa Clara 
railroad bridge site until 2014. 
During extreme drought that year, 
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Table 4 
Special-Status Wildlife Observed in the Foothill Feeder Study Area or with a Moderate to High Potential to Occur 

Scientific Name Common Name 

Status 
Federal/ 

State 
Primary Habitat 

Associations 
Status within Area Affected by Releases 

or Work Sites 

Status at the Potential 
Enhancement Sites and the 
Stickleback Movie Ranch 

Santa Clara River throughout the area 
downstream of the confluence with the South 
Fork, and depending on conditions, this species 
could be present anywhere along this reach 
(CDFW 2017a; Haglund 1989; Aquatic 
Consulting 2002a, 2002b; ENTRIX 2009; Impact 
Sciences 2003a, 2003b). Also has occurred in 
San Francisquito Creek near the confluence with 
the Santa Clara River (USFWS 2009). Recorded 
historically in Castaic Creek downstream of the 
study area (CDFW 2017a). Suitable habitat is 
absent in most conditions in Placerita and 
Charlie Canyons. Not known to occur in the 
portion of Bouquet Creek near its confluence 
with the Santa Clara River.  

remaining fish were rescued and 
relocated to the San Francisquito 
Canyon sites, including the site 
downstream of Drinkwater 
Reservoir, where observed in 2016 
(Impact Sciences 2016a). Prior to 
the 2016, more than 1,000 fish 
were relocated to the Soledad 
Campground site from a drying 
pool downstream. Many were 
observed here during the survey. 
The species has not been 
observed in recent years at the 
Stickleback Movie Ranch (Wishner 
2013). 

Gila orcuttii arroyo chub None/CSC Warm, fluctuating 
streams with slow-
moving or backwater 
sections of warm to 
cool streams at depths 
>40 centimeters (16 
inches); substrates of 
sand or mud 

Documented throughout the Santa Clara River 
portion of the area affected by releases (CDFW 
2017a; Haglund 1989; SMEA 1995; ENTRIX 
2009; SMEA 2007), including several young 
identified near the Santa Clara River blow-off 
site during unarmored threespine stickleback 
surveys in 2016 (Impact Sciences 2016a). 
High potential in San Francisquito Canyon near 
the confluence with the Santa Clara River. 
Suitable habitat is absent under most conditions 
in Placerita and Charlie Canyons and in 
Bouquet Creek near its confluence with the 
Santa Clara River. 

CNDDB includes one occurrence 
downstream of the Soledad 
Campground site, and an 
additional occurrence on a tributary 
of the Santa Clara River near 
Soledad Canyon (CDFW 2017a). 
Observed at the Stickleback Movie 
Ranch in 2013 (Wishner (2013). 
High potential to occur under 
suitable conditions at all of the 
potential enhancement sites.  
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Table 4 
Special-Status Wildlife Observed in the Foothill Feeder Study Area or with a Moderate to High Potential to Occur 

Scientific Name Common Name 

Status 
Federal/ 

State 
Primary Habitat 

Associations 
Status within Area Affected by Releases 

or Work Sites 

Status at the Potential 
Enhancement Sites and the 
Stickleback Movie Ranch 

Amphibians 
Anaxyrus 
californicus 

arroyo toad FE/CSC Stream channels for 
breeding (typically 3rd 
order); adjacent stream 
terraces and uplands for 
foraging and wintering 

Focused surveys detected this species on 
several occasions in the Santa Clara River 
portion of the study area through 2003, although 
the species has not been detected since then 
(Aquatic Consulting 2002a, 2002b; Impact 
Sciences 2001, 2002; Sandburg 2001; 
Ecological Sciences 2004a, 2004b, 2004c; 
Bloom 2007; CDFW 2017a). CNDDB includes 
no other occurrences. The habitat in the more 
downstream portions of the Santa Clara River 
within the study area are considered to have 
high suitability for arroyo toad (Impact Sciences 
2002). In addition, adults may aestivate in 
upland areas adjacent to aquatic habitat in the 
Santa Clara River. However, in the areas closer 
to the Santa Clara River blow-off site, the 
species has not been observed, including during 
monitoring of blow-off activities and of quarterly 
maintenance at the blow-off sites (Aquatic 
Consulting 2012; Impact Sciences 2014, 2015b, 
2015c, 2105d, 2016b, 2016c, 2016d, 2016e; 
SMEA 2007). 

Two larvae and one metamorph 
observed approximately 2.5 miles 
downstream of the Soledad 
Campground site in 2001. 
Observed in 2003 both upstream 
and downstream of the Santa Clara 
River railroad bridge site, which 
overlaps with federal critical habitat 
(CDFW 2017a). Not observed near 
the San Francisquito Canyon sites. 
Moderate potential to occur at all 
sites, due to the presence of 
suitable habitat. 

Rana draytonii California red-
legged frog 

FT/CSC Lowland streams, 
wetlands, riparian 
woodlands, livestock 
ponds; dense, shrubby 
or emergent vegetation 
associated with deep, 
still or slow-moving 

Not recorded, despite numerous nocturnal 
amphibian surveys within the Santa Clara River 
near the I-5 bridge (SMEA 1995; Aquatic 
Consulting 2002a, 2002b; Impact Sciences 
2001, 2002; Ecological Sciences 2004a; Bloom 
2007). Also not observed during monitoring of 
blow-off activities or of quarterly maintenance at 

Observed in 2000 through 2005 in 
San Francisquito Canyon at both 
potential enhancement sites, 
including high densities of tadpoles 
near Saint Francis Dam in 2005 
(CDFW 2017a). Moderate potential 
to occur at other potential 
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Table 4 
Special-Status Wildlife Observed in the Foothill Feeder Study Area or with a Moderate to High Potential to Occur 

Scientific Name Common Name 

Status 
Federal/ 

State 
Primary Habitat 

Associations 
Status within Area Affected by Releases 

or Work Sites 

Status at the Potential 
Enhancement Sites and the 
Stickleback Movie Ranch 

water; uses adjacent 
uplands 

the blow-off sites (Aquatic Consulting 2012; 
Impact Sciences 2014, 2015b, 2105c, 2015d, 
2016b, 2016c, 2016d, 2016e; SMEA 2007). 

enhancement sites and the 
Stickleback Movie Ranch. 

Spea hammondii western spadefoot None/CSC Open areas in lowland 
grasslands, chaparral, 
and pine–oak 
woodlands; requires 
temporary rain pools that 
last approximately three 
weeks. 

CNDDB includes occurrences for San 
Francisquito Canyon, several places north of the 
Santa Clara River, outside the riverbed, and 
approximately 1.7 miles west of the Jensen 
Plant. Potential to breed also within the Santa 
Clara River and within Charlie and Placerita 
Canyons when conditions are suitable. 
However, not detected during monitoring of 
blow-off activities or of quarterly maintenance of 
blow-off sites (Aquatic Consulting 2012; Impact 
Sciences 2014, 2015b, 2105c, 2015d, 2016b, 
2016c, 2016d, 2016e; SMEA 2007). 

Probably low potential to occur 
within the potential enhancement 
sites in San Francisquito Creek 
and Soledad Canyon, depending 
on annual conditions. Suitable 
habitat is absent at the Stickleback 
Movie Ranch. 

Reptiles 
Anniella sp.1 California legless 

lizard 
None/CSC Stabilized dunes, 

beaches, dry washes, 
chaparral, scrubs, pine, 
oak, and riparian 
woodlands; associated 
with sparse vegetation 
and sandy or loose, 
loamy soils. 

Expected to be fairly widespread in the project 
vicinity, but not abundant. Because of specific 
habitat requirements, occurs very locally in the 
region. Moderate potential to occur due to the 
presence of suitable habitat.  

Moderate potential to occur due to 
the presence of suitable habitat.  
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Table 4 
Special-Status Wildlife Observed in the Foothill Feeder Study Area or with a Moderate to High Potential to Occur 

Scientific Name Common Name 

Status 
Federal/ 

State 
Primary Habitat 

Associations 
Status within Area Affected by Releases 

or Work Sites 

Status at the Potential 
Enhancement Sites and the 
Stickleback Movie Ranch 

Actinemys 
marmorata  

western pond turtle None/CSC Slow-moving permanent 
or intermittent streams, 
ponds, small lakes, 
reservoirs with emergent 
basking sites; adjacent 
uplands used during 
winter 

Known from several locations along the Santa 
Clara River, including near I-5 (Aquatic 
Consulting 2002a, 2002b; Impact Sciences 
2001, 2002; Ecological Sciences 2004c; Dudek 
& Associates 2006). A relatively common and 
regularly observed species in the Santa Clara 
River downstream of I-5. 

CNDDB includes an occurrence 
near the Saint Francis Dam site 
and just downstream of the Santa 
Clara River railroad bridge site 
(CDFW 2017a). Suitable habitat is 
present in the vicinity of all 
potential enhancement sites and at 
the Stickleback Movie Ranch. 

Phrynosoma 
blainvillii  

Blainville’s horned 
lizard 

None/CSC Exposed gravelly-sandy 
soils with minimal 
shrubs, riparian 
woodland clearings, dry 
chamise chaparral, and 
annual grasslands with 
scattered seepweed or 
saltbush 

Uncommon in the project vicinity. Moderate 
potential to occur in scrub habitats in river wash in 
Placerita and Charlie Canyons and in Bouquet 
Creek, as well as near the Castaic vent stack.  

CNDDB includes an occurrence in 
the vicinity of the Stickleback Movie 
Ranch and Soledad Canyon 
enhancement sites. High potential 
to occur at these sites, and 
moderate potential to occur in the 
San Francisquito Canyon sites. 

Thamnophis 
hammondii 

two-striped 
gartersnake 

None/CSC Streams, creeks, pools, 
streams with rocky beds, 
ponds, lakes, vernal 
pools 

Observed in the Santa Clara River from its 
confluence with the South Fork to downstream 
of I-5 (e.g., Impact Sciences 2001, 2002). 
Moderate potential to occur in San Francisquito 
Creek downstream of the blow-off site. Unlikely 
to occur elsewhere. Also, not recorded during 
monitoring of blow-off activities or of quarterly 
maintenance of the blow-off sites (Aquatic 
Consulting 2012; Impact Sciences 2014, 2015b, 
2105c, 2015d, 2016b, 2016c, 2016d, 2016e; 
SMEA 2007). 

Known from the vicinity of the 
Santa Clara River railroad bridge 
site. High potential to occur at all 
other potential enhancement sites 
and at the Stickleback Movie 
Ranch.  
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Table 4 
Special-Status Wildlife Observed in the Foothill Feeder Study Area or with a Moderate to High Potential to Occur 

Scientific Name Common Name 

Status 
Federal/ 

State 
Primary Habitat 

Associations 
Status within Area Affected by Releases 

or Work Sites 

Status at the Potential 
Enhancement Sites and the 
Stickleback Movie Ranch 

Thamnophis sirtalis 
ssp.  

south coast 
gartersnake 

None/CSC Marshes, meadows, 
sloughs, ponds, slow-
moving water courses 

Moderate potential to occur based on presence 
of suitable habitat within the Santa Clara River, 
Castaic Creek, and San Francisquito Creek. 
Low potential to occur elsewhere. Also, not 
recorded during monitoring of blow-off activities 
or quarterly maintenance of the blow-off sites 
(Aquatic Consulting 2012; Impact Sciences 
2014, 2015b, 2105c, 2015d, 2016b, 2016c, 
2016d, 2016e; SMEA 2007). 

Moderate potential to occur within 
all potential enhancement sites and 
the Stickleback Movie Ranch due 
to the presence of suitable habitat. 

Birds 
Agelaius tricolor 
(nesting colonies) 

tricolored blackbird None/SC, 
CSC 

Nests near fresh water, 
emergent wetland with 
cattails or tules; forages 
in grasslands, woodland, 
agriculture. 

Nested along the Santa Clara River in 1994 
(Guthrie 1994). Moderate potential to nest within 
the Santa Clara River and within San 
Francisquito Creek should suitable conditions 
exist in the future. 

Low potential to nest in all of the 
potential enhancement sites under 
observed conditions, but moderate 
potential to occur should suitable 
conditions occur in the future.  

Aquila chrysaetos 
(nesting and 
wintering) 

golden eagle BGEPA/
FP 

Open country, especially 
hilly and mountainous 
regions; grassland, 
coastal sage scrub, 
chaparral, oak savannas, 
open coniferous forest.  

Individuals have been observed flying over the 
Santa Clara River in the vicinity (e.g, Guthrie 
1993; Labinger et al. 1997). However, no 
nesting substrate occurs nearby. Moderate 
potential to forage rarely in scrub in Charlie 
Canyon and elsewhere. 

No nesting habitat is present in any 
of the potential enhancement sites, 
and the riparian and aquatic 
habitats there are not suitable 
foraging habitat, although this 
species may occasionally fly over 
the sites. 

Asio otus long-eared owl None/CSC Riparian, live oak 
thickets, other dense 
stands of trees, edges of 
coniferous forest. 
Forages in open scrub 
and grasslands. 

Moderate potential to nest where suitable 
nesting habitat occurs near open habitats 
suitable for foraging, including Charlie Canyon 
and the Santa Clara River just downstream 
of I-5. 

Unlikely to nest at the Santa Clara 
River railroad bridge site, due to 
the absence of suitable foraging 
habitat nearby, but moderate 
potential to nest within riparian 
habitats in the Soledad Canyon 
and San Francisquito Canyon 
sites, including the Stickleback 
Movie Ranch. 
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Table 4 
Special-Status Wildlife Observed in the Foothill Feeder Study Area or with a Moderate to High Potential to Occur 

Scientific Name Common Name 

Status 
Federal/ 

State 
Primary Habitat 

Associations 
Status within Area Affected by Releases 

or Work Sites 

Status at the Potential 
Enhancement Sites and the 
Stickleback Movie Ranch 

Athene cunicularia 
(burrow sites and 
some wintering 
sites) 

burrowing owl None/CSC Grasslands, open scrub, 
and agriculture, 
particularly with ground 
squirrel burrows. 

CNDDB includes several occurrences in the 
project vicinity, including a record of a wintering 
bird at a construction site west of the San 
Francisquito Creek blow-off site in 2007 (CDFW 
2017a). However, suitable habitat is largely 
absent. 

Unlikely to occur due to the 
absence of suitable habitat. 
CNDDB includes no occurrences 
near the sites. 

Coccyzus 
americanus 
occidentalis  
(nesting) 

western yellow-billed 
cuckoo 

FT/SE Dense, wide riparian 
woodlands and forest, a 
minimum of 20 hectares 
(49 acres) and 100 
meters (328 feet) in 
width, with well-
developed understories 

Very low potential to nest within riparian habitats 
on site. Single individuals thought to be migrants 
have occasionally been observed along the Santa 
Clara River downstream (e.g., Labinger and 
Greaves 1997), but habitat patches considered 
large enough to support this species are absent. 
CNDDB includes one occurrence along the Santa 
Clara River, well downstream of the project area. 

While vegetation communities 
suitable for this species occur at all 
of the potential enhancement sites 
and at the Stickleback Movie 
Ranch, riparian habitat patches are 
probably too small to support this 
species. Also, given the absence of 
breeding records in the vicinity, this 
species has a very low potential to 
nest here. 

Elanus leucurus 
(nesting) 

white-tailed kite None/FP Inhabits herbaceous and 
open stages of most 
habitats, common in 
cismontane in California. 
Nests are placed near top 
of dense oak, willow or 
other tree stand; usually 
6–20 meters (20–100 feet) 
above ground. Nest 
located near open 
foraging area. 

CNDDB includes one occurrence involving a 
nest that fledged two young in the Santa Clara 
River in 2005 (CDFW 2017a). Additional reports 
have come from nearby, along the River. 
Suitable nesting and foraging habitat also occur 
together at Charlie Canyon.  

Successful nesting was 
documented within the Santa Clara 
River railroad bridge site in 2005. 
Suitable nesting habitat occurs 
within the other sites, but the 
potential for nesting is low in these 
areas because of the lack of 
adjacent suitable foraging habitat. 

Empidonax traillii 
extimus 

southwestern willow 
flycatcher 

FE/SE Riparian woodlands 
along streams and rivers 
with mature, dense 

Moderate potential to nest in riparian habitat in 
the Santa Clara River within the study area. 
Probably low potential to nest elsewhere in 

CNDDB includes one occurrence 
from the Soledad Campground 
site. Although the observation 
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Table 4 
Special-Status Wildlife Observed in the Foothill Feeder Study Area or with a Moderate to High Potential to Occur 

Scientific Name Common Name 

Status 
Federal/ 

State 
Primary Habitat 

Associations 
Status within Area Affected by Releases 

or Work Sites 

Status at the Potential 
Enhancement Sites and the 
Stickleback Movie Ranch 

stands of willows or 
alders; may nest in 
thickets dominated by 
tamarisk 

riparian vegetation, such at San Francisquito 
Creek. Single individuals thought to be migrants 
have regularly been observed along the Santa 
Clara River, but nesting has not been 
documented in the project vicinity, and the 
subspecies of the individuals observed has not 
been confirmed. 

occurred at a time when 
subspecies other than 
southwestern willow flycatcher are 
migrating through the region, the 
observation of an individual 
carrying nesting material indicated 
nesting by this subspecies. 
Moderate potential to occur within 
or adjacent to the other potential 
enhancement sites due to the 
presence of suitable habitat. 

Gymnogyps 
californianus 

California condor FE/SE, FP Forages over wide areas 
of open rangelands, 
roosts on cliffs and in 
large trees and snags 

GPS flight data indicate occasional overflights 
of the area (USGS 2015). However, the 
absence of suitable large carrion in most of 
the area suggests a low likelihood of the species 
landing there. The area includes no suitable 
nesting habitat. 

GPS flight date indicate occasional 
condor overflights of the region, but 
suitable nesting and foraging 
habitat are absent within all of the 
sites.  

Icteria virens yellow-breasted 
chat 

None/CSC Dense, relatively wide 
riparian woodlands and 
thickets of willows, vine 
tangles and dense 
brush. 

Documented in the Santa Clara River from the 
confluence of San Francisquito Creek 
downstream (e.g., Guthrie 2006). High potential 
to nest within the Santa Clara River, Bouquet 
Canyon, and San Francisquito Creek portions of 
the area, due to the presence of suitable habitat. 

Documented in the vicinity of the 
Santa Clara River railroad bridge 
site. High potential to nest at the 
other potential enhancement sites 
and at the Stickleback Movie 
Ranch due to the presence of 
suitable habitat. 

Lanius ludovicianus 
(nesting) 

loggerhead shrike None/CSC Grasslands, open 
shrublands with 
scattered shrubs, trees, 
fences, or other perches, 
riparian, and woodlands 

Observed regularly in the vicinity, including 
several CNDDB occurrences (CDFW 2017a). 
Moderate potential to occur throughout. 

Low potential to nest or forage at 
any of the potential enhancement 
sites or the Stickleback Movie 
Ranch, due to lack of suitable 
habitat.  
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Table 4 
Special-Status Wildlife Observed in the Foothill Feeder Study Area or with a Moderate to High Potential to Occur 

Scientific Name Common Name 

Status 
Federal/ 

State 
Primary Habitat 

Associations 
Status within Area Affected by Releases 

or Work Sites 

Status at the Potential 
Enhancement Sites and the 
Stickleback Movie Ranch 

Piranga rubra 
(nesting) 

summer tanager None/CSC Nests in riparian 
woodland; winter 
habitats include parks 
and residential areas 

Observed several times along the Santa Clara 
River in the vicinity of the study area, including a 
pair at Castaic Junction in 1985 (Unitt 2008). 
Moderate potential to nest on rare occasions 
along the Santa Clara River.  

Two to three nesting pairs were in 
Soledad Canyon in 1997, and one 
pair was there in 1999. Moderate to 
low potential to occur at the San 
Francisquito potential enhancement 
sites and moderate potential to nest 
at the Santa Clara River railroad 
bridge site.  

Polioptila californica 
californica 

coastal California 
gnatcatcher 

FT/CSC Various sage scrub 
communities, often 
dominated by California 
sagebrush and 
buckwheat; generally 
avoids nesting in areas 
with a slope of greater 
than 40%, and typically 
less than 820 feet in 
elevation 

The study area is at the northern edge of the 
species’ known range. CNDDB includes several 
occurrences from the vicinity, including one 
juvenile assumed to be dispersing, 
approximately 1.8 miles north of the San 
Francisquito High-Rise blow-off site and 2.3 
miles southeast of the Charlie Canyon blow-off 
site, in June 2015; one approximately 1.8 miles 
northwest of the San Francisquito high-rise 
blow-off site in October 2006; one approximately 
2.7 miles east of the Placerita blow-off site in 
October 2001; and one approximately 1.8 miles 
south of the Jensen Plant in March 2004 (CDFW 
2017a). USFWS excluded the Santa Clarita 
Valley from its critical habitat designation in 
2007, because of the lack of breeding evidence 
for the area (72 FR 72013). Moderate potential 
to occur in scrub habitats in the area, such as in 
Charlie Canyon, although most individuals may 
be dispersing between breeding habitats rather 
than being resident in the area.  

Low potential to occur within the 
potential enhancement sites due to 
the absence of suitable scrub habitat. 
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Table 4 
Special-Status Wildlife Observed in the Foothill Feeder Study Area or with a Moderate to High Potential to Occur 

Scientific Name Common Name 

Status 
Federal/ 

State 
Primary Habitat 

Associations 
Status within Area Affected by Releases 

or Work Sites 

Status at the Potential 
Enhancement Sites and the 
Stickleback Movie Ranch 

Setophaga 
(Dendroica) petechia 
brewsteri 

yellow warbler None/CSC Riparian thickets and 
woodlands 

Commonly observed in the more downstream 
portions of the Santa Clara River (e.g., Bloom 
Biological 2007). Also observed in San 
Francisquito Canyon and high potential to occur 
along Bouquet Creek. Due to the absence of 
suitable nesting habitat, low potential to nest in 
the portion of Castaic Creek within Charlie 
Canyon and Placerita Canyon. 

Likely nests regularly within or in 
the vicinity of the Santa Clara 
River railroad bridge site, and 
high potential to nest within the 
other sites. 

Vireo bellii pusillus 
(nesting) 

least Bell’s vireo  FE/SE Riparian vegetation with 
extensive willows below 
2,000 feet 

Known to nest on the northwest side of Castaic 
Lagoon in 1997 to 2005 and presumed still to be 
present there (CDFW 2017a). One CNDDB 
occurrence near the San Francisquito Creek 
high-rise blow-off site. Although relatively 
common in riparian habitats in the Santa Clara 
River west of I-5, uncommon east of I-5 (e.g., 
Bloom Biological 2007). However, one was 
heard singing at the Santa Clara River blow-off 
site in May 2016. One CNDDB occurrence in 
1978 adjacent to Bull Creek, at Van Norman 
Reservoir, was in an area where suitable habitat 
is no longer present (CDFW 2017a). High 
potential to occur at Bouquet Creek. Suitable 
habitat is absent in Charlie Canyon and 
Placerita Canyon.  

Observed regularly in the vicinity 
of the Santa Clara Railroad bridge 
site. Moderate potential to occur 
in riparian habitats of the remaining 
potential enhancement areas and 
at the Stickleback Movie Ranch, 
despite the lack of CNDDB 
occurrences in these areas 
(CDFW 2017a). 
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Table 4 
Special-Status Wildlife Observed in the Foothill Feeder Study Area or with a Moderate to High Potential to Occur 

Scientific Name Common Name 

Status 
Federal/ 

State 
Primary Habitat 

Associations 
Status within Area Affected by Releases 

or Work Sites 

Status at the Potential 
Enhancement Sites and the 
Stickleback Movie Ranch 

Mammals 
Antrozous pallidus pallid bat None/CSC Arid habitats, including 

grasslands, shrublands, 
woodlands and forests; 
for roosting, prefers 
rocky outcrops, cliffs 
and crevices with access 
to open habitats for 
foraging. Also may 
roost in woodlands 
and buildings. 

Known to occur in the project vicinity (e.g., 
Johnson 2006). High potential to forage, but only 
moderate potential to roost in riparian woodland 
in the affected area. 

High potential to forage, but only 
moderate potential to roost in 
riparian woodland within all sites. 

Bassariscus astutus ringtail None/FP Riparian and shrubland 
vegetation in proximity to 
water and rocky areas 
used for cover. Dens 
occur in rocky areas and 
tree hollows, where the 
species typically gives 
birth in May to June 
(Poglayen-Neuwall and 
Toweill 1988). 

Low to moderate potential to occur in riparian and 
scrub habitats. If the species occurs in the project 
vicinity, it occurs in low densities. The nearest 
record involved sign observed “approximately 0.5 
mi up Elderberry Canyon above the Castaic Dam” 
in 2007 (Huntley, pers. comm. 2009). Two 
additional records known from Los Angeles 
County were not in the project vicinity (Belluomi 
1980, as cited in ACOE and CDFG 2010). 

Moderate potential to occur at all 
sites due to the presence of 
suitable habitat. 

Corynorhinus 
townsendii  

Townsend’s big-
eared bat 

None/SC,
CSC 

Mesic habitats 
characterized by 
coniferous and 
deciduous forests and 
riparian habitat, but also 
xeric areas; roosts in 
limestone caves and 
lava tubes, also man-
made structures and 

Uncommon in the vicinity. Moderate potential to 
forage due to the presence of suitable habitat. 
Low potential to roost due to the lack of suitable 
roosting habitats.  

CNDDB includes two occurrences 
in the Soledad Canyon area, east 
of the Soledad Canyon KOA site. 
Moderate potential to forage at all 
sites, but low potential to roost due 
to the lack of suitable habitat. 
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Table 4 
Special-Status Wildlife Observed in the Foothill Feeder Study Area or with a Moderate to High Potential to Occur 

Scientific Name Common Name 

Status 
Federal/ 

State 
Primary Habitat 

Associations 
Status within Area Affected by Releases 

or Work Sites 

Status at the Potential 
Enhancement Sites and the 
Stickleback Movie Ranch 

tunnels; may roost in 
basal cavities of 
large trees 

Eumops perotis 
californicus 

western mastiff bat None/CSC Chaparral, coastal and 
desert scrub, coniferous 
and deciduous forest 
and woodland; roosts in 
crevices in rocky 
canyons and cliffs where 
the canyon or cliff is 
vertical or nearly vertical, 
trees and tunnels 

Known to occur in the project vicinity (e.g., 
Johnson 2006). Moderate potential to roost in 
woodlands in the area, including in the Santa 
Clara River, Bouquet Creek, and San 
Francisquito Canyon. High potential to forage. 

Moderate potential to roost and 
high potential to forage in all sites, 
due to the presence of suitable 
habitat. 

Lasiurus blossevillii western red bat None/CSC Forages along open 
streams and rivers; 
roosts in tree canopy in 
forest, woodland, 
riparian, mesquite 
bosque and orchards, 
including fig, apricot, 
peach, pear, almond, 
walnut, and orange. 

Detected at the SR-126/Commerce Center Drive 
Project in 2013 and elsewhere in the project 
vicinity (Rahn 2013a, 2013b; Johnson 2006). 
Moderate potential to roost in riparian habitats in 
the Santa Clara River, Bouquet Creek, and San 
Francisquito Canyon, and high potential to 
forage throughout. 

Moderate potential to roost in 
riparian habitats and high potential 
to forage, at all sites. 

Lepus californicus 
bennettii 

San Diego black-
tailed jackrabbit 

None/CSC Arid habitats with open 
ground; grasslands, 
coastal scrub, 
agriculture, disturbed 
areas, rangelands. 

Uncommon in the area, including a CNDDB 
occurrence between San Francisquito and 
Charlie Canyons in 2005. Moderate potential 
to occur in the more open habitats, including 
riverwash. 

Low potential to occur due to the 
absence of suitable open habitats 
at all sites. 

Neotoma lepida 
intermedia 

San Diego desert 
woodrat 

None/CSC Open chaparral, coastal 
scrub, cactus patches, 
and the understory of 
tree thickets. 

Based on the known range of the species, high 
potential for this species to occur in scrub 
habitats. Low potential to occur within river and 
creek beds in the area. 

Low potential to occur at all sites 
due to the relative lack of suitable 
scrub habitat. 
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Table 4 
Special-Status Wildlife Observed in the Foothill Feeder Study Area or with a Moderate to High Potential to Occur 

Scientific Name Common Name 

Status 
Federal/ 

State 
Primary Habitat 

Associations 
Status within Area Affected by Releases 

or Work Sites 

Status at the Potential 
Enhancement Sites and the 
Stickleback Movie Ranch 

Nyctinomops 
femorosaccus 

pocketed free-tailed 
bat 

None/CSC Arid lands, including 
pinyon-juniper 
woodlands, desert scrub, 
desert succulent shrub, 
desert riparian, desert 
wash, alkali desert 
scrub, Joshua tree, palm 
oases; roosts in high 
cliffs or rock outcrops 
with dropoffs, caverns, 
buildings. 

Known from the project vicinity (e.g., Johnson 
2006). High potential to forage based on the 
presence of suitable habitat, but likely roosts 
only in buildings. 

High potential to forage within the 
potential enhancement areas due 
to the presence of suitable habitat. 
Low potential to roost within these 
sites due to the lack of cliffs, rock 
outcrops, caverns, and buildings. 

Taxidea taxus American badger None/CSC Grasslands, agriculture, 
drier open stages of 
shrub, forest, and 
herbaceous habitats with 
friable soils. 

Occurs in the vicinity (e.g., Impact Sciences 
2005), and moderate potential to occur overall, 
but high potential to occur in the less developed 
areas, such as Charlie Canyon. 

Low potential to occur within the 
riparian and aquatic habitats of 
all sites. 

Notes: Species data is limited to CNDDB occurrences and other data in the literature, since no focused surveys for special-status wildlife have been conducted for this project, other than 
unarmored threespine stickleback surveys in 2016. 
1  A taxonomic revision has been published for Anniella pulchra which names four new species of California legless lizards and which would make the Anniella species in the Foothill Feeder study area 

unknown because it occurs in an uncertain contact zone between A. pulchra and one of the new species, A. stebbinsi (Papenfuss and Parham 2013). CDFW incorporated this revision in the most recent 
version of its Special Animals List (CDFW 2017b) and designated all five species formerly under Anniella pulchra as CSCs. Because of the uncertainty surrounding which species occurs in the region, 
this BTR retains the common name “California legless lizard” for legless lizards occurring in the region, as Anniella sp.. 

Status Key: 

FE = federal endangered 
FT = federal threatened 
BGEPA = Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act 
CSC = California species of special concern 
FP = fully protected  
SC = state candidate 
SE = state endangered 
ST = state threatened 
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Table 5 
Special-Status Wildlife Not Observed and Not Expected  

to Occur in the Foothill Feeder Study Area 

Scientific Name 
Common 

Name 

Status 
Federal/ 

State/Other 
Primary Habitat 

Associations Status in the Project Vicinity 
Invertebrates 

Euphydryas editha 
quino 

Quino 
checkerspot 
butterfly 

FE/None Occurs in localized 
colonies, always closely 
associated with the larval 
foodplant dot-seed plantain 
(Plantago erecta) and clay 
or cryptobiotic soils. 

Not expected to occur in the study 
area, based on a focused habitat 
assessment in 2004. Last documented 
in the Santa Susana Mountains, more 
than 30 miles southwest of the study 
area, in 1954. Has been extirpated 
from much of its range in Southern 
California, including Los Angeles and 
Orange Counties. 

Pyrgulopsis 
castaicensis n.sp. 

spring snail None/None Spring-fed wetlands with 
swiftly flowing, clear to low 
turbidity, shallow water on 
a sandy to silty substrate 
embedded with some 
coarse materials. 

Not expected to occur in the study 
area. Restricted to Middle Canyon 
Spring, approximately 1.7 air miles 
west of the I-5 bridge over the Santa 
Clara River. Surveys elsewhere in the 
vicinity have been negative. 

Fish 
Oncorhynchus 
mykiss irideus 

steelhead 
rainbow trout 
(Southern 
California 
ESU) 

FE/CSC Clean, clear, cool well-
oxygenated streams. 
Needs relatively deep pools 
in migration and gravelly 
substrate to spawn. 

Does not occur in the Santa Clara 
River within the study area due to lack 
of suitable aquatic habitat. However, it 
occurs downstream of the Dry Gap, 
near the confluence with Piru Creek in 
Ventura County. Presently, southern 
steelhead occur downstream in the 
Santa Clara River Watershed in Piru 
Creek between the confluence with the 
Santa Clara River and Santa Felicia 
Dam, in Sespe Creek, in Santa Paula 
Creek, and possibly in Hopper and Pole 
Creeks (Stoecker and Kelly 2005).  

Amphibians 
Rana muscosa Sierra Madre 

yellow-legged 
frog 

FE/SE, CSC Meadow streams, isolated 
pools, lake borders, rocky 
stream courses within 
ponderosa pine, montane 
hardwood–conifer, and 
montane riparian 
habitat types. 

Not expected to occur in the study area 
due to lack of suitable habitat and 
because the study area is outside the 
species’ range. 
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Table 5 
Special-Status Wildlife Not Observed and Not Expected  

to Occur in the Foothill Feeder Study Area 

Scientific Name 
Common 

Name 

Status 
Federal/ 

State/Other 
Primary Habitat 

Associations Status in the Project Vicinity 

Taricha torosa California newt None/CSC Wet forests, oak forests, 
chaparral, and rolling 
grasslands. Lives in 
terrestrial habitat and will 
migrate more than 1 
kilometer (0.6 mile) to 
ponds, reservoirs, and 
slow-moving streams. 

Not expected to occur in the study 
area. The study area is likely outside 
the range of the species, which occurs 
farther south and east in Los 
Angeles County.  

Reptiles 
Arizona elegans 
occidentalis 

California 
glossy snake 

None/CSC Arid scrub, rocky washes, 
grasslands, and chaparral. 

Low potential to occur in the study area. 
The species may be present in the 
project vicinity, but suitable habitat is 
absent within the streams in the study 
area. 

Salvadora 
hexalepis virgultea 

coast patch-
nosed snake 

None/CSC Inhabits brushy or shrubby 
vegetation. Requires small 
mammal burrows for refuge 
and overwintering sites. 

May occur in adjacent scrub habitats. 
However, low potential to occur within 
stream and riparian habitats. 

Birds 
Ammodramus 
savannarum  
(nesting) 

grasshopper 
sparrow 

None/CSC Dense, dry or well-drained 
annual and native 
grasslands with mix of 
grasses and forbs. May 
occur in fallow agricultural 
fields, especially those 
periodically planted in oats 
and barley. 

Not expected to occur in the study 
area due to the absence of 
suitable grasslands. 

Buteo swainsoni 
(nesting) 

Swainson’s 
hawk 

None/ST Open grassland, 
shrublands, croplands. 

Observed occasionally as a migrant in 
the vicinity of the study area, but the 
species’ special-status designation is for 
nesting, and the study area is outside 
the known nesting range. The nearest 
CNDDB occurrences are from the 
Central Valley and western Antelope 
Valley, in the known nesting range.  

Charadrius 
montanus 
(wintering) 

mountain plover None/CSC Winters in shortgrass 
prairies, plowed fields, open 
sagebrush and sandy 
deserts. 

The nearest CNDDB occurrence is from 
the Antelope Valley, approximately 20 
miles north of the study area (CDFW 
2017a). Not expected to occur in the 
study area due to the absence of 
suitable habitat. 
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Table 5 
Special-Status Wildlife Not Observed and Not Expected  

to Occur in the Foothill Feeder Study Area 

Scientific Name 
Common 

Name 

Status 
Federal/ 

State/Other 
Primary Habitat 

Associations Status in the Project Vicinity 

Circus cyaneus northern harrier None/CSC Open wetlands (nesting), 
pasture, old fields, dry 
uplands, grasslands, 
rangelands, coastal sage 
scrub. 

Regularly observed foraging in winter 
and migration in the study area vicinity, 
but the species’ special status is for 
nesting, and the nesting range within 
Los Angeles County is well to the north 
of the study area (Davis and Niemela 
2008). The riparian and aquatic 
habitats within the potential 
enhancement sites and at the 
Stickleback Movie Ranch are not 
suitable for nesting. 

Falco peregrinus 
anatum 

American 
peregrine 
falcon 

FD/FP, SD Nests on cliffs, buildings, 
bridges; forages in 
wetlands, riparian, 
meadows, croplands, 
especially where waterfowl 
are present. 

Observed occasionally in the study area 
region, but nesting habitat is absent in 
the study area.  

Haliaeetus 
leucocephalus 
(nesting and 
wintering) 

bald eagle FD/SE, 
FP 

Seacoasts, rivers, swamps, 
large lakes; winters at large 
bodies of water in lowlands 
and mountains. 

Not expected to occur in the study area 
based on lack of suitable habitat in the 
vicinity.  

Ixobrychus exilis 
(nesting) 

least bittern None/CSC Dense emergent wetlands 
of cattails and tules. 

Not expected to occur in study area due 
to lack of suitable habitat. 

Progne subis 
(nesting) 

purple martin None/CSC Nests in tall sycamores, 
pines, oak woodlands, 
coniferous forest where 
sufficient nest cavities, open 
space above nest sites for 
foraging, and insect prey 
are available.  

May occur occasionally as a migrant in 
the vicinity, but the study area is 
outside the species’ known current 
nesting range. Suitable nesting habitat 
is limited due to the lack of tall 
sycamores, pines, or coniferous forest 
communities in the study area. 
Special-status designation is for 
nesting sites. 

Pyrocephalus 
rubinus 
(nesting) 

vermilion 
flycatcher  

None/CSC Breeding habitat includes 
riparian woodlands, riparian 
scrub, and freshwater 
marshes. 

Extensive suitable nesting habitat in 
riparian woodlands in the Santa Clara 
River and elsewhere in the study area. 
However, low potential to nest due to 
the rarity of observations over many 
years of surveys, and the lack of 
nesting records. The nearest known 
nesting areas are in the Mojave Desert 
portions of Los Angeles County 
(Myers 2008). 
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Table 5 
Special-Status Wildlife Not Observed and Not Expected  

to Occur in the Foothill Feeder Study Area 

Scientific Name 
Common 

Name 

Status 
Federal/ 

State/Other 
Primary Habitat 

Associations Status in the Project Vicinity 

Riparia riparia 
(nesting) 

bank swallow None/ST Nests in lowland country 
with soft banks or bluffs; 
open country and water 
during migration. 

Not expected to nest on site, although 
may occur rarely as a migrant. The 
study area is outside its nesting range; 
the special-status designation is for 
nesting sites. Although the species once 
nested in the region, there are no recent 
nesting records.  

Strix occidentalis 
occidentalis 

California 
spotted owl 

BCC/CSC Nest in oak and oak-conifer 
habitats. 

The study area is within the species’ 
year-round range, but species generally 
requires dense, old growth forest areas, 
which are absent in the study area, for 
foraging and cover.  

Xanthocephalus 
xanthocephalus 
(nesting) 

yellow-headed 
blackbird 

None/CSC Nests in marshes with tall 
emergent vegetation, often 
along borders of lakes and 
ponds; forages in emergent 
wetlands, open areas, 
croplands, and muddy 
shores of lacustrine habitat. 

Migrants have been recorded 
occasionally in the vicinity, but the 
species is not likely to nest in the study 
area due to the lack of suitable nesting 
habitat. Also, the study area is outside 
the species’ current known range.  

Mammals 
Euderma maculata spotted bat None/CSC Foothills, mountains, desert 

regions of Southern 
California, including arid 
deserts, grasslands, and 
mixed conifer forests; roosts 
in rock crevices and cliffs; 
feeds over water and 
along washes. 

One CNDDB occurrence from 1890 at 
the mouth of Castaic Creek, 
approximately 1.9 miles west of the 
project area (CDFW 2017a), and this 
species has been recorded on rare 
occasion in the vicinity. Although the 
study area is within the species’ 
yearlong range, it lacks the caves and 
rock crevices required for roosting. 

Macrotus 
californicus 

California leaf-
nosed bat 

None/CSC Desert riparian, desert 
wash, desert scrub, desert 
succulent shrub, alkali 
desert scrub, and 
palm oasis. 

Not expected to occur. The nearest 
CNDDB occurrences are from near 
Chatsworth, approximately 11 miles 
south southwest of the study area 
(CDFW 2017a), but the study area 
is well outside the known range of 
this species in the eastern 
California deserts. 

Onychomys 
torridus ramona 

southern 
grasshopper 
mouse 

None/CSC Grassland, sparse coastal 
sage scrub. 

Low potential to occur in the study area. 
Suitable habitat is absent at the 
enhancement sites, the Stickleback 
Movie Ranch, and most of the study 
area near the work sites. This species is 
likely extirpated from much of its range 
in Southern California. The nearest 
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Table 5 
Special-Status Wildlife Not Observed and Not Expected  

to Occur in the Foothill Feeder Study Area 

Scientific Name 
Common 

Name 

Status 
Federal/ 

State/Other 
Primary Habitat 

Associations Status in the Project Vicinity 
CNDDB occurrence is from 
approximately 4 miles north of Soledad 
Canyon near the potential enhancement 
sites, or approximately 10 miles 
northeast of the Santa Clara River blow-
off site. Another was from approximately 
11 miles east-southeast of the Jensen 
Plant. None of the nearest occurrences 
is from later than 1930 (CDFW 2017a). 

Perognathus 
alticolus 
inexpectatus 

Tehachapi 
pocket mouse 

None/CSC Arid annual grassland and 
desert shrub communities, 
but also taken in fallow 
grain field and in Russian 
thistle. 

Not expected to occur because the 
study area is not within the species’ 
known range. The nearest CNDDB 
occurrence is from near Lake Hughes 
and Lake Elizabeth, approximately 14 
miles north of the study area (CDFW 
2017a).  

Status Key: 

FD = federal delisted 
FE = federal endangered 
BCC = bird of conservation concern 
CSC = California species of special concern 
FP = fully protected  
SD = state delisted 
SE = state endangered 
ST = state threatened 

Federal critical habitat for four species occurs in the study area. Critical habitat for arroyo toad 
(federally listed as endangered (FE), CSC), southwestern willow flycatcher (Empidonax traillii 
extimus; FE, SE), and least Bell’s vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus; FE, SE) overlaps the downstream 
portions of the Santa Clara River that occur in the study area. Additional federal critical habitat 
for arroyo toad occurs at the Soledad Canyon at the potential enhancement sites and at the 
Stickleback Movie Ranch. Critical habitat for California red-legged frog (Rana draytonii) 
encompasses both potential enhancement sites in San Francisquito Canyon, well upstream of 
the work sites. Arroyo toad has been detected within the study area and within federally 
designated critical habitat, but not since 2003. Least Bell’s vireos nest relatively commonly in 
riparian vegetation of the Santa Clara River west of I-5, but are uncommon east of I-5. 
California red-legged frogs are known from San Francisquito Canyon throughout the reach 
where the potential enhancement sites occur, but are considered absent in the vicinity of the 
work sites. As noted, UTS also occurs within the study area (in the Santa Clara River near I-5), 
including the potential enhancement sites, and formerly occurred at the Stickleback Movie 
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Ranch. Santa Ana sucker (ST, CSC) is a fish species that also occurs in the study area; 
however, it is presumed to be introduced in the Santa Clara River system and therefore is not 
currently subject to federal protections (USFWS 2012). Another listed riparian bird species 
that potentially occurs in the study area is western yellow-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus 
occidentalis; FT, SE). As with southwestern willow flycatcher, migrants of this species have 
been recorded in the Santa Clara River well downstream of the Santa Clara River blow-off site, 
but it has not been recorded breeding there (although nesting evidence for both has been 
observed in Soledad Canyon, in the vicinity of the potential enhancement sites and the 
Stickleback Movie Ranch). Other listed species potentially occurring outside the Santa Clara 
River and creek beds in the study area include vernal pool fairy shrimp (Branchinecta lynchi; 
FT), California condor (Gymnogyps californianus; FE, SE, FP), and coastal California 
gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica; FT, CSC). Although all three species have 
occurred in the vicinity of the study area, CNDDB and USFWS data include no occurrences 
for the vernal pool fairy shrimp or coastal California gnatcatcher from within the study area. 
Also, coastal California gnatcatcher has not been confirmed nesting in the Santa Clarita Valley. 
California condor GPS data include only occasional overflights of the study area (USGS 2015). 

Critical Habitat 

USFWS, pursuant to Section 4 of the federal Endangered Species Act, has designated some of 
the habitat in the upper Santa Clara River watershed as critical habitat for the federally listed 
endangered arroyo toad, California red-legged frog, least Bell’s vireo, and southwestern willow 
flycatcher. Some of the designated critical habitat for these species lies within or adjacent to the 
study area.  

Arroyo Toad  

USFWS designated critical habitat for arroyo toad on February 9, 2011 (76 FR 7246–7467). The 
designation covers approximately 98,366 acres divided among 41 units and subunits (76 FR 
7246–7467). Among these subunits is Subunit 6b, which is located, in part, within the Foothill 
Feeder vicinity. Subunit 6b includes approximately 4 miles of the Santa Clara River running 
from its confluence with San Francisquito Creek downstream to approximately 1 mile below its 
confluence with Castaic Creek. Subunit 6b also encompasses approximately 2.6 miles of Castaic 
Creek from The Old Road to its confluence with the Santa Clara River (see Figure 7b). In 
addition, Subunit 6c is located, in part, in Soledad Canyon, where it overlaps the two potential 
enhancement sites and the Stickleback Movie Ranch in that area. Subunit 6c encompasses 11 
miles of the upper Santa Clara River, from Arrastre Canyon downstream to the confluence with 
Bee Canyon (Figure 7f). In total, it contains approximately 1,279 acres (1%) of federal critical 
habitat for the species (76 FR 7261). 
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California Red-Legged Frog  

USFWS revised the critical habitat for the California red-legged frog on March 17, 2010 (75 FR 
12816–12959). The revised final critical habitat for California red-legged frog includes 
approximately 1,636,609 acres in 27 counties in California. The San Francisquito Canyon 
potential enhancement sites are located in the San Francisquito Creek Unit, which includes 
approximately 4,231 acres of aquatic and upland habitats (75 FR 12854) (Figure 7e). 

Least Bell’s Vireo  

USFWS designated critical habitat for the least Bell’s vireo on February 2, 1994 (59 FR 
4845). The designation covers approximately 38,000 acres at 10 different locations in 
Southern California. 

A portion of the Santa Clara River unit lies within the western portion of the study area, along 
the Santa Clara River near I-5 (Figure 7b). The Santa Clara River unit includes all land within a 
3,500-foot-wide zone along the River south of SR-126, from a point approximately 2.3 miles 
east of the intersection of Main Street and SR-126 in Piru, Ventura County, on the west, to the 
intersection of SR-126 and The Old Road and eastward and southward along The Old Road to its 
intersection with Rye Canyon Road. The Santa Clara River critical habitat unit composes 
approximately 4,410 acres, or approximately 12% of the total critical habitat for the species.  

Southwestern Willow Flycatcher 

USFWS revised critical habitat for the southwestern willow flycatcher on January 3, 2013 (78 
FR 343–534). The revised final critical habitat for southwestern willow flycatcher includes 
approximately 1,227 stream miles that encompass approximately 208,973 acres within 24 
management units in central and southern California, southern Nevada, southern Utah, southern 
Colorado, Arizona, and New Mexico. The 14,525-acre Santa Clara Management Unit includes 
3.0 miles of Castaic Creek and 46.7 miles of the Santa Clara River, and the eastern extreme of 
the management unit lies within the study area, downstream of I-5 (78 FR 363) (see Figure 7b). 

5.3.3 Special-Status Vegetation Communities 

Special-status vegetation communities include communities identified by CDFW (CDFG 2010) 
as a high priority for inventory due to rarity or threat in California. Several vegetation types in 
the study area could be considered special status by CDFW: scrub and chaparral, oak forest and 
woodland, and riparian and bottomland habitat. However, no special-status vegetation 
communities are expected to be present within areas subject to direct disturbance, given the 
disturbed nature of the work sites. 
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5.3.4 Jurisdictional Waters 

A formal jurisdictional delineation has not been conducted for the proposed project. However, 
the Santa Clara River and its tributaries would be considered waters of the United States 
(including wetlands) regulated by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, jurisdictional streams 
regulated by CDFW, and waters of the state regulated by the Los Angeles Regional Water 
Quality Control Board.  

5.4 Wildlife Corridors and Habitat Linkages 

Wildlife corridors are linear features that connect large patches of natural open space and provide 
avenues for the migration of animals. Wildlife corridors contribute to population viability by 
assuring continual exchange of genes between populations, providing access to adjacent habitat 
areas for foraging and mating, and providing routes for recolonization of habitat after local 
extirpation or ecological catastrophes (e.g., fires).  

Habitat linkages are small patches that join larger blocks of habitat and help reduce the adverse 
effects of habitat fragmentation. Habitat linkages provide a potential route for gene flow and 
long-term dispersal of plants and animals. They may also serve as primary habitat for smaller 
animals, such as reptiles and amphibians. Habitat linkages may be continuous habitat or discrete 
habitat islands that function as stepping stones for dispersal.  

South Coast Wildlands (2008) identified conceptual regional wildlife corridors that provide 
landscape-scale habitat connectivity within Southern California. One conceptual linkage focused 
specifically on connectivity between disjunct portions of the Angeles National Forest north and 
west of Santa Clarita. Penrod et al. (2006) focused specifically on the link, also included in South 
Coast Wildlands (2008), between the Santa Susana Mountains southwest of Santa Clarita and the 
Los Padres National Forest to the northwest. Although Penrod et al. (2006) considered portions 
of the study area as “Important Habitat Areas” (i.e., Charlie Canyon, Castaic Lagoon), neither 
landscape-scale linkage occurs near project work sites. However, among the potential 
enhancement and restoration areas associated with the conservation action, both Soledad Canyon 
enhancement sites and the Stickleback Movie Ranch are along the border between an identified 
linkage and the Angeles National Forest to the south. Therefore, this area is part of a key linkage 
between protected lands north and south of SR-14.  

In addition to these large-scale linkages, wildlife moving at a more local level may take 
advantage of narrow corridors to move between important habitat areas. The Santa Clara River, 
the South Fork, and San Francisquito Canyon all potentially provide important movement 
corridors between local, undeveloped blocks of habitat. Heavy traffic, human activity, and non-
natural land covers on and adjacent to the study area likely inhibit wildlife use of and movement 
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through the area. Although some wildlife species, such as cougar, bobcat, mule deer, and 
American badger (Taxidea taxus), are relatively intolerant of urban development and intensive 
human activities, other common urban-tolerant species such coyote and northern raccoon may 
still use the area for movement. 
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6 PROJECT IMPACTS  

6.1 Definition of Impacts 

This section defines the types of impacts that would occur as a result of project implementation, 
including permanent direct impacts, temporary direct impacts, and indirect impacts.  

Direct permanent impacts refer to the absolute and permanent physical loss of a biological 
resource due to project construction activities, such as clearing and grading. This BTR 
analyzes permanent direct impacts in four ways: (1) permanent loss of vegetation communities, 
land covers, and general wildlife and their habitat; (2) permanent loss of or harm to individuals 
of special-status plant and wildlife species; (3) permanent loss of suitable habitat for 
special-status species; and (4) permanent loss of wildlife movement and habitat connectivity in 
the project vicinity. 

Direct temporary impacts refer to a temporary loss of vegetation communities and land covers 
due to activities such as grading of existing dirt access roads, placement of aggregate on some 
roads or work areas to restore an all-weather driving surface where needed, use of equipment at 
the blow-off sites during shutdown activities, temporary changes in stream flow, and other 
improvements required for the project. Direct temporary impacts associated with potential 
restoration or enhancement sites include those associated with invasive species removal and 
temporary disturbance involved in recontouring channels and implementing UTS habitat 
enhancement and creation. The main criterion for temporary direct impacts is that impacts would 
occur for a short period of time and would be reversible.  

Indirect impacts are reasonably foreseeable effects caused by project implementation on 
remaining or adjacent biological resources outside the direct construction or maintenance 
disturbance zone. Indirect impacts may occur during construction or maintenance (i.e., short-term 
construction related indirect impacts) or later in time as a result of long-term operations and 
maintenance. Indirect impacts may affect areas within the defined study area but outside the 
construction disturbance zone, including open space and areas outside the study area, such as 
downstream effects. Indirect impacts include short-term effects immediately related to construction 
activities and long-term or chronic effects related to long-term operations and maintenance. 

For each of the following impact sections, direct and indirect impacts for biological resources 
from the Foothill Feeder project, including enhancement and restoration activities potentially 
conducted at the potential enhancement sites and Stickleback Movie Ranch as part of the UTS 
conservation action, are identified. As identified below, this section notes some impacts not 
identified in the 2005 EIR, due either to modifications to the project description or to the 
consideration in this BTR of potential impacts from habitat restoration and enhancement 
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activities. Because the 2011 Supplemental EIR did not address impacts to biological resources, it 
is not discussed further. As described in Chapter 1, Introduction, modifications to the project 
description include potential for incidental take of UTS, which could occur during pipeline 
shutdowns; additional shutdown and/or maintenance activities at one other work site along the 
pipeline; additional equipment to assist with shutdowns; potential for emergency repairs requiring 
partial or full pipeline shutdown; and the UTS conservation action. Also, dewatering activities 
could now take place at any time from November to March (as opposed to December to February, 
the time frame analyzed in the 2005 EIR). 

6.2 Impacts to Vegetation Communities and Land Covers 

6.2.1 Direct Impacts to Vegetation Communities and Land Covers 

No direct permanent impacts to vegetation communities in the study area are expected to occur 
with implementation of the proposed project. Even at 100% valve opening from the outset of 
dewatering, as may be required for emergency repairs, shutdown releases would result in flows 
that would not exceed runoff from the 2-year modeled storm event and would not result in 
sediment transport or scour that would permanently alter vegetation within the streambed. 
Requirements in the Shutdown Water Release Plan (Release Plan) would further reduce flows 
from releases and would ensure that releases would closely mimic a natural winter storm event 
(gradually increasing and then decreasing the release volume), thereby avoiding permanent 
impacts to vegetation. No impacts to vegetation at Bull Creek are expected with implementation 
of the project. An existing Streambed Alteration Agreement with CDFW permits Metropolitan to 
conduct vegetation clearance within the creek. 

Direct temporary impacts to vegetation communities could occur as a result of grading existing 
dirt access roads and placing aggregate on some roads or work areas to restore an all-weather 
driving surface where needed. However, these activities would occur within a very small 
footprint, estimated to be several hundred square feet in size, within and immediately adjacent to 
existing Metropolitan access roads and rights-of-way where vegetation is already disturbed. 
Shutdown activities may temporarily impact a slightly larger area at the blow-off sites because 
more and larger equipment is needed for these activities. However, the area would only be 
subject to impacts for no more than a few days and vegetation, where present, has already been 
previously disturbed. 

Direct impacts to vegetation communities could occur with implementation of enhancement and 
creation activities at the potential enhancement sites and the Stickleback Movie Ranch site. This 
impact is not discussed in the 2005 EIR, which did not address impacts from potential habitat 
enhancement or restoration for UTS. Vegetation would be subject to direct permanent impacts 
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from grading and other ground-disturbing activities. Direct temporary impacts could occur from 
invasive plant and wildlife species removal.  

6.2.2 Indirect Impacts to Vegetation Communities and Land Covers 

Short-term effects to vegetation communities at or near work sites may include fugitive dust; 
runoff, sedimentation, chemical pollution, and erosion; litter; and accidental clearing, grading, 
and trampling. Excessive dust from short-term activities associated with dewatering or from 
restoration can decrease or limit plant survivorship by decreasing photosynthetic output, 
reducing transpiration, and adversely affecting reproductive success. Dewatering and restoration 
activities, including grading of existing access roads for the work sites and grading of uplands to 
create more wetlands within the potential enhancement sites and Stickleback Movie Ranch, can 
alter the surface hydrology in an area and affect plant communities by reducing access to sheet 
flow during rain events or increasing the chance of erosion. Operation and maintenance of 
equipment can increase the chance of petroleum or other chemical spills or leaks (e.g., fuels, 
lubricants, cleaning solutions) that can enter off-site vegetation.  

No long-term indirect impacts are expected with project implementation given the short-term 
nature of activities and the shutdown schedule. Any disturbance associated with an enhancement 
or restoration activity within the potential enhancement sites or within the Stickleback Movie 
Ranch potential restoration site would also be temporary.  

The project’s primary temporary indirect effects on natural vegetation would occur directly 
adjacent to work sites in upland areas. However, the main concern would be indirect effects to 
riparian and wetland communities in the Santa Clara River and its tributaries as a result of 
temporary increases in stream flows from shutdown activities. Indirect effects on natural 
vegetation from restoration of the potential enhancement sites and the Stickleback Movie Ranch 
site would be limited to minor temporary effects. Indirect impacts to vegetation from 
enhancement and restoration activities were not discussed in the 2005 EIR, which did not 
address impacts from potential habitat enhancement or restoration for UTS. 

6.3 Impacts to Special-Status Plant Species 

This section analyzes direct and indirect impacts to (1) all special-status plants recorded in the 
CNDDB that overlap the study area and (2) those special-status plants with at least moderate 
potential to occur in the study area (Table 2). 

6.3.1 Direct Impacts to Special-Status Plants 

No focused surveys for special-status plants have been conducted on site, but seven special-
status plant species, have been documented in the study area in the CNDDB: Nevin’s barberry 
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(Berberis nevinii), round-leaved filaree (California macrophylla), slender mariposa lily 
(Calochortus clavatus var. gracilis), San Fernando Valley spineflower (Chorizanthe parryi 
var. fernandina), slender-horned spineflower (Dodecahema leptoceras), California Orcutt 
grass (Orcuttia californica), and chaparral ragwort (Senecio aphanactis). In addition, nine 
species have a moderate or high potential to occur within the study area (see Section 5.3.1, 
Special-Status Plant Species). However, none of these species is expected to occur in the area 
affected by releases or proposed work site locations. Therefore, no direct impacts to special-
status plant species are expected to occur. Direct impacts to special-status plant species could 
occur within the potential enhancement sites and the Stickleback Movie Ranch site if special-
status plants occur within areas subject to clearing or grading from enhancement or restoration 
activities. This impact was not discussed in the 2005 EIR, which did not address direct impacts 
from potential enhancement or habitat restoration for UTS. 

6.3.2 Indirect Impacts to Special-Status Plants 

Potential indirect impacts to special-status plants are similar to the indirect impacts for 
vegetation communities discussed in Section 6.2.2, Indirect Impacts to Vegetation Communities 
and Land Covers. Potential short-term impacts include fugitive dust; runoff; sedimentation; 
chemical pollution; erosion; litter; accidental clearing, grading, and trampling; fertilizers and 
herbicides; invasive plant species; and wildfires. However, best management practices (BMPs) 
incorporated into the project would minimize impacts to water quality resulting from the 
proposed project. For the most part, indirect effects to special-status plants on site and adjacent 
to the site would be limited. Indirect impacts to special-status plants associated with the potential 
enhancement sites and the Stickleback Movie Ranch site were not discussed in the 2005 EIR, 
which did not address impacts from a UTS conservation action that may include habitat 
enhancement or restoration. 

6.4 Impacts to Special-Status Wildlife Species 

Several special-status wildlife species have been documented in the study area or have moderate 
or high potential to occur based on the presence of suitable habitat and their known occurrence in 
the vicinity (see Table 4). Both direct and indirect impacts could affect many of the species with 
similar life histories and behaviors in much the same way; therefore, the discussion of impacts is 
organized by species guild2 as follows: 

 Invertebrates – vernal pool fairy shrimp 

 Fish – arroyo chub, Santa Ana sucker, UTS 

                                                                 
2  A guild is a group of species with similar life histories and behaviors. 
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 Reptile – Low Mobility: Blainville’s horned lizard (Phrynosoma blainvillii), California 
legless lizard (Anniella sp.) 

 Reptile and Amphibian – Semi-Aquatic: arroyo toad, California red-legged frog, western 
pond turtle, western spadefoot (Spea hammondii), two-striped gartersnake, south coast 
gartersnake (Thamnophis sirtalis ssp.)  

 Bird – Foraging Raptor: California condor, golden eagle (Aquila chrysaetos) 

 Bird – Nesting/Foraging Raptor: burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia), white-tailed kite, 
long-eared owl (Asio otus), loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus) (although the latter 
is not technically a raptor, it shares raptorial life history traits and habitat associations 
with the raptors on site) 

 Bird – Upland Scrub and Chaparral: coastal California gnatcatcher 

 Bird – Riparian: southwestern willow flycatcher, least Bell’s vireo, yellow-breasted chat 
(Icteria virens), yellow warbler (Setophaga petechia), summer tanager (Piranga rubra), 
western yellow-billed cuckoo, tricolored blackbird (Agelaius tricolor) (nesting restricted to 
wetlands associated with riparian) 

 Bat: pallid bat (Antrozous pallidus), pocketed free-tailed bat (Nyctinomops 
femorosaccus), Townsend’s big-eared bat (Corynorhinus townsendii), western mastiff bat 
(Eumops perotis californicus), western red bat (Lasiurus blossevillii) 

 Mammal – Low and Moderate Mobility: San Diego desert woodrat (Neotoma lepida 
intermedia), American badger, San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit (Lepus californicus 
bennettii), ringtail (Bassariscus astutus) 

Federally designated critical habitat for arroyo toad, California red-legged frog, least Bell’s 
vireo, and southwestern willow flycatcher occurs within the study area. Potential impacts to 
these areas are discussed in Section 6.4.1. 

6.4.1 Direct Impacts to Special-Status Wildlife  

All work areas at blow-off and other work sites are disturbed graded areas or developed land, 
and no direct impacts would occur to habitat for special-status wildlife species adjacent to these 
sites. Therefore, in general, direct impacts would not occur to individuals of special-status 
wildlife species from clearing of vegetation around blow-offs and other sites. Also, because 
shutdown water releases would occur only during the rainy season (November through March), 
impacts to nesting birds would mostly be limited to activities carried out in the latter part of this 
period. Work activities around the Foothill sample tap site, the Castaic east and west manhole 
covers, the Castaic vent stack, the pumpwell north of the rejection tower, and the Valencia 
Boulevard access manhole are expected to be light, and would be conducted within disturbed or 
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developed areas. Therefore, no direct impacts are expected in these areas. Also, activities 
occurring in Bull Creek would be limited to the release of water—no work would occur within 
the creek. 

Water releases would not result in removal of vegetation within the Santa Clara River or any of 
its tributaries. The 2005 EIR analyzed potential for scouring and loss of vegetation within Bull 
Creek in the immediate area of the water releases. Habitat for special-status nesting riparian birds 
would not be affected. Because shutdown releases would occur during the rainy season 
(November through March), and these species are present and nest only beginning in April, no 
impacts would occur on individuals of these species or on their nests, eggs, or nestlings from 
temporary disturbance to occupied habitat. 

Shutdown releases may have the potential to result in impacts to UTS. This species could 
occupy temporarily inundated areas that otherwise would be dry and could be stranded when 
waters recede.  

Habitat restoration or enhancement to support UTS recovery would have potential impacts to 
habitat for special-status wildlife species, as well as to individuals of these species. Take of 
nesting birds, disturbance of denning mammals, or injury and mortality to terrestrial reptiles or to 
amphibians during upland phases of their life cycles could result from vegetation removal and 
grading as part of enhancement or restoration activities. 

Invertebrates (vernal pool fairy shrimp) 

No surveys have been conducted for vernal pool fairy shrimp in the study area. Suitable vernal 
pool habitat potentially occurs in upland areas outside the Santa Clara River and creek beds 
affected by dewatering activities, such as in Charlie Canyon. However, direct impacts are limited 
to the work areas immediately around the blow-off and other work sites and to areas within the 
streams where temporary changes in stream flows may occur. Therefore, no direct impacts 
would occur on vernal pool fairy shrimp.  

Fish (arroyo chub, Santa Ana sucker, UTS) 

Three special-status fish species occur in the Santa Clara River within the project area and might 
be affected by the project: UTS (FE, SE, FP), arroyo chub (CSC), and Santa Ana sucker (CSC). 
In the Santa Clara River, these species typically occur only within the river’s perennial aquatic 
habitat. In areas affected by dewatering activities, this habitat is currently limited to the Santa 
Clara River from Bouquet Canyon Road downstream, as well as San Francisquito and Bouquet 
Creeks near their confluences with the Santa Clara River. However, these species may 
occasionally occur elsewhere when additional areas are inundated by seasonal rains. These 
species do not occur in Bull Creek. 
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The potential for and severity of Foothill Feeder shutdown release effects on UTS, arroyo chub, 
and Santa Ana sucker are related to timing of water releases, recent hydrology, and 
pattern/volume of release. In general, unless they percolate into the streambed, high flows can 
displace fish, particularly smaller fish such as juveniles, downstream of existing locations and 
can even result in fish mortality. UTS are adapted to periodic high-flow regimes during the rainy 
season. Although some individuals of this species, as well as arroyo chub and Santa Ana sucker, 
may be displaced during high flows, such flows may also increase gene flow, which benefit the 
populations of these species. High flows are relatively common from January through March 
within the Santa Clara River watershed; however, possibly as an adaptation, most UTS in the 
Santa Clara River do not breed until after February. 

High flows can also affect the potential for strandings. Rapid flows in occupied portions of the 
streambed can increase the chance that special-status fish could be stranded. Strandings occur 
when fish retreat to low flow areas of the channel (such as flooded side channels) to avoid high 
flows and then a rapid decrease in flow volume dewaters these areas.  

In addition, high flows can alter special-status species fish habitat. High flows that result in scour and 
fish strandings can cause changes to stream morphology that would result in habitat unsuitability.  

The Release Plan would result in dewatering releases for shutdowns during the rainy season 
(approximately November through March) that would closely mimic a natural high-flow event 
(gradually increasing then decreasing the release volume). These releases would reduce the 
potential for habitat scour and would reduce the potential for fish strandings. Gradual increases 
allow fish to find an appropriate refuge from the high velocity, and gradually declining flows allow 
the fish to leave their refuge before it becomes isolated from the stream channel. These releases 
during the rainy season in normal to wet years would mimic natural high-flow events and would 
not adversely affect UTS, arroyo chub, or Santa Ana sucker in either the Santa Clara River or San 
Francisquito Canyon. Gradually ramping the release rate up at the beginning and allowing the 
release rate to decline as the water drains out of the pipeline at the end of the release would 
minimize displacement and stranding of individuals. Conducting water releases according the 
Release Plan would also minimize impacts to fish habitat by avoiding scour and changes in 
streambed morphology and by minimizing temporary impacts to vegetation in the streambed, 
which would recover quickly and through natural processes. 

Pre-release surveys for special-status fish and monitoring of water releases and repatriation of 
stranded fish would further reduce impacts to these species. Environmental training of 
Metropolitan field managers and field staff would ensure avoidance of inadvertent impacts to 
special-status fish and that staff adhere to all project measures. 
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UTS Recovery Options. Even with implementation of the Release Plan, some potential exists for 
impacts to UTS through stranding. As this species is federally and state listed as endangered, as 
well as fully protected in California, any mitigation for impacts to UTS should be consistent with 
federal and state recovery objectives. To ensure that the project and its mitigation measures are 
consistent with the species’ recovery, Metropolitan is investigating a number of potential 
conservation and recovery activities, including acquisition of habitat for conservation and habitat 
enhancement and restoration, as part of the UTS conservation action. As noted in Section 2.2, 
UTS Habitat Conservation Action Site, habitat enhancement may include recontouring channels 
to create new clean pools and slow-moving channels with connection to existing perennial 
flowing water, thus increasing the total area of suitable UTS habitat. Target opportunities for 
habitat enhancement may include areas within the existing riverbed or areas of adjacent upland 
habitat that could be graded down to riverbed elevations where groundwater resources are 
present as described above. Habitat restoration associated with the conservation action (such 
as at the Stickleback Movie Ranch) would focus on restoration of natural fluvial processes in 
support of UTS habitat characteristics (e.g., hydrology, sediment deposition, and scour). Habitat 
restoration would include removal of non-native vegetation and wildlife. 

Metropolitan has prioritized acquisition and conservation of a property such as the Stickleback 
Movie Ranch in Soledad Canyon, and conducting habitat restoration activities on the property, to 
offset potential impacts to UTS and achieve the “minimize and fully mitigate” standard in 
California Fish and Game Code Section 2081.10(a)(3). Restoring and maintaining habitat is the 
first category of actions listed in the Unarmored Threespine Stickleback Recovery Plan (Revised) 
(USFWS 1985). Various aspects of restoration are highlighted throughout the document. Securing 
appropriate parcels is considered the most appropriate method of protecting existing UTS habitat. 
Unarmored Threespine Stickleback (Gasterosteus aculeatus williamsoni) 5-Year Review: 
Summary and Evaluation (USFWS 2009) also emphasizes restoration efforts as a counter to the 
long-term threat of loss of suitable habitat for UTS, and restoration priorities and ongoing activities 
are delineated in the Recovery Plan Action Status (USFWS 2016b), an update of the status of 
recovery actions. Restoration and enhancement of habitat in the watershed in general figure 
prominently in the Santa Clara River Upper Watershed Plan (CBI 2005, as cited in TNC 2006).  

Metropolitan has investigated other recovery options, including the following: 

Supporting use of a conservation facility to raise UTS for reintroduction or to temporarily 
house UTS in rescue tanks. The recovery plan does not specifically mention the use of fish 
hatcheries for raising UTS (USFWS 1985). However, raising UTS in hatcheries or temporarily 
housing them in rescue tanks would provide important support to the recovery goals for 
establishing new UTS populations and transplanting UTS to new or historical locations. The Public 
Policy Institute of California analyzed the threat of drought on native fish species in California, and 
recommended creating “a conservation facility that could independently maintain individuals from 
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all three populations” as a management action to reduce the likelihood of extinction of UTS (PPIC 
2015). Continuing drought conditions in the region, as well as wildfires adjacent to UTS habitat, 
pose an immediate threat to the species. In 2014, CDFW, along USFWS and U.S. Forest Service 
personnel, rescued 569 UTS for relocation to suitable habitat in San Francisquito Creek. In late 
2016, the Fillmore State Fish Hatchery was modified to hold UTS rescued from Soledad Canyon 
because of potential effects from the Sand Fire (Dellith, pers. comm. 2016). Recently, the Santa 
Barbara Zoo has expressed interest in creating a facility that would provide a more long-term 
solution for holding and potentially breeding rescued fish. Contribution to construction of such a 
facility would be a vital contribution to the survival of the species, although this option may be 
combined with land acquisition and conservation/restoration. 

Removal of exotic predators/competitors. USFWS (2009) noted that non-native wildlife 
species were a major factor in the decline of the UTS, and specifically mentioned “African 
clawed frogs, bullfrogs (Rana catesbeiana), red swamp crayfish (Procambarus clarkii), signal 
crayfish (Pacifastacus leniusculus), and various species of fishes, especially bass (Micropterus 
spp.), catfish (Ictalurus spp.), sunfish (Lepomis spp.), and mosquito fish” (USFWS 2009). 
Removal of African clawed frogs, bullfrogs, and crayfish from the Santa Clara River, including 
Soledad Canyon, would in particular provide benefits for UTS.  

Removal of exotic plants (giant reed, tamarisk). USFWS (2009) identifies giant reed as a threat 
to UTS, based on its high transpiration rate (the rate at which plants absorb water through their 
roots and release water vapors into the air) and other factors. Therefore, removal of giant reed 
adjacent to occupied or suitable habitat would help stabilize habitat conditions and contribute to 
species recovery by addressing a specific threat to the species  

Habitat enhancement. Enhancement of habitat at the five sites discussed in this BTR could 
include implementing removal of exotic species as described above. All five sites currently 
provide suitable habitat or will provide suitable habitat once drought conditions have abated. 
Therefore, only relatively minor changes to these sites would occur, such as the removal of giant 
reed or tamarisk. Although these activities would be beneficial to UTS, conserving and restoring 
habitat to conditions suitable for the species is considered of greater benefit. 

Monitoring. This option could include surveys of known UTS populations, monitoring of exotic 
species presence, water quality monitoring, or monitoring of flow for suitability for UTS. 
Monitoring of any type described above would benefit recovery by directly addressing threats 
and information needs identified in USFWS (1985 and 2009). Although stream flow monitoring 
is not specifically identified as a recovery action in the plan, it is an action that would directly 
contribute to quantifying habitat suitability (further explained below). Monitoring populations 
would directly contribute to regular review of recovery by providing information on the status of 
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known populations. Monitoring of water quality and the presence of exotic organisms would 
provide important information on the status of these threats.  

Contributions to research. Various potential research avenues that would benefit species 
recovery could include genetic studies, habitat suitability surveys (identifying potential 
relocation sites), and the need for establishing new populations. Completing and publishing 
genetic studies is a critical step, not only toward determining the viability of specific plans for 
relocation/translocation, but also toward judging the adequacy of current recovery actions, and is 
supported as a recovery option by USFWS (2009). Determining the suitability of habitat in 
currently unoccupied areas is important to achieving an identified goal in both USFWS (1985) 
and USFWS (2009). Finding suitable areas to translocate/relocate UTS would help achieve the 
recovery goal of establishing five self-sustaining populations. However, the feasibility of this 
option depends on the need for funds to complete identified avenues of research. 

Reptile – Low Mobility (Blainville’s horned lizard, California legless lizard) 

No focused surveys for special-status reptiles have been conducted on site. The Reptile – Low 
Mobility species are generally expected to inhabit grassland, scrub and chaparral, oak woodland, 
and riparian and bottomland habitat in the study area, although some of the species are more 
likely to occupy certain microhabitats (see Table 4). No permanent direct impacts to vegetation 
communities in the study area are expected to occur during shutdown or maintenance activities. 
Habitat restoration associated with the UTS conservation action could result in habitat 
conversion of vegetation communities suitable for these species, but the extent of these impacts 
is unclear. 

A very small amount of temporary direct impacts to suitable habitat for the Reptile – Low 
Mobility species could occur as a result of shutdown and maintenance activities. As a part of 
these activities, Metropolitan may grade existing dirt access roads, perform weed abatement 
around existing structures, and stage equipment/materials in areas immediately surrounding the 
blow-off and other work sites. However, the proposed activities would occur within a very small 
footprint, estimated to be several hundred square feet in size, within and immediately adjacent to 
existing Metropolitan access roads and rights of way where vegetation is already disturbed. 
Although shutdown activities may temporarily impact a slightly larger area at the blow-off sites 
because more and larger equipment is needed for these activities, these areas would be subject to 
impacts that typically last no more than a few days and would occur where vegetation, if present, 
has been previously disturbed (Metropolitan 2005). 

The Reptile – Low Mobility species are slow moving on the surface or are otherwise 
underground; therefore, they are highly vulnerable to injury and mortality during ground-
disturbing activities. As previously mentioned, the shutdown and maintenance activities may 
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include road grading and hand removal of weeds around the blow-off and other work sites. These 
activities would occur in previously disturbed areas within a very small footprint; therefore, any 
potential for direct impacts to individuals during project implementation would be small. 
However, Reptile – Low Mobility guild species could be injured and killed during ground 
disturbance associated with habitat restoration and enhancement associated with the UTS 
conservation action. This impact was not analyzed in the 2005 EIR, because these documents did 
not analyze potential impacts from restoration or enhancement activities. 

Reptile and Amphibian – Semi-Aquatic (arroyo toad, California red-legged frog, western 
spadefoot, western pond turtle, two-striped gartersnake, south coast gartersnake) 

Most of the several semi-aquatic reptiles and amphibians that potentially occur in the study area 
are most likely to occur near perennial water sources. Western spadefoot may also occur in more 
upland habitats and breeding in ephemeral pools. Arroyo toad has occurred in the Santa Clara 
River in the more downstream portions of the study area and in Soledad Canyon. California red-
legged frog has not been recorded in the portion of the study area potentially affect by 
dewatering activities and is not expected to occur there. It occurs in San Francisquito Canyon in 
the potential enhancement areas. Western pond turtles have been observed within the Santa Clara 
River near I-5 and in San Francisquito Creek near the Saint Francis Dam. Two-striped 
gartersnake occurs in the lower portion of the River within the study area. South coast 
gartersnake has a moderate potential to occur in moist habitats in the study area. None of these 
species is expected to occur in Bull Creek. 

Effects on Reptile and Amphibian – Semi-Aquatic guild species from water releases would be 
limited, as effects of shutdown releases during the wet season would essentially be the same as 
the effects of a natural storm event. Therefore, adults of these species are not likely to be 
affected. Most of these species spend at least a portion of their lives underground, while western 
pond turtles dig shallow nests. Because the project includes no ground disturbances outside 
existing roads, no impacts to aestivating or nesting individuals would occur. For most species in 
this guild (western pond turtle, two-striped gartersnake, south coast gartersnake), breeding occurs 
outside the period during which shutdown releases would occur, and no impacts would occur on 
eggs or larvae because of high flows. Other amphibian species, such as arroyo toad, begin 
breeding in late winter, and high flows can dislodge egg masses or wash larvae downstream to 
areas that may not be suitable for their development. However, through implementation of the 
Release Plan, which would result in a relatively flat hydrograph (lower amplitude of discharge, 
with gradual rise and flow), impacts to any amphibian egg masses would be avoided. Hand 
weeding of the area adjacent to shutdown sites is unlikely to affect any special-status amphibian 
or reptile species. These areas are graded and do not provide habitat for aestivating species such 
as arroyo toad. As western pond turtle nesting does not occur in the winter, no impacts would 
occur to their nests from weeding or from the presence of maintenance vehicles and equipment. 
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In addition, measures described in the 2005 EIR, including pre-release surveys, education of 
Metropolitan workers, and periodic monitoring would further ensure that impacts do not occur 
on individuals of these species. 

In addition to impacts to individual Reptile and Amphibian – Semi-Aquatic guild species, high 
flows can potentially result in impacts to habitat of these species within streams. High flows that 
result in scour can also result in changes to stream morphology that affect habitat unsuitability. 
They can also result in impacts to vegetation that alter semi-aquatic reptile and amphibian 
habitat. However, as noted above, implementation of the Release Plan would result in a 
relatively flat hydrograph (lower amplitude of discharge, with gradual rise and flow) and would 
avoid scour and permanent alteration of habitat.  

Impacts to any of these species could result from project activities at the potential enhancement 
sites and at the Stickleback Movie Ranch potential restoration site. Alterations in hydrology, 
stream morphology, or vegetation intended to benefit UTS would potentially affect suitability for 
listed amphibians, which include arroyo toad and California red-legged frog. Removal of 
vegetation could result in mortality or injury to species in this guild during the upland portion of 
their life phases, including arroyo toad, California red-legged frog, western pond turtle, two-
striped gartersnake, and south coast gartersnake. Therefore, any enhancement and restoration 
activities associated with the UTS conservation action should be evaluated for their potential to 
affect these species. 

Designated Critical Habitat for Arroyo Toad and California Red-Legged Frog 

High water flows from project activities can affect critical habitat for arroyo toad in Subunit 6b, 
if they affect stream morphology or vegetation in the Santa Clara River or San Francisquito 
Canyon. However, because of incorporation of the Release Plan into the project design, 
shutdown releases would not result in impacts to habitat. Releasing water in accordance with the 
plan would result in avoidance of scour, changes in stream morphology, and changes in 
vegetation. Any minor effects that may still result on vegetation within arroyo toad critical 
habitat Subunit 6c would be temporary.  

Restoration and enhancement activities within the potential enhancement sites and within the 
Stickleback Movie Ranch potential restoration site could result in permanent impacts to critical 
habitat Subunit 6c for arroyo toad in Soledad Canyon and to the San Francisquito Creek Unit for 
California red-legged frog. Changing stream morphology or vegetation characteristics within the 
streambed to create habitat for UTS could affect the suitability of these areas for listed amphibians. 
Therefore, Metropolitan should consult with USFWS and CDFW to ensure that any enhancement 
or restoration activity to benefit recovery of UTS will not result in adverse impacts to critical 
habitat of arroyo toad or California red-legged frog. 
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Bird – Foraging Raptor (California condor, golden eagle) 

No focused surveys have been conducted for the Bird – Foraging Raptor species. Within the 
study area, golden eagles may forage in grasslands and open scrub habitats. All of the natural 
habitats, disturbed lands, and ornamental land covers on the site provide potential foraging 
habitat for California condor. No permanent direct impacts to suitable foraging habitat for these 
species are expected to occur from dewatering activities or at the restoration or enhancement 
sites. Although the small areas of disturbed land covers at maintenance and blow-off sites could 
provide foraging habitat for these species, the area affected would be extremely limited. In 
addition, the disturbance would be brief, and any vegetated areas affected would have been 
previously disturbed. 

Individuals of these species are unlikely to be directly killed or injured during project 
implementation because condors and eagles are highly mobile and would likely leave the area 
during shutdowns and maintenance activities and during habitat restoration or enhancement 
associated with the UTS conservation action. The likelihood of condors landing in the study 
area is particularly low. Flight data indicate only occasional overflights of the study area 
(USGS 2015). In addition, the absence of suitable large carrion in the area suggests a low 
likelihood of condors landing near dewatering activities. 

Bird – Nesting/Foraging Raptor (burrowing owl, white-tailed kite, long-eared owl, 
loggerhead shrike) 

No focused surveys have been conducted for the Bird – Nesting/Foraging Raptor species. In the 
study area, habitat suitable for burrowing owl nesting and foraging includes non-native 
grassland and disturbed land. Suitable nesting habitat for white-tailed kite in the study area 
includes oak woodland and forest; suitable foraging habitat includes non-native grassland, 
coastal scrub, and riparian forest and woodland. Suitable nesting habitat for long-eared owl in the 
study area includes oak and riparian forest and woodland; suitable foraging habitat includes non-
native grassland. Suitable nesting and foraging habitat for loggerhead shrike in the study area 
includes scrub and chaparral, non-native grassland, oak woodland and forest, riparian scrub, and 
other riparian/wetland. No permanent direct impacts to suitable foraging or nesting habitat for 
these species are expected to occur in the study area during shutdown and maintenance activities 
or at the potential enhancement sites or the Stickleback Movie Ranch. Although the small areas 
of disturbed land covers at maintenance and blow-off sites could provide foraging habitat for 
these species, the area affected would be extremely limited. In addition, the disturbance would be 
brief, and any vegetated areas affected would have been previously disturbed. 

Individual adults of these species are unlikely to be directly killed or injured during project 
implementation because they are highly mobile and would likely leave the area during project 

3/13/2018 Board Meeting 7-1 Attachment 2, Page 756 of 855



Biological Technical Report for the Foothill Feeder Study Area 

  8949-08 
 74 November 2017  

activities. In addition, because project activities would not result in disturbance of nesting habitat 
for these species, no direct impacts on nests, eggs, or young are expected. Although habitat 
restoration or enhancement associated with the UTS conservation action could occur during the 
breeding season for these species, any vegetation disturbance resulting from these activities would 
occur in areas that are not likely to support nesting by Bird – Nesting/Foraging Raptor species. 

Bird – Upland Scrub and Chaparral (coastal California gnatcatcher) 

No focused surveys for coastal California gnatcatcher have been conducted in the study area. This 
species has been known to occur in the vicinity of the study area, including one juvenile, assumed 
to be dispersing, approximately 1.8 miles north of the San Francisquito high-rise blow-off site 
and 2.3 miles southeast of the Charlie Canyon blow-off site, in June 2015; one approximately 1.8 
miles northwest of the San Francisquito high-rise blow-off site in October 2006; one 
approximately 2.7 miles east of the Placerita blow-off site in October 2001; and one 
approximately 1.8 miles south of the Jensen Plant in March 2004. However, the study area is at 
the northern edge of the species’ known range, and CNDDB and USFWS data include no 
occurrences for the coastal California gnatcatcher in the study area. In addition, coastal California 
gnatcatcher has not been recorded nesting in the Santa Clarita Valley. Coastal scrub in the study 
area vicinity provides suitable habitat for this species. No temporary or permanent direct impacts 
would occur on suitable habitat for this species as a result of shutdowns, maintenance activities, or 
UTS habitat restoration or enhancement, and no individuals of this species would be directly 
impacted during these activities. 

Bird – Riparian (least Bell’s vireo, southwestern willow flycatcher, summer tanager, 
yellow-breasted chat, yellow warbler, western yellow-billed cuckoo, tricolored blackbird) 

No focused surveys for Bird – Riparian species have been conducted for the study area, 
although numerous surveys for riparian species have been conducted in parts of the study area 
for other projects. Within the study area, southwestern willow flycatcher, summer tanager, 
yellow-breasted chat, yellow warbler, and western yellow-billed cuckoo have at least some 
potential to nest and forage in riparian forest and woodland. In addition to riparian forest and 
woodland, least Bell’s vireos may nest and forage in riparian scrubs, including mulefat scrub. 
Also, in the Santa Clara River west of I-5, the study area overlaps federal critical habitat for 
least Bell’s vireo and southwestern willow flycatcher. Tricolored blackbirds generally nest 
near freshwater emergent wetland with cattails or tules and forage in grasslands, woodlands, or 
agriculture. This species has nested previously in the Santa Clara River in the in the area 
affected by dewatering. Conditions that are suitable for nesting by this species may be present 
one year, but not the next. Although tricolored blackbird has not been known to nest recently 
in the project vicinity, it has the potential to nest within the Santa Clara River and San 
Francisquito Creek. No permanent or temporary direct impacts to suitable foraging or nesting 
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habitat for these species are expected to occur in the study area during shutdown or 
maintenance activities. Project activities also would not result in permanent or temporary direct 
impacts to critical habitat for least Bell’s vireo or southwestern willow flycatcher, which 
occurs in areas well downstream of work sites. Habitat restoration associated with the UTS 
conservation action could result in habitat conversion of vegetation communities suitable for 
Bird – Riparian species, but the extent of these impacts is unclear. 

Individual adults of Bird – Riparian species are unlikely to be directly killed or injured during 
project implementation because they are highly mobile and would likely leave the area during 
project activities. In addition, project activities are not expected to result in direct impacts to 
riparian vegetation where these species nest. Therefore, no direct impacts would occur on 
individual nests, eggs, or young as a result of shutdown activities. There is, however, the 
potential for vegetation removal to affect individuals at the potential enhancement sites or the 
Stickleback Movie Ranch. Should it occur during the breeding season, habitat restoration or 
enhancement associated with the UTS conservation action could result in mortality or injury to 
nests, eggs, or young of these species. This impact was not analyzed in the 2005 EIR because 
these documents did not analyze potential impacts from restoration or enhancement activities. 

Bat (pallid bat, pocketed free-tailed bat, Townsend’s big-eared bat, western mastiff bat, 
western red bat) 

No focused surveys for bats have been conducted for the study area. All of the bat species may 
forage in virtually all of the non-developed land covers in the study area where there is insect 
prey. Western red bats roost primarily in trees. Pallid bats, Townsend’s big-eared bats, and 
western mastiff bats do not typically roost in trees, but may do so on occasion. These four 
species may roost in the riparian forest and woodland in the study area. Western red bat is a 
migratory species and is not expected to establish maternity roosts in the study area; however, 
migratory patterns are not completely understood, and establishment of maternity roosts by this 
species cannot be ruled out. For pallid bat, western mastiff bat, and Townsend’s big-eared bat, 
the potential for maternity roosts in riparian woodland and forest likely is very low because these 
species tend to establish maternity roosts in cliffs, crevices, and buildings rather than in trees. 
Pocketed free-tailed bats roost only in abiotic structures (e.g., caves, mines, tunnels, cliffs, rock 
crevices and cracks, and man-made structures), which are absent from the potential enhancement 
sites, although some structures are at the Stickleback Movie Ranch. There are buildings in the 
project area near work sites and along the streams affected by project dewatering that could 
support roosting by pocketed free-tailed bats, but project activities would have no direct effect on 
this species should it roost in these buildings. No permanent direct impacts to suitable foraging 
or roosting habitat for these species are expected to occur in the study area during shutdown or 
maintenance activities. However, demolition of buildings at the Stickleback Movie Ranch or any 
removal of trees as a part of UTS habitat creation could result in permanent direct impacts to 
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suitable habitat for bats. This impact was not analyzed in the 2005 EIR because these documents 
did not analyze potential impacts from enhancement or restoration activities. 

A very small amount of temporary direct impacts to suitable foraging habitat for bats could occur 
during shutdown and maintenance activities. As a part of these activities, Metropolitan may 
grade existing dirt access roads, perform weed abatement around existing structures, and stage 
equipment/materials in areas immediately surrounding the blow-off and other work sites where 
these species could forage. Although shutdown activities may temporarily impact a slightly 
larger area at the blow-off sites because more and larger equipment is needed for these activities, 
these areas would be subject to impacts that typically last no more than a few days. All 
temporary impacts would occur where vegetation, if present, has been previously disturbed. 

Individual adult bats foraging in the near work sites, the potential enhancement sites, or the 
Stickleback Movie Ranch are unlikely to be directly killed or injured during project activities 
because they are highly mobile and can avoid construction activities. However, restoration 
activities at the Stickleback Movie Ranch or elsewhere could result in the removal of large trees 
suitable for roosting by special-status bats, and thus could result in injury and mortality of bats at 
maternity roosts. 

Mammal – Low and Moderate Mobility (San Diego desert woodrat, American badger, San 
Diego black-tailed jackrabbit, ringtail) 

In the study area, San Diego desert woodrat may occur in scrub and chaparral habitat; 
American badger and San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit may occur in California annual 
grassland, valley oak woodland, coastal scrub, alluvial scrub, riverwash, big sagebrush scrub, 
agriculture, and disturbed lands; and ringtail may occur in riparian woodland and scrub 
habitats in proximity to water. The hand removal of weeds at blow-off and other work sites 
would have minimal impacts on habitat for any of these species. Adults of these species are 
mobile and would be able to avoid shutdown and maintenance activities. Weed abatement and 
road grading will occur in previously graded areas, so no potential exists for disturbance of 
American badger or San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit natal dens or San Diego desert woodrat 
nests. No suitable denning habitat for ringtail would be disturbed. Habitat restoration 
associated with the UTS conservation action could result in habitat conversion of vegetation 
communities suitable for these species, but the extent of these impacts is unclear. Habitat 
restoration would need to be designed and implemented to avoid impacts to denning ringtail, 
because it is a California FP mammal and take is not allowed. Should conversion of upland 
habitats result from UTS restoration, impacts to individual denning American badger, San 
Diego desert woodrats, and young San Diego black-tailed jackrabbits dependent on the nest 
could also occur. These impacts were not analyzed in the 2005 EIR because these documents 
did not discuss potential impacts from enhancement or restoration activities. 
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6.4.2 Indirect Impacts to Special-Status Wildlife 

Indirect impacts to special-status wildlife species may include both habitat degradation and 
effects on individuals. Habitat degradation may occur in the same manner as discussed in Section 
6.2.2 for vegetation communities. Short-term project activity effects to wildlife habitat may 
include chemical pollution and accidental clearing, grading, and trampling. Operation and 
maintenance of equipment can increase the chance of petroleum or other chemical spills or leaks 
(e.g., fuels, lubricants, cleaning solutions) that can enter off-site vegetation. However, BMPs 
incorporated into the project would minimize impacts to water quality resulting from chemical 
spills or leaks from equipment associated with the project. Also, although vegetation can be 
crushed through inadvertent clearing outside the designated project footprint, the potential for 
this occurrence is limited, due to the limited scope of project activities at the blow-off and other 
work sites. Therefore, these effects are not discussed further in relation to blow-off and other 
work activities.  

Short-term effects on individuals may include nighttime lighting and noise. Although these 
effects were determined to be less than significant for all species in the 2005 EIR, they are 
discussed here because the change in the potential timing of project activities to include March, 
when many wildlife species are more active or engaged in breeding, may increase the likelihood 
of indirect impacts for these species. 

No long-term indirect impacts are expected with project implementation given the short-term 
nature of dewatering activities and the shutdown schedule. Effects from restoration and 
enhancement within the potential enhancement sites and the Stickleback Movie Ranch would 
also be temporary. 

No indirect impacts would occur on vernal pool fairy shrimp because habitat for this species 
does not occur in streams in the study area near the blow-off and other work sites, at the potential 
enhancement sites, or at the Stickleback Movie Ranch. In addition, no indirect impacts are 
expected to the Bird – Foraging Raptor guild (golden eagle and California condor). The 
unlikelihood of these species occurring at blow-off and other work sites, at the potential 
enhancement sites, and at the Stickleback Movie Ranch (particularly for California condor, 
which relies on large carrion species that are absent in the area) and the small potential foraging 
area that would be affected by project activities suggest that impacts to foraging behavior by 
these species would be minimal or would not occur. Burrowing owl would also not be affected 
by indirect impacts associated with the project; however, impacts on other species in the Bird – 
Nesting/Foraging Raptor guild could occur. 
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Reptile – Low Mobility (Blainville’s horned lizard, California legless lizard) 

Noise from dewatering activities, or from restoration or enhancement activities, would 
potentially disrupt normal activities of these species. However, noise from dewatering activities 
would be short in duration, thus limiting impacts. Nighttime lighting could also affect the 
activities of California legless lizard, which is sometimes active at night. However, as with noise, 
the duration of shutdown and maintenance activities would limit this impact, and the Release 
Plan includes measures to limit the extent of nighttime lighting. Mortality or injury could result 
to either of these species from grading and clearing during restoration and enhancement activities 
associated with the UTS conservation action. Note that the 2005 EIR did not address impacts 
from potential restoration and enhancement activities. 

Reptile and Amphibian – Semi-Aquatic (arroyo toad, California red-legged frog, western 
spadefoot, western pond turtle, two-striped gartersnake, south coast gartersnake) 

Impacts could occur on Reptile and Amphibian – Semi-Aquatic species from noise and nighttime 
illumination. Arroyo toad is expected to be active only during the latter portion of the period in 
which shutdown releases may occur. Therefore, impacts would not occur from noise or nighttime 
illumination, unless activities were conducted after February. Western spadefoot is active during 
winter, and could be subject to short-term disturbances during shutdown releases, such as 
excessive noise, which could disrupt breeding behaviors. California red-legged frog is not known 
to occur near the work sites or the area affected by dewatering. Because these species are active 
at night and nighttime illumination would occur near aquatic habitat, breeding activities could 
also be disrupted during shutdown releases. However, because of the short duration of these 
activities and the limited area in which they occur, these impacts are expected to be minimal. 
Also, the 2005 EIR includes measures to limit the extent of lighting. Indirect impacts related to 
noise could also affect Reptile and Amphibian – Semi-Aquatic species during habitat restoration 
or enhancement activities, which may occur at any time of year.  

The 2005 EIR determined that impacts from noise and nighttime illumination would be less than 
significant. However, these impacts are potentially greater due to species such as arroyo toad 
being potentially more active in March than in December through February, when project 
activities were expected to occur when the 2005 EIR was prepared. Also, the 2005 EIR did not 
address impacts from potential restoration or enhancement activities. 

Bird – Nesting/Foraging Raptor (white-tailed kite, long-eared owl, loggerhead shrike) 

Bird – Nesting/Foraging Raptor species are potentially affected by noise and nighttime 
illumination. Noise during habitat restoration and enhancement activities and noise and 
nighttime lighting during dewatering activities near suitable nesting habitat would potentially 
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disrupt nesting by these species, if these activities were to occur March. The duration of these 
impacts is relatively short for shutdown and maintenance activities, at no more than 5 days at 
any one location. However, should these activities begin during the nesting season (such as in 
March), any birds already nesting adjacent to work locations could abandon nests, resulting in 
nest failure and violation of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and the California Fish and Game 
Code. The 2005 EIR also determined that impacts from noise and nighttime lighting would be 
less than significant. However, these impacts have a greater likelihood of resulting in take if they 
occur in March rather than between December and February, the window when project activities 
were expected to occur in the 2005 EIR. Also, the 2005 EIR did not address impacts from 
potential restoration and enhancement activities.  

Bird – Upland Scrub and Chaparral (coastal California gnatcatcher) 

The likelihood of indirect impacts to coastal California gnatcatcher is relatively low. However, 
should the species occur near work sites, such as Charlie Canyon, where suitable habitat is present, 
several indirect impacts would potentially occur, including noise and nighttime illumination. Data 
for nesting by this species in Los Angeles County includes records of nests with eggs or young as 
early as April 7, although it has been known to nest earlier elsewhere in its range (Allen et al. 2016; 
Unitt 2004; Atwood and Bontrager 2001). Nest-building in Los Angeles County typically begins in 
March (mean date for initiation of the first nest is March 16), although nesting activities could 
begin as early as late February (Atwood and Bontrager 2001). Also, as noted in Table 4, although 
juveniles of this species were observed in the Santa Clarita Valley portion of Los Angeles County 
in 2015, nesting has not been observed in the region. Therefore, in the unlikely event this species 
does nest near one of the shutdown release or maintenance locations, should work activities begin 
late, during the December to March period, noise and nighttime lighting could disrupt nesting 
attempts and cause a nesting pair to move elsewhere.  

The 2005 EIR determined that effects from nighttime lighting and noise on this species would be 
less than significant. However, because of the extension of the period during which project 
activities may take place (November to March rather than December to February), the possibility 
of indirect impacts to this species is greater, although still small.  

Bird – Riparian (least Bell’s vireo, southwestern willow flycatcher, summer tanager, 
yellow-breasted chat, yellow warbler, western yellow-billed cuckoo, tricolored blackbird) 

Bird – Riparian species are all migratory species that are present in nesting areas from March (at 
the earliest) until late summer or fall. Southwestern willow flycatcher, summer tanager, and 
western yellow-billed cuckoo are all migratory species that do not arrive on their nesting grounds 
until April or later (Allen et al. 2016; Unitt 2004). Some yellow warblers and yellow-breasted 
chats may arrive as early as late March, but these species do not begin nesting until at least well 
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into April. Therefore, project activities would not result in impacts to these species. However, 
least Bell’s vireos and tricolored blackbirds, which typically begin nesting in April, arrive on the 
nesting grounds earlier than the other species and sometimes may begin nesting activities in 
March (Allen et al. 2016; Unitt 2004). Therefore, indirect impacts could occur on these species 
as a result of shutdown releases beginning in the latter part of March. Should these species nest 
near one of the shutdown or maintenance work sites, such as at the Santa Clara River blow-off 
site or the San Francisquito Canyon high-rise blow-off site, noise or nighttime lighting could 
disrupt nesting attempts and cause a nesting pair to move elsewhere. Impacts could occur on all 
Bird – Riparian species during habitat restoration and enhancement activities, which may occur 
at any time of year, depending on the location. Noise associated with restoration activities at the 
potential enhancement sites and the Stickleback Movie Ranch could also disrupt nesting, because 
these activities may occur at any time of year.  

Because project activities were assumed to occur from December to February, when none of these 
species would be nesting, indirect impacts were not addressed in the 2005 EIR. These documents 
did not address impacts from potential restoration and enhancement activities. 

Bat (pallid bat, pocketed free-tailed bat, Townsend’s big-eared bat, western mastiff bat, 
western red bat) 

Noise during habitat restoration and enhancement and noise and nighttime lighting during 
dewatering activities could affect roosting bats and deter them for foraging in areas close to 
project activities. Some of these species are not active from November to March (pallid bat, 
Townsend’s big-eared bat), when shutdown activities would occur and therefore would not be 
subject to indirect impacts from these activities. Others, however, are active year-round 
(pocketed free-tailed bat, western mastiff bat). Western red bat is migratory and may occur as 
early as March. All of the bat species could be active during UTS habitat restoration or 
enhancement activities, which may occur at any time of year. None of these species would 
establish maternity roosts prior to when shutdown releases would occur. Also, while some of 
these species (pallid bat, Townsend’s big-eared bat, western mastiff bat) do not typically roost in 
trees (the principal bat roosting habitat in the area), they may on occasion. Western red bat 
primarily roosts in trees. Pocketed free-tailed bats roost only in abiotic structures (e.g., caves, 
mines, tunnels, cliffs, rock crevices and cracks, and man-made structures), which are absent from 
the vicinity of the work sites and from the potential enhancement sites, so potential impacts 
would be limited to foraging, and exclusion from the limited area where work activities occur 
would have limited to no effect on this species. For those species potentially roosting in trees, 
particularly western red bat, and for other species that have the potential to roost in structures at 
the Stickleback Movie Ranch, noise could deter bats from day roosts. Nighttime lighting would 
potentially affect the foraging activities of these species. However, this impact would occur only 
in a small area and would be temporary in nature. Impacts to roosting bats from noise were not 
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analyzed in the 2005 EIR. However, because the period during which project activities may 
occur was extended through March, the potential for indirect impacts to migratory bats, such as 
the western red bat, using the project area are greater than previously. Also, the 2005 EIR did not 
analyze impacts from potential restoration or enhancement activities. 

Mammal – Low and Moderate Mobility (San Diego desert woodrat, American badger, San 
Diego black-tailed jackrabbit, ringtail) 

Potential indirect impacts that could affect Mammal – Low and Moderate Mobility species 
include noise and nighttime lighting from dewatering activities and noise from restoration 
activities. The noise and nighttime lighting from shutdown releases and noise during habitat 
restoration or enhancement could disrupt the activity patterns of most species. However, the 
Release Plan includes measures that would limit the extent of nighttime lighting. Because ringtail 
give birth in March and April, shutdown releases and maintenance activities in areas where 
ringtails would potentially occur could result in indirect impacts to natal dens, if these activities 
are conducted in March. Habitat restoration would need to be designed and implemented to 
avoid impacts to denning ringtail, because it is a California FP mammal and take is not allowed.  

The 2005 EIR did not address impacts to ringtail, and determined that impacts to Mammal – 
Low and Moderate Mobility species from noise would be less than significant. Because ringtail 
is an FP species with potential to occur in the project area, it is included in this analysis. Also, 
because ringtail young are born as early as March, indirect impacts could occur on ringtail if 
project activities take place in March. 

6.5 Impacts to Jurisdictional Waters 

There are waters of the United States (regulated by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers) and waters 
of the state (regulated by the Regional Water Quality Control Board and CDFW) in the study area 
within the Santa Clara River and its tributaries. No direct permanent impacts to jurisdictional 
waters in the study area are expected to occur with implementation of the Foothill Feeder project 
given the temporary nature of the water releases and maintenance activities. However, 
implementation of restoration or enhancement at the potential enhancement sites and the 
Stickleback Movie Ranch site may permanently impact jurisdictional resources by recontouring 
channels and grading areas within or adjacent to jurisdictional resources; temporary impacts to 
jurisdictional resources may also result from these activities or other enhancement and restoration 
activities, including invasive species removal. These impacts were not discussed in the 2005 EIR, 
which did not address impacts from potential habitat enhancement or restoration for UTS. Any 
impacts to jurisdictional resources would potentially require a Streambed Alteration Agreement 
from CDFW, a Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and 
a Section 401 Water Quality Certification from the Regional Water Quality Control Board. 
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Restoration of the potential enhancement sites and the Stickleback Movie Ranch potential 
restoration site would be required to follow any avoidance and minimization measures included in 
the permit conditions.  

Shutdown activities may temporarily impact flow within jurisdictional waters; however, the area 
would only be subject to impacts for no more than a few days.  

6.6 Impacts to Wildlife Corridors and Habitat Connectivity 

As described in Section 5.4, Wildlife Corridors and Habitat Linkages, of this BTR, the area 
between protected lands north and south of SR-14 is an important regional habitat linkage. In 
addition, the Santa Clara River, the South Fork, and San Francisquito Canyon all potentially 
provide important movement corridors between local, undeveloped blocks of habitat. However, 
as also described in Section 5.4, the study area itself currently has limited value as a habitat 
linkage or wildlife corridor for species that are relatively intolerant of human activity (e.g., 
cougar, bobcat, mule deer, and badger) because of heavy traffic, human activity, and non-natural 
land covers on and adjacent to the study area.  

Given that the proposed project does not involve removal of blocks of habitat, the existing 
wildlife corridors would remain available to wildlife traversing through the study area. 
Landscape-level or regional wildlife movement along the Santa Clara River, the South Fork, 
and San Francisquito Canyon would be maintained. In addition, no development would occur 
at any potential restoration or enhancement site associated with the UTS conservation action. 
Therefore, the area between protected lands north and south of SR-14, identified as an 
important regional habitat linkage, would still function as an important regional habitat linkage 
after implementation of the proposed project. The project may result in temporary impacts to 
wildlife movement. Although site preparation and dewatering activities would be short in 
duration, restoration activities at the Stickleback Movie Ranch or at the potential enhancement 
sites could represent a longer-term disruption of wildlife movement. However, most terrestrial 
species using the streams in the upper Santa Clara River watershed as movement corridors are 
nocturnal, and these impacts would be limited to daylight hours.  

6.7 Impacts to Regional Resource Planning 

The existing Low-Effect Habitat Conservation Plan is still in draft form and therefore has not been 
implemented. However, the project described in this BTR, including the impacts to biological 
resources discussed, are consistent with the Draft Low-Effect Habitat Conservation Plan.  

Both the South Coast Missing Linkages Project (SCMLP) (Penrod et al. 2006) and Save Open 
Space and Agricultural Resources (SOAR) are non-governmental planning initiatives. The 
SCMLP identified conceptual regional wildlife connections to help focus regional planning 
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efforts. As discussed in Section 6.6, the proposed project would not directly affect any regional 
corridors identified by SCMLP. SOAR is a non-profit organization that seeks to maintain 
agricultural, open space, and rural lands within Ventura County and surrounding regions. 
Development activities within the SOAR boundaries are limited by County ordinance. 
Although SOAR provides a regional context that was incorporated into the SCMLP, it would 
not be affected by the proposed project. The proposed project would not have significant 
impacts on SCMLP or SOAR planning efforts.  

The 2005 EIR addressed previous shutdown and maintenance activities associated with the 
Foothill Feeder study area. The project is consistent with the activities proposed in the previous 
EIRs, and new information and potential for impacts have been adequately addressed in this BTR. 
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FINAL EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

ES.1 INTRODUCTION  

This Final Supplement Environmental Impact Report (EIR) has been prepared in accordance with 
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (California Public Resources Code, Section 
21000 et seq.), as amended. The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (Metropolitan) 
is the lead agency for the environmental review of the proposed Foothill Feeder Repair and Future 
Inspections Project (proposed project) evaluated herein and has the responsibility for approving 
the proposed project. This Supplemental EIR supplements the 2005 EIR for the Foothill Feeder 
Repair and Future Inspections Project (referred to herein as the 2005 EIR; Metropolitan 2005). 
At the time it is called upon to consider approving the proposed project, Metropolitan’s Board of 
Directors shall consider the information in this Final Supplemental EIR along with other 
information that may be presented during the environmental review process and public hearing on 
the proposed project.  

As described in the CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15000 et seq.), public agencies are charged with 
the duty to avoid or substantially lessen significant environmental effects, with consideration of 
other conditions, including economic, social, technological, legal, and other benefits. As required 
by CEQA, this Final Supplemental EIR assesses the potentially significant direct and indirect 
environmental effects of the proposed project, as well as the potentially significant cumulative 
impacts that could occur from implementation of the proposed project. This Final Supplemental 
EIR is an informational document only, the purpose of which is to identify the significant effects 
of the proposed project on the environment and to indicate the manner in which those significant 
effects can be avoided or significantly lessened (including feasible mitigation measures); to 
identify any significant and unavoidable adverse impacts that cannot be mitigated to below a less 
than significant level; and to identify reasonable and feasible alternatives to the proposed project 
that would avoid or substantially lessen any significant adverse environmental effects associated 
with the proposed project and achieve the fundamental objectives of the proposed project. 

ES.2 CONTENTS AND ORGANIZATION OF FINAL 
SUPPLEMENTAL EIR 

This Final Supplemental EIR is prepared pursuant to Sections 15088, 15089, and 15132 of the 
CEQA Guidelines. The Final Supplemental EIR, in compliance with Section 15132 of the CEQA 
Guidelines, contains the following: 

 Final Supplemental EIR, Volume 1 

o Final Executive Summary. The Final Executive Summary provides the contents 
and organization of the Final Supplemental EIR, a summary of procedural 
compliance with CEQA, and a brief description of the proposed project. 
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o Chapter 1: Responses to Comments Received. This chapter includes a list of 
persons, organizations, and public agencies that provided written comments on 
the Draft Supplemental EIR during the public review period. This chapter also 
includes a copy of the comments received during the public review process for 
the Draft Supplemental EIR, as well as Metropolitan’s responses to these written 
comments. Each comment is assigned a comment number, which corresponds to 
a response number and response.  

o Chapter 2: Changes to the Draft Supplemental EIR. This chapter contains a 
summary of changes made to the document since publication of the Draft 
Supplemental EIR as a result of comments received. Revisions were made to clarify 
information presented in the Draft Supplemental EIR and only minor technical 
changes or additions have been made. These changes and additions to the 
Supplemental EIR do not raise important new issues related to significant effects on 
the environment. Such changes are “insignificant,” as the term is used in Section 
15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines. This chapter describes changes that were made 
and presents textual changes made since public review as signified by strikethrough 
(strikethrough) where text is removed, and by underlined text (underline) where text 
is added for clarification. 

 Final Supplemental EIR, Volume 2 

o Chapter 1: Introduction to the Final Supplemental EIR – Volume 2. 

o Chapter 2: Findings of Fact in Support of the Proposed Project and 
Statement of Overriding Considerations. This chapter of the Final 
Supplemental EIR provides a summary of the impacts associated with the 
proposed project and the findings regarding alternatives to the proposed project. 
This chapter also includes a summary of the general findings, legal effects of the 
findings, and a summary of the independent review and analysis. Lastly, this 
chapter includes a Statement of Overriding Considerations, pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines Sections 15043 and 15093, which provides the project’s economic, 
social, or other benefits for choosing to allow the occurrence of significant 
environmental effects that have not been avoided.  

o Chapter 3: Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. This chapter of 
the Final Supplemental EIR provides the mitigation monitoring and reporting 
program (MMRP) for the proposed project. The MMRP is presented in table 
format and identifies mitigation measures and applicant proposed measures for 
the proposed project, the party responsible for implementing the mitigation 
measures and applicant proposed measures, the timing of implementing the 
mitigation measures and applicant proposed measures, and the entity 
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responsible for monitoring and reporting compliance with each mitigation 
measure and applicant proposed measure. 

ES.3 CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT REVIEW 

Metropolitan has complied with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines during preparation of the 
Supplemental EIR for the proposed project. Pursuant to Section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, 
a Notice of Preparation (NOP) dated July 14, 2005, was prepared by Metropolitan and circulated 
with the Initial Study to local, state, and federal agencies and to members of the public and other 
interested agencies, organizations, and individuals. The NOP was also sent to the State 
Clearinghouse at the California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research to solicit 
participation from state agencies in determining the scope of the 2005 EIR. The State 
Clearinghouse assigned a state identification number (SCH No. 2005071082) to the 2005 EIR.  

Pursuant to Section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, recipients of the NOP for the proposed 
project were requested to provide responses within approximately 30 days of their receipt of the 
NOP. As such, the review period for the initial study and NOP ended on August 16, 2005. 
Metropolitan received a total of two written comment letters from the following parties:  

 South Coast Air Quality Management District 

 California Department of Fish and Game1 

All comments received during the NOP public notice period for the 2005 EIR were considered 
during the preparation of the Draft Supplemental EIR. Appendix B of the Draft Supplemental 
EIR includes copies of the comment letters received on the initial study and NOP, as well as a 
table that summarizes the comments received and identifies the Supplemental EIR chapter where 
the comment has been addressed. 

Subsequent to the certification of the 2005 EIR, a Supplemental EIR was prepared and certified 
in 2011 (2011 EIR; Metropolitan 2011) to allow for two additional pipeline repairs that were not 
analyzed in the 2005 EIR. The additional repairs involved updates to the carbon fiber lining in 
two sections of pre-stressed concrete cylinder pipe (PCCP). These repairs were completed during 
a planned shutdown in February 2012. This shutdown lasted approximately 18 days in order to 
incorporate the repair activity. Metropolitan prepares a shutdown manual for every shutdown. In 
preparation for the 2012 shutdown, Metropolitan prepared a manual called the 2012 Foothill–
Sepulveda Feeder Shutdown Manual (Shutdown Manual; Metropolitan 2012). This manual is 

                                                 
1  “California Department of Fish and Game” is used where referring specifically to materials or guidance that 

pre-date the official name change to California Department of Fish and Wildlife (January 1, 2013); all other 
references to the department use the current name. 
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considered to be the most recent and relevant and will therefore be used as a reference. It 
contains a description of the sequence of events involved with the shutdown, necessary 
construction crews and equipment, anticipated dewatering flows and durations, and locations 
along the pipeline that would be used for dewatering and access. 

The Draft Supplemental EIR was circulated for public review and comment on December 5, 
2017, initiating a 45-day public review period pursuant to CEQA and its implementing 
guidelines. The Draft Supplemental EIR and Notice of Completion were distributed to the State 
Clearinghouse and a Notice of Availability was distributed to interested parties and to potentially 
interested parties and agencies. The Notice of Availability was also published in the Signal: 
Santa Clarita Valley and copies were posted with the Los Angeles county clerk’s office. The 
Draft Supplemental EIR was directly mailed to federal, state, and local agencies. The review and 
comment period began on December 5, 2017, and concluded on January 18, 2018.  

During the public review period, copies of the Draft Supplemental EIR and appendices were 
made available for public review at the following locations: 

Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 
Reference and Research Center 
700 North Alameda Street 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

Los Angeles Public Library – Granada Hills Branch 
10640 Petit Avenue 
Granada Hills, California 91344 

City of Santa Clarita – Old Town Newhall Library 
24500 Main Street 
Santa Clarita, California 91321 

City of Santa Clarita – Valencia Branch Library 
23743 West Valencia Boulevard 
Santa Clarita, California 91351 

City of Santa Clarita – Canyon Country Jo Anne Darcy Library 
18601 Soledad Canyon Road 
Santa Clarita, California 91351 

The Draft Supplemental EIR was also available for review on Metropolitan’s website.  
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Metropolitan has reviewed this Final Supplemental EIR. Volume 2, Chapters 2 and 3, make 
detailed findings with respect to the potential effects of the proposed project and refer, where 
appropriate, to the mitigation measures set forth in this Final Supplemental EIR. 

The Final Supplemental EIR and the administrative record concerning the proposed project 
provide additional information in support of the Findings of Fact (Volume 2, Chapter 2) herein. 
The Findings of Fact are hereby incorporated in the Final Supplemental EIR in its entirety. 
Furthermore, the mitigation measures set forth in the Final Supplemental EIR and the MMRP are 
incorporated by reference in the findings. The MMRP was developed in compliance with 
California Public Resources Code Section 21081.6 and is contained in Volume 2, Chapter 3, of 
this Final Supplemental EIR. 

ES.4 PROPOSED PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

ES.4.1 Overview and Scope of the Project 

Metropolitan prepared the 2005 EIR to address impacts associated with shutdown and inspection 
activities on the Foothill Feeder. Metropolitan is proposing to make certain modifications to the 
original project description contained in the 2005 EIR. These changes are as follows: potential for 
take of the unarmored threespine stickleback (UTS; Gasterosteus aculeatus williamsoni) that 
could occur during pipeline shutdowns and maintenance activities at dewatering locations along 
the pipeline; one additional work site; additional equipment to assist with shutdowns; potential for 
emergency repairs requiring partial or full pipeline shutdown; and a UTS conservation action. 

Section 15163 of the CEQA Guidelines states that a supplement to an EIR need contain only the 
information necessary to make the previous EIR adequate for the project as revised. This Final 
Supplemental EIR is a supplement to the 2005 Final EIR, and provides the minor additions 
necessary to make the EIR adequate for the project as revised.  

ES.4.2 Overview of the Region 

The Foothill Feeder traverses three jurisdictions: unincorporated northwestern Los Angeles County 
east of Interstate 5, the City of Santa Clarita, and the City of Los Angeles. The Foothill Feeder, 
which was constructed in 1968 and is approximately 17.8 miles in length, consists of 6.3 miles of 
16-foot-diameter PCCP and 11.5 miles of 20-foot-diameter tunnel (cast in place). The Foothill 
Feeder transports untreated water from Castaic Lake to the Joseph Jensen Water Treatment Plant 
(Jensen Plant), which is located in the community of Granada Hills. At the Jensen Plant, water is 
treated for introduction into the potable water system.  

The Foothill Feeder conveys untreated water from the West Branch of the State Water Project to 
the Jensen Plant, which then distributes treated water into the western portion of Metropolitan’s 
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service area. The feeder extends south from Castaic Lake under the Santa Clara River and 
several of its tributaries to Magazine Canyon Shaft and the Jensen Plant. The member agencies 
that rely on this supply include Calleguas Municipal Water District, Central Basin Municipal 
Water District, Las Virgenes Municipal Water District, West Basin Municipal Water District, 
and the cities of Beverly Hills, Burbank, Compton, Glendale, Long Beach, Los Angeles, San 
Fernando, Santa Monica, and Torrance. 

The Foothill Feeder crosses beneath a series of natural creeks and waterways that are tributaries to 
the main stem of the Santa Clara River, as well as the main stem itself. The pipeline also crosses 
beneath a tributary to Bull Creek in the Los Angeles River watershed, located just south of the Santa 
Clara River watershed. Regionally, the Foothill Feeder is located to the southwest of the Mount 
Pinos and Los Padres National Forests, and to the north of the Santa Susana Mountains and Simi 
Hills, an area characterized by gently rolling hills and sharp, steep-walled canyons.  

ES.4.3 Project Objectives 

The proposed project is designed to maintain the reliability and water quality of the Foothill 
Feeder water supply by enabling Metropolitan to dewater, inspect, repair, or modify the Foothill 
Feeder as needed to maintain its structural integrity and capacity. The objectives of the proposed 
project are as follows: 

 Continue to repair and/or replace damaged segments of the Foothill Feeder in order to 
ensure continued public safety and reliability of the pipeline. 

 Continue to periodically dewater during the wet season for inspection and maintenance 
activities to occur when water demands are typically low to ensure that the reliability of 
the Foothill Feeder is maintained while avoiding disruption of service to water users. 

 Respond to emergency situations within the project region, which may result in 
unexpected pipeline damages that could require an unplanned pipeline shutdown, 
necessitating dewatering as quickly as possible. 

 Provide feasible measures to avoid and minimize incidental take of UTS that could occur 
during pipeline shutdowns and maintenance activities at dewatering locations along the 
pipeline. Note: this issue was not discussed in the 2005 EIR.  

 Incorporate one additional work site that was not discussed in the 2005 EIR. 

 Incorporate additional equipment to assist with shutdowns, including two generators and 
two submersible pumps to assist with shutdowns. 

 Implement a UTS conservation action that will contribute to species recovery and satisfy 
the requirements of California Fish and Game Code Section 2081.10. 
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ES.4.4 Project Description 

Metropolitan is proposing to make certain modifications to the originally proposed repair and 
inspections project as described in the 2005 EIR. These changes include potential take of UTS, an 
additional work site, additional shutdown equipment, potential for shutdown for emergency 
repairs, and a UTS conservation action. 

Take of UTS  

Operations and maintenance activities associated with the project, including periodic dewatering 
of the pipeline, have the potential to result in impacts to UTS in the Upper Santa Clara River 
watershed. The UTS is listed as endangered under both the federal and California Endangered 
Species Acts and is fully protected under California Fish and Game Code Section 5515. Based 
on current taxonomic understanding, UTS is limited to three areas: the Upper Santa Clara River 
watershed in Los Angeles County, Shay Creek in San Bernardino County, and San Antonio 
Creek on Vandenberg Air Force Base in Santa Barbara County. Another subspecies of threespine 
stickleback, the partially plated threespine stickleback (Gasterosteus aculeatus microcephalus), 
occurs in the Lower Santa Clara River, in Ventura County. Several agencies are involved in 
management of UTS and its habitat. The California Department of Fish and Wildlife is the lead 
agency for many aspects of management on private lands, whereas the U.S. Air Force and U.S. 
Forest Service are the lead agencies on federal lands.  

Sudden increases in river flows, both natural and human-induced, can result in UTS being 
flushed downstream and seeking refuge in slower margins of the channel to hold their location in 
a stream. When waters recede quickly, there is a chance of stranding UTS in adjacent channels or 
pools, which could result in incidental take. Although dewatering under certain conditions can be 
carried out without causing any incidental take of UTS, the project would include obtaining an 
incidental take permit to cover incidental take that may occur as a result of dewatering, 
inspection, maintenance, repair or modification of the Foothill Feeder if UTS are present in the 
area of take. The proposed project modifications include the provisions and requirements of 
Assembly Bill 2488 and the California Fish and Game Code Section 2080.10. Provisions and 
requirements for take authorization are summarized in Section 2.6.1, Incidental Take of 
Unarmored Threespine Stickleback, of the Draft Supplemental EIR. 

Shutdown, Inspections, and Additional Work Site 

As previously described in the 2005 EIR, the Foothill Feeder will continue to be shut down for 
inspections and maintenance approximately every 5 years. This interval could be longer or 
shorter, depending on scheduling, results of inspections, and priority of maintenance needs. 
Planned shutdowns and the associated inspection, maintenance, and repair activities would occur 
in the manner described in the 2005 EIR as supplemented in 2011 (2011 EIR) and 2012 
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(Shutdown Manual), with minor modifications. The 2005 EIR specified that shutdowns would 
occur between December and February (the wet season). This will be expanded to November 
through March for greater flexibility in planning and scheduling with cities and member 
agencies. Additionally, inspection and maintenance activities would take place at one location 
that was not specifically described in the 2005 EIR. In addition to the 18 work sites identified in 
the 2005 EIR, Metropolitan also typically uses an additional work site, Station 342+12 
(pumpwell north of the Rejection Tower) along the Foothill Feeder to assist with water discharge 
during a typical shutdown. Station 342+12 is located on a landscaped hillside in a residential 
community. If this station is used for shutdown activities, up to 5.8 acre-feet of water would be 
pumped and released into a nearby concrete V-ditch that connects to the local storm drain. Work 
at this location would require one 125-kilowatt (kW) generator and one submersible pump. Other 
work force and equipment at this blow-off location would consist of three workers and a utility 
truck to install and remove the submersible pump. Station 342+12 was inadvertently left out of 
the 2005 EIR. This station already currently exists along the Foothill Feeder and is configured to 
allow water discharge. This Supplemental EIR describes the location and activities at this work 
site to support a typical shutdown of the Foothill Feeder.  

Use of Additional Equipment at Santa Clara River Blow-Off  

The 2005 EIR described equipment (two 125 kW generators and three submersible pumps) used 
at the Santa Clara River Blow-Off site (Station No. 383+90) to assist with dewatering. This 
equipment is used to pump out remaining water in the pipeline following gravity discharge at 
this location. Additional equipment that was not previously identified in the 2005 EIR includes 
up to two additional generators (1,000 kW each) and two submersible pumps. The work at this 
location may require two additional workers to assist with dewatering activities and to install and 
remove the submersible pumps.  

Dewatering for Emergency Repairs 

Emergency situations in the project region, such as an earthquake or other unforeseen event, 
could affect all or parts of the Foothill Feeder. An emergency scenario would have the potential 
to necessitate an unplanned emergency pipeline dewatering and repair, including replacement of 
damaged segments of the facility. It should be noted that minor pipeline leaks are monitored 
closely and would be resolved during the routine shutdown, inspection, and maintenance 
process. A minor leak does not constitute an emergency situation if it can be monitored and 
resolved according to planned maintenance procedures. Rather, an emergency situation would 
involve unexpected pipeline damage that endangers safety and/or water supply, requiring 
immediate attention and resolution.  
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In the case of an emergency, partial or full shutdown of the Foothill Feeder may be required as 
soon as possible and as rapidly as possible. Although Metropolitan cannot control the timing and 
scheduling of dewatering in an emergency scenario, the flow would be up to 100% valve 
opening, similar to standard dewatering flow prior to the development of the 2005 Release Plan 
(Metropolitan 2005, Appendix C). Thus, such discharges would differ from planned shutdowns 
in that the flow would be at 100% valve opening instead of the valves being opened 
incrementally, as described in the Release Plan. Equipment used for emergency repairs would be 
similar to that used for dewatering for inspection and planned maintenance. The extent of the 
shutdown (either a full shutdown or partial shutdown) would depend on the location and scope of 
the emergency. For example, repairs within a single pipeline segment may require dewatering of 
that segment only. The analysis of the shutdown scenario described in the 2005 EIR assumes that 
shutdowns would occur only during the rainy season. Under an emergency scenario, a full or 
partial shutdown could occur outside of the rainy season.  

UTS Conservation Action 

Impacts for permitted incidental take of UTS would require implementation of conditions 
specified in California Fish and Game Code Section 2081.10, including “measures to minimize 
and fully mitigate” per 2081.10(a)(3) the impacts of the authorized take and to satisfy the 
conservation standard in Section 2805(d) of the California Fish and Game Code. To meet these 
standards, conservation measures are proposed in the form of preserving, enhancing, or restoring 
a suitable site to provide natural riverine fluvial processes supporting UTS habitat, hereinafter 
referred to as a “conservation action.”  

If deemed appropriate to fulfill the terms and conditions required by CDFW under California 
Fish and Game Code Section 2081.10 and USFWS requirements under Section 10 of the 
Endangered Species Act, Metropolitan may instead provide a financial contribution to an 
existing facility for the establishment, operation, and maintenance of a UTS conservation 
facility, which would support populations of UTS for research, display, and public education on 
UTS. Such a facility could support emergency rescue of UTS, maintaining UTS populations 
identified as being at risk so that they could be reintroduced to the wild. This facility may also be 
used for fish propagation and population reestablishment of UTS. 

Implementation of the conservation action in the form of restoration or enhancement may result 
in direct and indirect physical impacts to the environment; therefore, to ensure consistency with 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(1)(D), Metropolitan has prepared the following 
description of the proposed conservation action to form a common basis from which to evaluate 
potential impacts to any affected resources, including air quality, biological resources, hydrology 
and water quality, and noise.  
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Although the specific UTS conservation action site has not been selected, it would be located in 
the Upper Santa Clara River watershed, along the Santa Clara River, San Francisquito Creek, 
Soledad Canyon, or a tributary of these, where restoration of natural riverine fluvial processes 
would support UTS habitat (see Section 3.2.2, Existing Setting, in the Biological Resources 
section of the Draft Supplemental EIR). Conservation action activities may include recontouring 
channels to create new clean pools and slow-moving channels with connection to existing 
perennial flowing water, thus increasing the total area of suitable habitat for UTS.  

One suitable location for the UTS conservation action is a property in Soledad Canyon known as 
the Stickleback Movie Ranch. The Stickleback Movie Ranch is an example of a potential 
conservation site in which appropriate conservation measures can be implemented in order to 
comply with California Fish and Game Code 2081.10 (for the potential incidental take of UTS). 
In order to assess the environmental impacts for a UTS conservation action site, Metropolitan 
evaluated the environmental effects of habitat restoration at the Stickleback Movie Ranch. Based 
on the criteria for conservation action (further described in Section 2.6.5, UTS Conservation 
Action, and Section 3.2, Biological Resources, of the Draft Supplemental EIR), Metropolitan 
assumes that similar impacts to air quality, biological resources, hydrology and water quality, 
and noise would occur at the Stickleback Movie Ranch property or other alternative conservation 
sites within the Upper Santa Clara River watershed. Should Metropolitan decide to pursue a UTS 
conservation action opportunity in a different location within this watershed, the environmental 
analysis will be similar to that used for the Stickleback Movie Ranch site.  

ES.4.5 Areas of Controversy 

Take of UTS is a concern for state and federal wildlife agencies. The potential for incidental 
take of UTS during operations and maintenance and the associated UTS conservation action 
may be a potential area of controversy. There are no other known areas of controversy for the 
proposed project.  

ES.4.6 Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Table ES-1 presents a summary of the environmental impacts that could result from the proposed 
project, the level of significance before mitigation, supplemental mitigation measure proposed in 
the Draft Supplemental EIR and mitigation measures from the 2005 EIR, and the level of 
significance of the impact after the implementation of the supplemental mitigation measures 
and/or mitigation measures. 
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Table ES-1 
Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Topic 

In the 2005 EIR In the Supplemental EIR 

New Significant 
Increase in Severity? 

Level of Significance Absent/With 
Mitigation (if applicable) 

Level of Significance 
Absent Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure or Supplemental Mitigation Measure  
(if applicable) 

Level of Significance 
With Mitigation 

Air Quality 

Threshold 3.1-1: Would the project conflict with or 
obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality 
plan? 

Significant and unavoidable Significant and 
unavoidable 

Supplemental Mitigation Measure 

SMM-AQ-1 For off-road equipment with engines rated at 75 horsepower or greater, no construction 
equipment will be used that is less than Tier 4 Final at the commencement of construction of 
the mitigation site (2018). An exemption from these requirements may be granted by The 
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (Metropolitan) in the event that there is 
documentation that (1) equipment with the required tier is not reasonably available (e.g., 
reasonability factors to be considered include those available within the region within the 
scheduled construction period) and (2) corresponding reductions in criteria air pollutant 
emissions are achieved from other construction equipment. 

Significant and unavoidable No 

Threshold 3.1-2: Would the project violate any air 
quality standard or contribute substantially to an 
existing or projected air quality violation? 

Significant and unavoidable Significant and 
unavoidable 

Supplemental Mitigation Measure 

SMM-AQ-1 (described above) 

Significant and unavoidable No 

Threshold 3.1-3: Would the project result in a 
cumulatively considerable net increase of any 
criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-
attainment under an applicable federal or state 
ambient air quality standard (including releasing 
emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for 
ozone precursors)? 

Significant and unavoidable Significant and 
unavoidable 

Supplemental Mitigation Measure 

SMM-AQ-1 (described above) 

Significant and unavoidable No 

Threshold 3.1-4: Would the project expose sensitive 
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? 

Significant and unavoidable Significant and 
unavoidable 

Supplemental Mitigation Measure 

SMM-AQ-1 (described above) 

Significant and unavoidable No 

Threshold 3.1-5: Would the project create 
objectionable odors affecting a substantial number 
of people? 

No Impact Less than significant  None required. Less than significant No 

Threshold 3.1-6: Would the project have air quality 
impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable?  

Significant and unavoidable Significant and 
unavoidable 

Supplemental Mitigation Measure 

SMM-AQ-1 (described above) 

Significant and unavoidable No 

Biological Resources 

Threshold 3.2-1: Would the project have a substantial 
adverse effect, either directly or through habitat 
modifications, on any species identified as a 
candidate, sensitive, or special status species in 
local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by 
the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service? 

Special-Status Plant Species 

Potentially significant/less than 
significant 

Special-Status Plant 
Species 

Significant direct impacts 
to individuals 

 

Special-Status Plant Species 

Measures from 2005 EIR 

MM-BR-1  A qualified biologist shall assess the potential of special-status plant and wildlife species to 
occur immediately adjacent to all proposed preparation and dewatering blow-off and work 
stations, as well as staging and storage areas, once these have been identified and 
delineated. The assessment shall be based on overall suitability of habitat to support such 
species, and known or historical occurrences of these species in the immediate vicinity. 

MM-BR-2  If special-status species are determined to potentially occur immediately adjacent to any of 
the locations identified in MM-BR-1 above, such work areas shall be fenced with appropriate 
materials to exclude suitable habitat areas, and approved by a qualified biologist following 
the installation. All preparation and dewatering activities, as well as equipment and materials 
staging and storage, shall be confined to within the fenced area. Stationary equipment such 
as motors, pumps, and generators shall be positioned over drip pans. 

Less than significant No 
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Table ES-1 
Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Topic 

In the 2005 EIR In the Supplemental EIR 

New Significant 
Increase in Severity? 

Level of Significance Absent/With 
Mitigation (if applicable) 

Level of Significance 
Absent Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure or Supplemental Mitigation Measure  
(if applicable) 

Level of Significance 
With Mitigation 

MM-BR-3  Prior to a complete shutdown of the Foothill Feeder pipeline, a qualified biologist shall 
conduct a training/education session to all construction, grading, and/or field managers 
responsible for work or activities conducted within the workstation areas. The biologist shall 
address the particular species that could occur within the adjacent habitat and measures to 
minimize adverse impacts to adjacent habitat areas. Actions to be taken should any special-
status species be observed within work station areas or immediately adjacent to such area 
shall also be addressed. Any equipment or vehicles driven and/or operated adjacent to 
natural open space areas shall be checked and maintained daily to prevent leaks of 
materials/liquids into these areas. 

MM-BR-4  Metropolitan shall use best management practices to ensure that no debris, oil, petroleum 
products, or other organic material from any dewatering or associated activity, or equipment 
storage, repair, or maintenance, shall be allowed to enter into, or be placed where it may be 
washed by rainfall or runoff into, adjacent natural habitat areas, including watercourses. 
When shutdown operations are completed, any excess materials or debris shall be removed 
from all work areas. 

MM-BR-5  A qualified biologist shall periodically monitor all activities at blow-off and other work stations 
during the preparation, dewatering, inspection, and maintenance/repair periods to ensure 
that impacts to adjacent habitat areas are being minimized/avoided and to assess the 
success of all mitigation measures. 

Supplemental Mitigation Measures 

SMM-BR-2A  Pre-construction surveys for special-status plant species shall be conducted prior to 
vegetation removal and site grading within the potential unarmored threespine stickleback 
(UTS) conservation site. Surveys shall be conducted by a qualified biologist during a time 
when the plant species with potential to occur are identifiable (i.e., during their blooming 
period for annual species). Surveys shall be conducted by a qualified biologist. Surveys will 
involve mapping any areas within the conservation site that would be subject to direct or 
indirect impacts. Surveys shall conform to the 2001 Botanical Survey Guidelines from the 
California Native Plant Society; the 2009 Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to 
Special Status Native Populations and Natural Communities from the California Department 
of Fish and Game (CDFG); and the 2002 General Rare Plant Survey Guidelines from the 
Endangered Species Recovery Program. All plant species encountered during the field 
surveys shall be identified to subspecies or variety, if applicable, to determine sensitivity 
status. 

 If feasible, populations and individuals of any special-status plant species found during pre-
construction surveys will be avoided during implementation of restoration or enhancement 
activities. Installation of protective fencing, and erosion and sediment control measures, as 
appropriate, will be implemented to protect special-status plant populations found near 
construction zones within the conservation site. Refer to SMM-BR-2B and SMM-BR-7 for 
additional details if special-status species are found within the potential conservation site.  

SMM-BR-2B  In cases where disturbances to special-status plant species within the UTS conservation 
action site cannot be avoided, viable populations will be identified and transplanted to 
established preservation and conservation areas. Prior to transplantation, a mitigation and 
monitoring plan shall be submitted to CDFW for review and approval prior to ground 
disturbance to occupied habitat. Upon approval, the plan will be implemented by the 
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Table ES-1 
Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Topic 

In the 2005 EIR In the Supplemental EIR 

New Significant 
Increase in Severity? 

Level of Significance Absent/With 
Mitigation (if applicable) 

Level of Significance 
Absent Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure or Supplemental Mitigation Measure  
(if applicable) 

Level of Significance 
With Mitigation 

applicant or its designee. Habitat replacement/enhancement will be at a 1:1 ratio (occupied 
acres restored/enhanced to occupied acres impacted). 

 The mitigation and monitoring plan for the transplanted special-status plant(s) will describe habitat 
improvement/restoration measures to be completed prior to introducing transplanted special-
status plants. Habitat improvement/restoration will be based on native special-status plant 
occupied habitat. The plan will specify (1) the location of mitigation sites; (2) a description of 
“target” vegetation that includes estimated cover and abundance of native shrubs and grasses in 
occupied habitat; (3) site preparation measures to include topsoil treatment, soil decompaction, 
erosion control, temporary irrigation systems, or other measures as appropriate; (4) methods for 
the removal of non-native plants (e.g., mowing, weeding, raking, herbicide application, or 
burning); (5) the source of all plant propagules (seed, potted nursery stock, etc.) and the quantity 
and species of seed or potted stock of all plants to be introduced or planted into the 
restoration/enhancement areas; (6) a schedule and action plan to maintain and monitor the 
enhancement/restoration areas, to include, at minimum, qualitative annual monitoring for 
revegetation success and site degradation due to erosion, trespass, or animal damage for a 
period of no less than 2 years; (7) as needed where sites are near trails or other access points, 
measures such as fencing, signage, or security patrols to exclude unauthorized entry into the 
restoration/enhancement areas; and (8) contingency measures such as replanting, weed control, 
or erosion control to be implemented if habitat improvement/restoration efforts are not successful. 
In addition, the plan will specify methods to collect special-status plants and introduce them into 
this mitigation site.  

 Annual monitoring reports will be prepared and submitted to CDFW until the success criteria 
are met. Monitoring reports will describe all restoration/enhancement measures taken in the 
preceding year, describe success and completion of those efforts and other pertinent site 
conditions (erosion, trespass, animal damage) in qualitative terms, and describe special-
status plant survival or establishment in quantitative terms. 

 Take of any listed species, or collection and transplantation of any individuals and 
populations of any listed species, will require approval by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) and/or CDFW and issuance of an incidental take permit. 

SMM-BR-6  Prior to any ground-disturbing activities, a qualified biologist shall be retained to monitor 
activities related to the UTS conservation action site habitat restoration or enhancement. 
The biological monitor shall be present during ground disturbance activities to monitor for 
the presence of special-status vegetation communities, special-status species, including 
fish, amphibians, reptiles, birds, and mammals, to ensure that no impacts occur to these 
resources. The qualified biological monitor shall ensure that all BMPs are properly installed 
and performing as designed, to prevent any sediment, debris, and pollutants from entering 
stream channels, wetlands, or sensitive habitat. The monitor shall also ensure that fencing 
associated with the restoration area is installed properly. Finally, the qualified biological 
monitor shall provide a training/education session to all workers participating in UTS 
conservation action site restoration activities. The session shall address the particular 
species that could occur within the restoration and adjacent habitat and measures to 
minimize adverse impacts to adjacent habitat areas. Actions to be taken should any special-
status species be observed within work sites or immediately adjacent to such areas shall 
also be addressed. 
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Table ES-1 
Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Topic 

In the 2005 EIR In the Supplemental EIR 

New Significant 
Increase in Severity? 

Level of Significance Absent/With 
Mitigation (if applicable) 

Level of Significance 
Absent Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure or Supplemental Mitigation Measure  
(if applicable) 

Level of Significance 
With Mitigation 

SMM-BR-7  If special-status vegetation communities or species are determined to occur immediately 
adjacent to a UTS conservation action site, fencing shall be located between the work area 
and special-status vegetation communities as well as occupied habitat, using appropriate 
materials, to protect the special-status resources. Fencing shall be approved by a qualified 
biologist following the installation. All UTS conservation action site habitat restoration or 
enhancement activities, as well as equipment and materials staging and storage, shall be 
confined within the work area, outside the suitable occupied habitat.  

Invertebrates 

No impact 

Invertebrates 

No impact 

Invertebrates 

None required. 

No impact No 

Fish2 

Less than significant 

 

Fish 

Potentially significant 

 

Fish 

Supplemental Mitigation Measures 

SMM-BR-4 For any impacts to jurisdictional waters containing vegetation associated with the UTS 
conservation action, revegetation will be performed in accordance with a habitat mitigation 
and monitoring plan (HMMP) that describes proposed functions and services, rationale for 
expecting success, implementation schedule, and specifics of revegetation implementation. 
The revegetation component of the HMMP will describe, as applicable to the site, grading, 
erosion control and best management practices (BMPs), initial weed control, planting 
design, container planting, seeding installation, site irrigation, 120-day monitoring period, 
and any required construction monitoring. Restoration maintenance described in the HMMP 
may include weed control by hand removal or chemical treatment, hand watering, trash 
removal, and remedial planting/seeding. Biological monitoring described in the HMMP will 
include mitigation area performance standards, contingency measures, and annual 
monitoring report requirements. Implementation of the HMMP will mitigate any impacts to 
jurisdictional waters and wetlands associated with the UTS conservation action such that the 
project will be self-mitigating. 

SMM-BR-5  Prior to conducting any dewatering activities related to inspection and maintenance 
activities, emergency repairs (to the extent feasible), and channel activities at the UTS 
conservation action site that may adversely affect UTS, The Metropolitan Water District of 
Southern California (Metropolitan) shall prepare an Unarmored Threespine Stickleback 
Monitoring, Rescue, and Relocation Plan (Plan) in consultation with CDFW and USFWS. 
The Plan shall describe procedures for monitoring for stranded UTS and for rescuing 
stranded or potentially stranded fish and relocating them to waters connected with stream 
flows. The Plan shall include, at a minimum, the following: 

 Methods and requirements for pre-construction surveys for UTS and determining the 
presence and extent of aquatic habitat 

 Procedures for monitoring for stranded UTS in the Santa Clara River and San 
Francisquito Creek (if flows from the latter reach the Santa Clara River) during shutdown 
releases and at the UTS conservation action site 

Less than significant No 

                                                 
2  Although the 2005 EIR concluded that project would not result in take of UTS or impacts to other special -status fish species, as noted in Section 2.4, this Supplemental EIR describes new information since the 2005 EIR, including the information on the potential for the project to result in inciden tal take of 

UTS during rescue and relocation. Therefore, direct impacts to individual UTS, Santa Ana sucker, and arroyo chub (due to stranding and to mortality from handling) during shutdown releases, for scheduled inspections and maintenance, during any m onth of the modified window for repairs, and during 
emergency repairs would be potentially significant. 
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Table ES-1 
Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Topic 

In the 2005 EIR In the Supplemental EIR 

New Significant 
Increase in Severity? 

Level of Significance Absent/With 
Mitigation (if applicable) 

Level of Significance 
Absent Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure or Supplemental Mitigation Measure  
(if applicable) 

Level of Significance 
With Mitigation 

 The stipulation that under no circumstances shall UTS be collected or relocated, unless 
CDFW and USFWS personnel or their agents implement this measure pursuant to 
applicable permit requirements 

 Criteria for determining when stranded or potentially stranded UTS shall be rescued 

 The specification that UTS shall only be relocated to nearby waters connected with flows 
in the Santa Clara River (or other stream from which the fish are rescued) 

 Habitat parameters for where rescued UTS shall be relocated, such as flow velocity and 
water depth 

 Procedures for capturing, handling, and transporting stranded fish 

 Procedures for decontamination of any equipment used in the rescue and relocation of 
UTS 

 Reporting of the results of any relocation efforts to CDFW and USFWS, including: 

o Dates and times 

o Whether or not relocated UTS were rescued from clearly isolated pools or moved as a 
precaution from pools that may have been connected to stream flows 

o Location(s) where stranded or potentially stranded UTS were rescued 

o Location where UTS were released 

o Total UTS relocated 

o Total mortality of UTS (if any) 

o Estimated numbers of any other native species relocated 

SMM-BR-6 (described above) 

SMM-BR-8  At sites being restored or enhanced as part of the UTS conservation action, Metropolitan 
shall use BMPs to ensure that no debris, oil, petroleum products, or other organic material 
associated with restoration, or equipment storage or maintenance shall be allowed to enter 
into, or be placed where it may be washed by rainfall or run off into, adjacent natural habitat 
areas, including watercourses. Stationary equipment such as motors, pumps, and 
generators shall be positioned over drip pans. When restoration or enhancement activities 
are completed, any excess materials or debris shall be removed from all work areas. 

SMM-BR-9  Should the UTS conservation action site result in impacts to aquatic habitat, no less than 30 
days prior to initiation of habitat restoration or enhancement activities, Metropolitan shall 
conduct a special-status fish habitat assessment and, if necessary, a survey for UTS, Santa 
Ana sucker, and arroyo chub. The survey shall be conducted in aquatic habitat within 300 
feet of proposed impacts to suitable aquatic habitat. Should Santa Ana sucker and/or arroyo 
chub occur within the survey area, Metropolitan may initiate exclusion measures and, in 
consultation with CDFW and USFWS, relocation measures. Exclusion measures may 
include use of block nets upstream and/or downstream of the location of ground 
disturbances, to ensure that neither Santa Ana sucker nor arroyo chub enter the work area. 
If either of these special-status fish species occurs within or adjacent to the work area, 
Metropolitan may consult with CDFW and USFWS to initiate measures to relocate the fish to 
a safe location outside the UTS conservation action site. If UTS are observed during the 
survey, Metropolitan shall implement the Unarmored Threespine Stickleback Monitoring, 
Rescue, and Relocation Plan, as described in SMM-BR-5. 
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Table ES-1 
Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Topic 

In the 2005 EIR In the Supplemental EIR 

New Significant 
Increase in Severity? 

Level of Significance Absent/With 
Mitigation (if applicable) 

Level of Significance 
Absent Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure or Supplemental Mitigation Measure  
(if applicable) 

Level of Significance 
With Mitigation 

Reptile – Low Mobility 

Less than significant 

 

Reptile – Low Mobility 

Potentially significant 

Reptile – Low Mobility 

Supplemental Mitigation Measures 

SMM-BR-6  (described above) 

SMM-BR-7  (described above)  

SMM-BR-10  Thirty days prior to ground-disturbing activities associated with the UTS conservation action, 
and in vegetation communities potentially supporting Blainville’s horned lizard, silvery 
legless lizard, San Diegan tiger western whiptail, coast patch-nosed snake, and California 
glossy snake, a qualified biologist shall conduct surveys to capture and relocate individuals 
of these species. Suitable vegetation communities include coastal scrub, chaparral, oak 
woodland, riparian habitats, riverwash, or other areas potentially supporting these species. 
The biologist shall conduct a minimum of three surveys during the time of year/day when 
each species is most likely to be observed. Individuals shall be relocated to nearby 
undisturbed areas with suitable habitat. If construction is scheduled to occur during the low-
activity period (generally December through February), the surveys shall be conducted prior 
to this period, if possible, and exclusion fencing shall be placed to limit the potential for 
recolonization of the site prior to construction. During all days when ground-disturbing 
activities occur, the biological monitor shall conduct a pre-work survey to clear the area of 
two-striped gartersnake and south coast gartersnake. 

Less than significant No 

Reptile and Amphibian – 
Semi-Aquatic 

Potentially significant indirect impacts; 
less than significant direct impact 

 

Reptile and Amphibian – 
Semi-Aquatic 

Potentially significant  

 

Reptile and Amphibian – Semi-Aquatic 

Measures from 2005 EIR 

MM-BR-1 (described above) 

MM-BR-3 (described above) 

Supplemental Mitigation Measures 

SMM-BR-6  (described above) 

SSM-BR-7  (described above) 

SMM-BR-8  (described above) 

SMM-BR-11  Prior to initiating ground disturbances associated with the UTS conservation action, 
Metropolitan shall conduct a habitat assessment for arroyo toad and California red-legged 
frog and, if necessary, shall conduct protocol surveys for these special-status species. 
Surveys shall be conducted by a qualified biologist in suitable habitat in all work areas and 
access roads within the streambed, as well as all streambed areas within 1,000 feet of the 
restoration or enhancement area and access roads. The timing and methods for arroyo toad 
surveys shall follow the requirements in the 1999 USFWS Survey Protocol for Arroyo Toad. 
These surveys would include six daytime and nighttime surveys between March 15 and July 
1, with at least one survey per month during April, May, and June.  

 The timing and methods for California red-legged frog surveys shall adhere to the 
specifications in the 2005 USFWS Revised Guidance on Site Assessments and Field 
Surveys for the California Red-Legged Frog. A site assessment for suitability of habitat 
for California red-legged frog may be submitted to USFWS before conducting protocol 
surveys, to determine whether site conditions support the need to complete surveys. If 
surveys are necessary, eight surveys should be completed between February 25 and 
September 30, including surveys conducted during the breeding and non-breeding 
periods, as outlined in the USFWS 2005 Revised Guidance. If either arroyo toad or 
California red-legged frog is detected in or adjacent to the restoration/enhancement 

Less than significant No 
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Table ES-1 
Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Topic 

In the 2005 EIR In the Supplemental EIR 

New Significant 
Increase in Severity? 

Level of Significance Absent/With 
Mitigation (if applicable) 

Level of Significance 
Absent Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure or Supplemental Mitigation Measure  
(if applicable) 

Level of Significance 
With Mitigation 

site, no work will be authorized within 500 feet of occupied habitat without additional 
consultation with USFWS.  

SMM-BR-12  Prior to initiating ground disturbances associated with the UTS conservation action, all work 
areas and access roads within the streambed, as well as all streambed areas within 500 feet 
of restoration or enhancement sites and access roads, shall be surveyed at the appropriate 
season for western pond turtle. Focused surveys shall consist of a minimum of two daytime 
surveys of any aquatic habitat, to be completed between April 1 and June 1. Surveys shall 
follow survey techniques described for “visual encounter” in the U.S. Geological Survey’s 
2006 Western Pond Turtle (Emys marmorata) Visual Survey Protocol for the Southcoast 
Ecoregion. If western pond turtles are detected in or adjacent to the restoration or 
enhancement area, nesting surveys shall be conducted. Focused surveys for evidence of 
western pond turtle nesting shall be conducted in, or adjacent to, the project area when 
suitable nesting habitat exists within 500 feet of occupied aquatic habitat in an area where 
ground disturbance will occur. If both of those conditions are met, a qualified biologist shall 
conduct focused, systematic surveys for western pond turtle nesting sites. The survey area 
shall include all suitable nesting habitat within 500 feet of occupied habitat in which ground 
disturbance will occur. This area may be adjusted based on the existing topographical 
features on a case-by-case basis. Surveys will entail searching for evidence of pond turtle 
nesting, including remnant eggshell fragments, which may be found on the ground following 
nest depredation. If a western pond turtle nesting area would be adversely impacted by 
ground disturbances associated with restoration, Metropolitan shall avoid the nesting area 
until the nest is empty. If non-nesting western pond turtles are found within areas subject to 
ground disturbance, and avoidance is not feasible, Metropolitan shall consult with CDFW on 
appropriate methods to relocate individual western pond turtles. 

SMM-BR-13  Prior to initiating ground disturbances associated with the UTS conservation action, all work 
areas and access roads within the streambed, as well as all streambed areas within 300 feet 
of restoration or enhancement sites and access roads, shall be surveyed at the appropriate 
season for two-striped gartersnake and south coast gartersnake. A qualified biologist shall 
conduct the focused surveys, which shall consist of minimum of two daytime surveys 
completed between April 1 and September 1. If a gartersnake is located, the biologist will 
make a best effort to capture the individual, using a snake stick or snake tongs. Any 
captured individual shall be relocated to a suitable area in the vicinity where it is not in 
danger of injury from project activities. During all days when ground-disturbing activities 
occur, the biological monitor shall conduct a pre-work survey to clear the area of two-striped 
gartersnake and south coast gartersnake. 

Bird – Foraging Raptor 

No direct impact; less than significant 
indirect impact 

 

Bird – Foraging Raptor 

No direct impact; less 
than significant indirect 
impact 

Bird – Foraging Raptor 

None required. 

Less than significant No 

Bird – Nesting/Foraging Raptor 

No impact 

 

Bird – Nesting/Foraging 
Raptor 

Potentially significant 

Bird – Nesting/Foraging Raptor 

Measures from 2005 EIR 

MM-BR-3  (described above) 

MM-BR-5  (described above) 

 

Less than significant No 
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Table ES-1 
Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Topic 

In the 2005 EIR In the Supplemental EIR 

New Significant 
Increase in Severity? 

Level of Significance Absent/With 
Mitigation (if applicable) 

Level of Significance 
Absent Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure or Supplemental Mitigation Measure  
(if applicable) 

Level of Significance 
With Mitigation 

Supplemental Mitigation Measures 

SMM-BR-1  For emergency repairs, should these activities occur between March 1 and August 31, the 
biological monitor shall be present during all daytime hours to monitor potential impacts to 
nesting birds, in addition to other monitoring duties described in MM-BR-5. The biologist 
shall visually survey for nesting birds that may be impacted by activities in the vicinity of 
work locations and by water releases and, to the extent feasible, ensure that nesting 
activities are not disrupted. The biologist shall provide recommendations and feasible 
actions including coordination with work crews on the location of equipment used in project 
activities, temporary placement of sandbags to protect nests on the ground that are in 
danger of inundation during dewatering, and additional measures that may be permitted 
under an emergency situation. 

SMM-BR-6  (described above) 

SMM-BR-7  (described above) 

SMM-BR-14  Nesting bird surveys shall be conducted for inspection and maintenance activities, 
emergency repairs (to the extent feasible), and prior to the initiation of ground disturbances 
for restoration associated with the UTS conservation action, if these activities occur during 
the nesting bird season (March 1 to August 31).  

 For activities related to scheduled inspection and maintenance and beginning on March 1 or 
later, Metropolitan shall contract with a qualified biologist to conduct a survey to determine 
whether active nests of bird species protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and/or the 
California Fish and Game Code are present within 100 feet (300 feet for raptors) of project 
activities at dewatering sites. The qualified biologist shall conduct the survey no more than 7 
days prior to the initiation of activities associated with site preparation, dewatering, and 
maintenance, and shall survey all suitable bird nesting habitat within 300 feet of scheduled 
vegetation clearing, noise-producing activities, and nighttime lighting. If active nests are 
found, no hand clearing of vegetation supporting a nest, or that would otherwise result in 
disturbing a nest, shall take place until the nest is vacated and there is no evidence of a 
second nesting attempt. In consultation with the qualified biologist, Metropolitan shall 
postpone or halt work activities producing noise and nighttime lighting within 100 feet of the 
nest (300 feet for raptors) until the nest is vacated and juveniles have fledged, and there is 
no evidence of a second attempt at nesting. Such noise-producing activities include use of 
pumps, generators, compressors, and ventilation blowers, and use of any heavy equipment 
for repairs. Should the qualified biologist determine that activities producing noise and 
nighttime lighting will not result in impacts to bird nesting, Metropolitan may establish a 
smaller buffer around active nests, and work activities may proceed. The qualified biologist 
shall monitor the progress of the nest daily until work activities producing noise and 
nighttime lighting are completed, to ensure that no inadvertent impacts to the nests occur.  

 In the case of emergency repairs initiated during the nesting bird season (March 1 to August 
31), and depending on the nature of the emergency, Metropolitan shall follow the above 
procedures to the extent feasible. Depending on the nature of the emergency and 
associated time constraints, Metropolitan shall contract with a qualified biologist to conduct 
the pre-construction nesting bird survey. As described in SMM-BR-1, a biological monitor 
shall be on site during work activities to ensure that no impacts to nesting birds occur, to the 
extent permitted by the nature of the emergency.  
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Table ES-1 
Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Topic 

In the 2005 EIR In the Supplemental EIR 

New Significant 
Increase in Severity? 

Level of Significance Absent/With 
Mitigation (if applicable) 

Level of Significance 
Absent Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure or Supplemental Mitigation Measure  
(if applicable) 

Level of Significance 
With Mitigation 

 No more than 7 days prior to initiation of ground disturbances associated with the UTS 
conservation action, Metropolitan shall contract with a qualified biologist to conduct a pre-
construction nesting bird survey within 300 feet (500 feet for raptors) of project activities. 
The surveys shall otherwise follow procedures outlined above for surveys conducted prior to 
inspection and maintenance of the Foothill Feeder. 

Bird – Upland Scrub and Chaparral 

No impact 

 

Bird – Upland Scrub and 
Chaparral 

Potentially significant 

Bird – Upland Scrub and Chaparral 

Supplemental Mitigation Measures 

SMM-BR-1  (described above) 

SMM-BR-6  (described above) 

SMM-BR-7  (described above) 

SMM-BR-14 (described above) 

SMM-BR-15  Prior to initiating ground disturbances associated with the UTS conservation action, 
Metropolitan shall contract with a qualified biologist to provide a habitat assessment and, if 
necessary, conduct protocol surveys for least Bell’s vireo, southwestern willow flycatcher, 
western yellow-billed cuckoo, and coastal California gnatcatcher.  

 For listed riparian birds (least Bell’s vireo, southwestern willow flycatcher, western yellow-
billed cuckoo), USFWS protocol surveys shall be conducted where suitable habitat occurs. If 
a nest is present, a 500-foot disturbance-free buffer shall be established and demarcated by 
fencing or flagging. No restoration activities may occur in these areas until the nest is 
vacated and juveniles have fledged and there is no evidence of a second nesting attempt, 
unless otherwise authorized by USFWS and CDFW. If no active nests are observed, 
construction may proceed. If active nests are found, work may proceed, provided that 
construction activity is located at least 500 feet from active nests.  

 For coastal California gnatcatcher, Metropolitan shall conduct USFWS protocol surveys in 
suitable habitat within the range of the species, in all areas within 500 feet of access or 
construction-related disturbance areas. Suitable habitats, according to the protocol, include 
“coastal sage scrub, alluvial fan, chaparral, or intermixed or adjacent areas of grassland and 
riparian habitats.” A permitted qualified biologist shall perform these surveys according to 
the 1997 USFWS Coastal California Gnatcatcher Presence/Absence Survey Guidelines. If a 
territory or nest is confirmed, USFWS and CDFW shall be notified immediately. If a nest is 
present, a 500-foot disturbance-free buffer shall be established and demarcated by fencing 
or flagging. No restoration activities may occur in these areas unless otherwise authorized 
by USFWS and CDFW. Restoration activities in suitable gnatcatcher habitat will be 
monitored regularly by a qualified biologist. The monitoring shall be of a sufficient intensity to 
ensure that the qualified biologist could detect the presence of a bird in the construction 
area. 

Less than significant No 

Bird – Riparian 

No impact 

 

Bird – Riparian 

Potentially significant 

Bird – Riparian 

Measures from 2005 EIR 

MM-BR-1  (described above) 

MM-BR-2  (described above) 

MM-BR-3  (described above) 

 

Less than significant No 
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Table ES-1 
Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Topic 

In the 2005 EIR In the Supplemental EIR 

New Significant 
Increase in Severity? 

Level of Significance Absent/With 
Mitigation (if applicable) 

Level of Significance 
Absent Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure or Supplemental Mitigation Measure  
(if applicable) 

Level of Significance 
With Mitigation 

Supplemental Mitigation Measures 

SMM-BR-1  (described above) 

SMM-BR-6  (described above) 

SMM-BR-7  (described above) 

SMM-BR-14  (described above) 

SMM-BR-15  (described above) 

Bat 

Less than significant 

 

Bat 

Potentially significant 

Bat 

Supplemental Mitigation Measures 

SMM-BR-6  (described above) 

SMM-BR-7  (described above) 

SMM-BR-16  No more than 30 days prior to the commencement of ground disturbance or tree removal 
activities associated with the UTS conservation action, a pre-construction survey shall be 
conducted by a qualified biologist to determine whether active roosts of bats are present on 
or within 300 feet of the tree removal or ground disturbance activities. Should an active 
maternity roost be identified (in California, the breeding season of native bat species is 
generally from April 1 through August 31), the roost shall not be disturbed and restoration 
within 300 feet shall be postponed or halted until the roost is vacated and juveniles have 
fledged. Surveys shall include rocky outcrops, caves, structures, and large trees (particularly 
trees 12 inches in diameter or greater at 4.5 feet above grade with loose bark or other 
cavities). Trees and rocky outcrops shall be surveyed by a qualified bat biologist (i.e., a 
qualified biologist holding a CDFW collection permit and a Memorandum of Understanding 
with CDFW allowing the qualified biologist to handle bats). If active maternity roosts or 
hibernacula are found, the structure, rock outcrop, or tree occupied by the roost shall be 
avoided (i.e., not removed).  

 If non-breeding bat hibernacula are found in trees or structures scheduled to be removed, 
the individuals shall be safely evicted, under the direction of a qualified bat biologist, by 
opening the roosting area to allow airflow through the cavity or other means determined 
appropriate by the qualified bat biologist (e.g., installation of one-way doors). In situations 
requiring one-way doors, a minimum of 1 week shall pass after doors are installed and 
temperatures should be sufficiently warm for bats to exit the roost, because bats do not 
typically leave their roost daily during winter months in southern coastal California. This 
action should allow all bats to leave during the course of 1 week. Roosts that need to be 
removed in situations where the use of one-way doors is not necessary in the judgment of 
the qualified bat biologist in consultation with CDFW shall first be disturbed by various 
means at the direction of the qualified bat biologist at dusk to allow bats to escape during the 
darker hours, and the roost tree shall be removed or the grading shall occur the next day 
(i.e., there shall be no less or more than 1 night between initial disturbance and the grading 
or tree removal). These actions should allow bats to leave during nighttime hours, thus 
increasing their chance of finding new roosts with a minimum of potential predation during 
daylight. 

Less than significant No 

Mammal – Low to Moderate Mobility 

No impact 

 

Mammal – Low to 
Moderate Mobility 

Potentially significant 

Mammal – Low and Moderate Mobility 

Supplemental Mitigation Measures 

SMM-BR-6  (described above) 

SMM-BR-7  (described above) 

SMM-BR-17  No more than 30 days prior to initiation of ground disturbance activities associated with the 

Less than significant No 
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Table ES-1 
Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Topic 

In the 2005 EIR In the Supplemental EIR 

New Significant 
Increase in Severity? 

Level of Significance Absent/With 
Mitigation (if applicable) 

Level of Significance 
Absent Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure or Supplemental Mitigation Measure  
(if applicable) 

Level of Significance 
With Mitigation 

UTS conservation action, Metropolitan shall conduct surveys for the American badger, San 
Diego black-tailed jackrabbit, San Diego desert woodrat, and ringtail. A qualified biologist 
shall conduct the surveys for American badger, San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit, and San 
Diego desert woodrat in grassland, scrub, chaparral, oak woodland, and riverbank with 200 
feet of ground disturbances. If American badgers are present, occupied habitat shall be 
flagged and ground-disturbing activities avoided within 50 feet of the occupied den. 
Maternity dens shall be avoided during the pup-rearing season (February 15 through July 1) 
and a minimum 200-foot buffer established. If San Diego black-tailed jackrabbits are 
present, non-breeding rabbits shall be flushed from areas to be disturbed. Dens, 
depressions, nests, or burrows occupied by pups shall be flagged and ground-disturbing 
activities avoided within a minimum of 200 feet during the pup-rearing season (February 15 
through July 1). If active San Diego desert woodrat nests (stick houses) are identified within 
the disturbance zone or within 100 feet of the disturbance zone, a fence shall be erected 
around the nest site adequate to provide the woodrat sufficient foraging habitat at the 
discretion of the qualified biologist in consultation with CDFW. Clearing and construction 
within the fenced area will be postponed or halted until young have left the nest. The 
qualified biologist shall serve as a construction monitor during those periods when 
disturbance activities will occur near active nest areas to ensure that no inadvertent impacts 
to these nests will occur. If avoidance is not possible, Metropolitan shall consult with CDFW 
for appropriate measures to relocate San Diego desert woodrat nests. 

 The survey area for ringtail shall include suitable riparian and woodland habitat (southern 
coast live oak riparian forest, southern cottonwood–willow riparian forest, southern willow 
scrub, coast live oak woodland, valley oak woodland, and mixed oak woodland) within the 
ground disturbance zone and a 300-foot buffer. Should any ringtail be observed, no 
construction-related activities shall occur within 300 feet of the occupied area for the period 
of February 1 through August 31 or until a qualified biologist (in consultation with CDFW) 
has determined that the ringtail no longer occupies the area and/or that restoration activities 
would not adversely affect the successful rearing of young. If any ringtail is observed within 
the ground disturbance zone or 300-foot buffer in the nonbreeding/rearing period of 
September 1 through January 31, and avoidance is not possible, denning ringtail shall only 
be evicted by a qualified biologist in consultation with CDFW. 

Threshold 3.2-2: Would the project have a substantial 
adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other 
sensitive natural community identified in local or 
regional plans, policies, regulations or by the 
California Department of Fish and Game or US Fish 
and Wildlife Service? 

No impact Potentially significant Supplemental Mitigation Measures  

SMM-BR-3  Pre-construction surveys for special-status vegetation communities shall be conducted prior 
to vegetation removal and site grading within the potential conservation site. Vegetation 
mapping will be consistent with the 2009 CDFW Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating 
Impacts to Special Status Native Populations and Natural Communities and vegetation 
communities will be identified by keying them out in the 2009 Sawyer et al. Manual of 
California Vegetation, Second Edition.  

 Any special-status vegetation communities found during pre-construction surveys will be 
avoided during restoration or enhancement activities. Installation of protective fencing, and 
erosion and sediment control measures, as appropriate, will be implemented to protect 
special-status vegetation communities found near construction zones within the 
conservation site.  

SMM-BR-6  (described above) 

SMM-BR-7  (described above) 

Less than significant No 
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Table ES-1 
Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Topic 

In the 2005 EIR In the Supplemental EIR 

New Significant 
Increase in Severity? 

Level of Significance Absent/With 
Mitigation (if applicable) 

Level of Significance 
Absent Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure or Supplemental Mitigation Measure  
(if applicable) 

Level of Significance 
With Mitigation 

Threshold 3.2-3: Would the project 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? 

No impact No direct impact; less 
than significant indirect 
impact  

Supplemental Mitigation Measures  

SMM-BR-4  (described above) 

SMM-BR-6  (described above) 

SMM-BR-7  (described above) 

 

Less than significant No 

Threshold 3.2-4: Would the project interfere 
substantially with the movement of any native 
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with 
established native resident or migratory wildlife 
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife 
nursery sites? 

Wildlife Movement 

Less than significant 

Wildlife Movement 

Less than significant 

Wildlife Movement 

None required. 

Less than significant No 

Use of Native Nurseries 

No Impact 

Use of Native Nurseries 

Potentially significant 

Use of Native Nurseries  

Supplemental Mitigation Measures  

SMM-BR-1  (described above) 

SMM-BR-14  (described above) 

Less than significant No 

Threshold 3.2-5: Would the project conflict with any 
local policies or ordinances protecting biological 
resources, such as a tree preservation policy or 
ordinance? 

Less than significant  Potentially significant Supplemental Mitigation Measures  

SMM-BR-6  (described above) 

SMM-BR-7  (described above) 

SMM-BR-18  Metropolitan shall comply with the County of Los Angeles Oak Tree Ordinance (CLAOTO) 
no. 22.56.2050. The ordinance requires replacement of any impacted oak trees (measuring 
8 inches in diameter or greater, or with a combined diameter of 12 inches for multi-stem 
oaks) at a ratio of 2:1. Additionally, CLAOTO states that oak trees meeting the criteria for 
classification as a Heritage Tree (defined by CLAOTO as “any oak tree measuring 36 inches 
or more in diameter”) will be replaced at a ratio of 10:1. Whether they are planted in 
dedicated open space areas or developed areas, replacement oak trees planted in 
conformance with CLAOTO shall adhere to the following standards: 

1. Replacement oak trees shall be exclusively indigenous species, shall be at least a 15-
gallon size specimen, and measure at least 1 inch in diameter 1 foot above the base, 
unless otherwise approved by the County Forester. 

2. Replacement trees shall be properly cared for and maintained for a period of 2 years and 
replaced by Metropolitan if mortality occurs within that period. 

3. Following completion of the 2-year maintenance period, the County Forester shall provide 
final authorization that CLAOTO standards have been met. 

Less than significant No 

Threshold 3.2-6: Would the project conflict with the 
provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, 
Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other 
approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan? 

No impact Less than significant None required.  Less than significant No 

Threshold 3.2-7: Would the project have impacts on 
biological resources that are individually limited, but 
cumulatively considerable? 

Less than significant Less than significant None required. Less than significant No 

Hydrology/Water Quality 

Threshold 3.3-1: Would the project violate any water 
quality standards or waste discharge requirements? 

No impact Less than significant None required. Less than significant No 

Threshold 3.3-2: Would the project substantially 
deplete groundwater supplies and interfere with 
groundwater recharge such that there would be a 

No impact Potentially significant Supplemental Mitigation Measure 

SMM-H-1 In the event the mitigation plan for take of unarmored threespine stickleback involves the 
use of groundwater resources from an existing well to augment surface water supplies, such 

Less than significant No 
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Table ES-1 
Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Topic 

In the 2005 EIR In the Supplemental EIR 

New Significant 
Increase in Severity? 

Level of Significance Absent/With 
Mitigation (if applicable) 

Level of Significance 
Absent Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure or Supplemental Mitigation Measure  
(if applicable) 

Level of Significance 
With Mitigation 

net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local 
groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of 
pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which 
would not support existing land uses or planned 
uses for which permits have been granted)? 

use shall be quantified to the extent possible (i.e., frequency and volume) and compared 
against the prior use of the same well(s). If the anticipated use exceeds the existing 
demands on the well(s) (or if the existing use cannot be documented), Metropolitan shall 
provide an analysis of the proposed water demand and its potential effects, if any, on 
surrounding groundwater users/wells, and the volume of groundwater in the target aquifer 
generally. If the analysis concludes that there may be impacts, Metropolitan shall either 
adjust the amount of groundwater required to meet mitigation site performance standards (to 
a level that would not produce significant impacts) or institute a groundwater monitoring and 
mitigation plan to adaptively manage groundwater resources. The groundwater monitoring 
and mitigation plan, if implemented, would include installation of flow meters on the 
proposed production well, deployment of pressure transducers in surrounding wells, and 
periodic (i.e., monthly) monitoring of water levels, so that if any impacts are observed, use of 
the well could be curtailed or ceased until groundwater levels recover. 

Threshold 3.3-3: Would the project substantially alter 
the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, 
including through the alteration of the course of a 
stream or river, in a manner which would result in 
substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site? 

Less than significant with mitigation Potentially significant Measure from 2005 EIR 

MM-H-1 To mitigate bank erosion, deep cutting, and scouring of the Charlie Canyon Creekbed, San 
Franciscquito Canyon Creekbed (high-rise location), Santa Clara Riverbed, Placerita 
Creekbed, and Bull Creekbed, sandbags or another form of water diversion from the 
discharge pipes into these creeks shall be in place prior to dewatering. Valves shall be 
opened gradually and flows monitored to ensure the integrity of the sandbags or other form 
of water diversion. The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (Metropolitan) 
personnel shall be in place to observe discharges into the creeks and to ensure that the 
diversion is not breached. If the sandbags or other form of water diversion are breached 
causing erosive flooding of the creek banks, the valve openings shall be reduced to 
decrease the erosive velocity of the outflow until the diversion can be modified to stop the 
erosion. 

Less than significant No 

Threshold 3.3-4: Would the project substantially alter 
the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, 
including through the alteration of the course of a 
stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or 
amount of surface runoff in a manner which would 
result in flooding on- of off-site?  

Less than significant Less than significant None required Less than significant No 

Threshold 3.3-5: Would the project Create or contribute 
runoff water which would exceed the capacity of 
existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or 
provide substantial additional sources of polluted 
runoff? 

No impact Less than significant None required  Less than significant No 

Threshold 3.3-6: Would the project otherwise 
substantially degrade water quality? 

Less than significant Less than significant None required Less than significant No 

Threshold 3.3-7: Would the project 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? 

No impact No impact None required No impact No 

Threshold 3.3-8: Would the project place within a 100-
year flood hazard area structures which would 
impede or redirect flood flows? 

No impact Less than significant None required Less than significant No 
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Table ES-1 
Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Topic 

In the 2005 EIR In the Supplemental EIR 

New Significant 
Increase in Severity? 

Level of Significance Absent/With 
Mitigation (if applicable) 

Level of Significance 
Absent Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure or Supplemental Mitigation Measure  
(if applicable) 

Level of Significance 
With Mitigation 

Threshold 3.3-9: Would the project 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? 

No impact No impact None required No impact No 

Threshold 3.3-10: Would the project cause inundation 
by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? 

No impact Less than significant None required Less than significant No 

Threshold 3.3-11: Would the project have impacts on 
hydrology and water quality that are individually 
limited, but cumulatively considerable? 

No impact Less than significant None required Less than significant No 

Noise 

Threshold 3.4-1: Would the project 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? 

Significant and unavoidable Potentially significant Measure from 2005 EIR 

MM-N-1  A noise control plan shall be prepared for work sites, including the future unarmored threespine 
stickleback habitat restoration site, the additional work site (pumpwell north of the Rejection 
Tower (Station 342+12)), and the Santa Clara River Blow-Off (Station No. 383+90), and for 
emergency repair sites. A noise control plan shall be prepared for all work sites associated with 
the Repair Project and Future Inspections Project, The noise control plan shall include, but not 
be limited to, the following: 

 Stockpiling and vehicle staging areas shall be located as far away from occupied residences as 
possible, and screened from these uses by a solid noise attenuation barrier. 

 All stationary construction equipment (e.g., air compressor, generators, impact wrenches) 
shall be operated as far away from residential uses as possible and shall be shielded with 
temporary sound barriers, sound aprons, or sound skins. 

 To the extent feasible, haul routes for removing excavated materials or delivery of 
aggregate materials from the site shall be designed to avoid residential areas and areas 
occupied by noise sensitive receptors (e.g., hospitals, schools, convalescent homes, etc.). 

 Idling equipment shall be turned off when not in use for periods longer than 20 minutes. 

 If feasible, the following types of construction equipment shall be used: 

o Electrical instead of diesel powered equipment; 

o Hydraulic tools instead of pneumatic tools; and 

o Electric welders powered by remote generators. 

Supplemental Mitigation Measure 

SMM-N-1 Residences within 500 feet of work sites, including the additional work site (Station 342+12), the 
Santa Clara River Blow-Off (Station No. 383+90), and emergency repair sites, which could 
include 24-hour, continuous activities, shall be notified of the construction schedule in writing. For 
non-emergency situations, notification shall be at least 48 hours prior to construction; for 
emergency repair sites, the notification shall be provided as early as possible during the planning 
and mobilization of construction crews. The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 
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 point of contact will be written into the construction 
notification schedule that is sent to nearby residences. 

Significant and unavoidable No 
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Table ES-1 
Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Topic 

In the 2005 EIR In the Supplemental EIR 

New Significant 
Increase in Severity? 

Level of Significance Absent/With 
Mitigation (if applicable) 

Level of Significance 
Absent Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure or Supplemental Mitigation Measure  
(if applicable) 

Level of Significance 
With Mitigation 

Threshold 3.4-2: Would the project result in exposure 
of persons to or generation of excessive 
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? 

 No impact No impact None required. No impact No 

Threshold 3.4-3: Would the project result in a 
substantial permanent increase in ambient noise 
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project? 

No impact No impact None required. No impact No 

Threshold 3.4-4: Would the project result in a 
substantial temporary or periodic increase in 
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above 
levels existing without the project? 

Significant and unavoidable Potentially significant Measure from 2005 EIR 

MM-N-1  (described above) 

Supplemental Mitigation Measure 

SMM-N-1  (described above) 

Significant and unavoidable No 

Threshold 3.4-5: 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 expose people 
residing or working in the project area to excessive 
noise levels? 

No impact No impact None required. No impact No 

Threshold 3.4-6: 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? 

No impact No impact None required. No impact No 

Threshold 3.4-7: Would the project have noise 
impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable?  

No impact Potentially significant  Measure from 2005 EIR 

MM-N-1  (described above) 

Supplemental Mitigation Measure 

SMM-N-1  (described above) 

Significant and unavoidable Yes 
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CHAPTER 1 
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS RECEIVED 

1.1 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

This chapter of the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for The Metropolitan 
Water District of Southern California’s (Metropolitan’s) Foothill Feeder Repair and Future 
Inspections Project (proposed project) includes copies of all comment letters that were submitted 
during the 45-day public review period for the Draft Supplemental EIR, along with 
Metropolitan’s responses to comments in accordance with the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) Guidelines, Section 15088. Under Section 15088 of the CEQA Guidelines, 
Metropolitan is required to evaluate and provide written responses to comments received on the 
Draft Supplemental EIR. 

All written comments received on the Draft Supplemental EIR have been coded to facilitate 
identification and tracking. Each comment letter received during the public review period was 
assigned an identification letter and number, provided in Table 1-1. Each lettered and numbered 
comment letter is the submittal of a single individual, agency, or organization. These comment 
letters were reviewed and divided into individual comments, with each comment containing a 
single theme, issue, or concern. Individual comments were bracketed and numbered, and the 
responses were assigned corresponding numbers. To aid the readers and commenters, comments 
have been reproduced in this chapter together with the corresponding responses. Table 1-1 
contains a listing of comment letters received from interested parties during the 45-day public 
review period for the Draft Supplemental EIR, which began on December 5, 2017, and ended on 
January 18, 2018. It also includes one late letter, which is dated January 24, 2018. 

Table 1-1 
Comments Received on the Draft Supplemental EIR 

Comment Letter 
Designation Commenter Date 

Agencies 

A1 Santa Clarita Valley Water Agency January 17, 2018 

A2 California Department of Fish and Wildlife January 23, 2018 

A3 State of California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State 
Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 

January 19, 2018 

A4 State of California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State 
Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 

January 24, 2018 

To finalize the Draft Supplemental EIR for the proposed project, the following responses have 
been prepared for comments that were received during the public review period. In accordance 
with the requirements of the CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(b), Metropolitan will provide a 
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written response for comments submitted by these public agencies to each respective agency at 
least 10 days prior to certifying the Final Supplemental EIR. 
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Response to Comment Letter A1 

Santa Clarita Valley Water Agency 
January 17, 2018 

A1-1 Metropolitan appreciates the comments from the Santa Clarita Valley Water Agency 
(SCVWA) on the Draft Supplemental EIR. No response is required. 

A1-2 Metropolitan understands that SCVWA’s Rio Vista Water Treatment Plan Intake 
Pump Station uses the Foothill Feeder for conveyance. Metropolitan also 
understands that the Foothill Feeder provides for the conveyance of a major source 
of drinking water for the SCVWA service area. As discussed on page 2-6 in Section 
2.5.1 of the Draft EIR, Metropolitan’s Administrative Code requires that member 
agencies have sufficient supplies or storage for a 7-day shutdown. As such, except 
in cases of emergency, notice of scheduled suspension of service shall be given to 
the member public agencies in advance. This advance notice should ensure that 
each member agency has sufficient resources, such as local reservoir storage, 
groundwater production capacity, system interconnections, or alternative supply 
sources, to sustain its patrons during the 7-day shutdown period. Metropolitan 
works with member agencies to produce a shutdown schedule for the annual 
shutdown season, and coordinates a minimum of 1 year in advance for proposed 
shutdowns lasting longer than 7 days. Metropolitan would continue to coordinate 
with member agencies, including SCVWA, to ensure that shutdown activities would 
allow SCVWA to continue to provide water supplies to its service area and 
treatment plant. No response is required. 

A1-3 Metropolitan concurs with SCVWA’s summary of the activities proposed in order to 
mitigate for the incidental take of the unarmored threespine stickleback (UTS; 
Gasterosteus aculeatus williamsoni). No further response is required.  

A1-4 Metropolitan notes SCVWA’s recommendation that Metropolitan coordinate site 
evaluations with SCVWA to ensure that habitat restoration activities would not 
interfere with SCVWA operations. Metropolitan understands that the Lang Ranch 
gaging station is located approximately 4 miles downstream of the Stickleback Movie 
Ranch site; therefore, the proposed activities at the Stickleback Movie Ranch are not 
expected to impact activities at the gaging station. Further, Metropolitan understands 
that SCVWA’s pipelines and blow-off locations are located downstream of the 
Stickleback Movie Ranch site and thus UTS conservation activities are not expected 
to interfere with SCVWA’s operations. No further response is required.  
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A1-5 Metropolitan thanks SCVWA for reviewing the Draft Supplemental EIR. No further 
response is required. 
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Response to Comment Letter A2 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife  
January 23, 2018 

A2-1 Metropolitan thanks the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) for 
reviewing and commenting on the Draft Supplemental EIR and appreciates the 
opportunity to coordinate with CDFW regarding the proposed project.  

A2-2 Metropolitan understands CDFW’s role as California’s trustee agency for fish and 
wildlife species and as a responsible agency under the purview of the California 
Endangered Species Act (California Fish and Game Code, Section 2050 et seq.) and 
California Fish and Game Code Section 1600 et seq. No further response is required. 

A2-3 Metropolitan concurs with CDFW’s summary of the proposed project, objectives, and 
location. No further response is required. 

A2-4 Metropolitan concurs with CDFW’s comment that the proposed project would be 
subject to California Fish and Game Code Section 1600 et seq., Lake or Streambed 
Alteration (LSA). Metropolitan will comply with this comment by notifying CDFW 
of any activity that would substantially divert or obstruct the natural flow of, or 
substantially change or use any material from the bed, channel, or bank of, any river, 
stream, or lake, or would deposit or dispose of debris, waste, or other material 
containing crumbled, flaked, or ground pavement where it may pass into any river, 
stream, or lake. CDFW would then make a determination as to whether an LSA 
Agreement is required.  

A2-5 Metropolitan acknowledges the possibility that dewatering activities outside the 
normal rainy season (i.e., dewatering for emergency repairs) would potentially have 
an adverse impact to the western spadefoot (Spea hammondii) if the dewatering were 
to create an opportunistic breeding response from the spadefoot in temporarily pooled 
water. However, due to several factors related to the conditions in the proposed 
project vicinity and the life cycle of western spadefoot, the potential for such an 
occurrence is very low. As noted in Section 3.3, Hydrology and Water Quality, in the 
Supplemental EIR: 

The upper portion of the Santa Clara River and its tributaries are 
typically ephemeral streams, having intermittent surface flows only 
during, and immediately after, periods of intense precipitation. The 
geologic characteristics of the alluvial sediments in the riverbed in this 
section of the Santa Clara River provide excellent percolation, and 
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flowing water quickly recharges to the underground aquifers below the 
Santa Clara River. Where the Santa Clara River exits Soledad Canyon 
onto the Santa Clarita plain, it is broad and shallow, and displays 
typical braided stream geomorphological features, such as point bar 
deposits, gravelly stream bottoms, and broad wide washes that contain 
abundant coarse-size material (sand, gravel, cobble, and boulder) 
(Stillwater Sciences 2011).  

The same granitic watershed geology that influences the hydrology of the Santa 
Clara River also influences the hydrology of Charlie, San Francisquito, and 
Placerita Creeks. In all these areas, much of the water released quickly infiltrates 
into the streambed. Under natural conditions, a series of storms would likely be 
necessary to create ponding that would persist for more than a few hours, due to the 
rapid infiltration rate of the underlying soils. The dominant soil map units 
underlying the worst-case inundation extent modeled by Mead & Hunt (2016) are 
riverwash and sandy alluvial land, which together compose 93% of the inundation 
area (USDA 2018). According to the U.S. Department of Agriculture soil survey, 
the saturated hydraulic conductivity of riverwash ranges between 5.95 and 19.98 
inches/hour, and the hydraulic conductivity of sandy alluvial land ranges between 
1.98 and 5.95 inches/hour (USDA 2018). Even under the lowest value in this range 
(i.e., 1.98 inches/hour), a pond 1 foot deep would infiltrate in 6 hours. Dewatering 
of the Foothill Feeder, therefore, is highly unlikely to result in ponding that would 
persist long enough to encourage breeding by western spadefoot, particularly 
outside the rainy season.  

The breeding behavior of the western spadefoot further decreases the likelihood that 
emergency dewatering would encourage spadefoot breeding. The primary cue for 
spadefoot breeding has long thought to have been sound and vibration from rain 
striking the ground (USFWS 2005; Dimmitt and Ruibal 1980). Western spadefoots also 
“may move closer to the surface prior to precipitation and may even emerge to forage 
on nights with adequate humidity” (USFWS 2005). Therefore, in the unlikely event 
that emergency dewatering outside the rainy season could create ponding persistent 
enough for spadefoots to initiate breeding, the event is unlikely to prompt spadefoots to 
breed, because cues from sound, vibration, and humidity would not occur. Therefore, 
the potential for impacts to western spadefoot from loss of eggs during water releases 
outside the rainy season would be less than significant. In addition, implementation of 
Mitigation Measure (MM) BR-1 and MM-BR-5 would ensure pre-activity species 
surveys and monitoring of all proposed project activities, including as feasible for 
emergency repairs, to minimize project impacts. This would further reduce the potential 
for impacts to western spadefoot.  
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A2-6 Metropolitan concurs with CDFW’s comment that a protocol for fire response rescue 
of unarmored threespine stickleback (UTS; Gasterosteus aculeatus williamsoni) and 
fire management and restoration at the UTS conservation action site is important. Fire 
concerns at the UTS conservation action site will be addressed in a long-term 
management plan for the site. Conservation activities in the plan that are pertinent to 
Metropolitan’s project will be implemented in accordance with Supplemental 
Mitigation Measure (SMM) BR-4, as discussed on pages 3.2-3 and 3.2-4 in Section 
3.2.1 of the Draft Supplemental EIR. Metropolitan looks forward to continuing to 
coordinate with CDFW to ensure that the UTS conservation action would fully 
mitigate potential impacts to UTS per California Fish and Game Code Section 
2081.10(a)(3). No further response is required.  

A2-7 Metropolitan appreciates CDFW’s recommendation to implement best management 
practices (BMPs) and have a biological monitor on site during emergency scenarios. 
As discussed on page 3.2-90 in Section 3.2.5.2 of the Draft Supplemental EIR, if it is 
feasible to implement these measures during an emergency situation, MM-BR-1 from the 
2005 EIR would ensure identification of potential sensitive resources prior to releases and 
MM-BR-3 would require worker training, further reducing this potential impact to less 
than significant, Further, as described on page 3.2-4 in Section 3.2.1 of the Draft 
Supplemental EIR, MM-BR-4 from the 2005 EIR would require installation of BMPs 
during scheduled releases and MM-BR-5 would require a qualified biologist monitor all 
activities at blow-off sites and other work stations during the preparation, dewatering, 
inspection, and maintenance/repair periods to ensure that impacts to adjacent habitat 
areas are being minimized/avoided. Therefore, the recommended mitigation measures 
during dewatering for emergency repairs have already been incorporated into the 
Draft Supplemental EIR and will be implemented by Metropolitan, to the greatest 
extent feasible. Further, as discussed on page 3.2-88 in Section 3.2.5.2 of the Draft 
Supplemental EIR, release from emergency dewatering activities (at up to 100% valve 
opening from the outset of dewatering) would not exceed the level of runoff 
associated with a modeled 2-year storm event, and would not result in sediment 
transport or scour that would alter stream morphology.  

A2-8 Metropolitan appreciates CDFW’s recommendation regarding implementing 
quagga control measures. Metropolitan, in coordination with the California 
Department of Water Resources, continually monitors the Foothill Feeder pipeline 
areas for nonnative dreissenid (i.e., “quagga”) mussels, and none have been 
detected. As such, Castaic Lake and the Foothill Feeder pipeline are not 
considered infested with nonnative quagga mussels; therefore, a quagga mussel 
control plan is not currently required. If these facilities do become infested, 
Metropolitan will continue to coordinate with CDFW and submit quagga mussel 
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control plans to CDFW for approval per California Fish and Game Code Section 
2301. No further response is required. 

A2-9 Metropolitan acknowledges CDFW’s reminder to report special-status species and 
natural communities detected during project surveys to the California Natural Diversity 
Database and will satisfy this recommendation. No further response is required. 

A2-10 Metropolitan acknowledges CDFW’s comment regarding filing fees and will pay the 
required fee upon filing the Notice of Determination for the proposed project. No 
further response is required. 

A2-11 Metropolitan thanks CDFW for reviewing and commenting on the Draft 
Supplemental EIR and appreciates the opportunity to further coordinate with CDFW 
regarding the proposed project. No further response is required.  
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Response to Comment Letter A3 

State of California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State 
Clearinghouse and Planning Unit  

January 19, 2018 

A3-1 Metropolitan thanks the State Clearinghouse for its letter confirming that it has sent 
the Draft Supplemental EIR out to state agencies for review. The State Clearinghouse 
letter further correctly states that the public comment period ended on January 18, 
2018, and that no state agencies submitted comments by this date. No further 
response is required. 
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Response to Comment Letter A4 

State of California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State 
Clearinghouse and Planning Unit  

January 24, 2018 

A4-1 Metropolitan thanks the State Clearinghouse for its letter providing the comment 
letter from the California Department of Fish and Wildlife dated January 23, 2018. 
The State Clearinghouse letter correctly states that the public comment period ended 
on January 18, 2018, and that CEQA does not require Metropolitan to respond to late 
comments; however, it encourages Metropolitan to incorporate the comments into the 
Final EIR. Metropolitan acknowledges the comments from CDFW, had already 
received this comment letter, and has provided responses to the comments in 
responses A2-1 through A2-11. 

A4-2 Metropolitan acknowledges receipt of the enclosed letter from the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife and refers the reader to responses to comments A2-1 
through A2-11. 
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CHAPTER 2 
CHANGES TO THE DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL EIR 

2.1 INTRODUCTION 

As provided in Section 15088(d) of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
Guidelines (14 CCR 15000 et seq.), responses to comments may take the form of a revision to a 
draft environmental impact report (EIR) or may be a separate section in the Final EIR. This 
section complies with the latter and provides changes to the Draft Supplemental EIR presented in 
strikethrough text (strikethrough) signifying deletions and underlined text (underline) signifying 
additions. These notations are meant to provide clarification, corrections, or minor revisions as 
needed as a result of public comments or because of changes in the proposed Foothill Feeder 
Repair and Future Inspections Project (proposed project) since the release of the Draft 
Supplemental EIR, as required by Section 15132 of the CEQA Guidelines. None of the 
corrections and additions constitutes significant new information or substantial project changes 
requiring recirculation as defined by Section 15088.5 of the CEQA Guidelines.  

2.2 CHANGES TO THE DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL EIR 

Changes to the Draft Supplemental EIR are provided in this section. Page numbers correspond to 
the Draft Supplemental EIR. After the location or locations of the changes (by page number), a 
brief explanation of the nature of the change is provided, followed by the text from the Draft 
Supplemental EIR with changes shown in strikethrough/underline. 

Page 1-8 

The Final Supplemental EIR now reflects the updated name and address of one of the libraries 
where the Draft Supplemental EIR was made available for public review and an additional 
library where the Draft Supplemental EIR was made available. This change has been made on 
the page number listed above in Section 1.6, Availability of the Draft Supplemental EIR, in 
Chapter 1, Introduction.  

Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 
Reference and Research Center 
700 North Alameda Street 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

Los Angeles Public Library – Granada Hills Branch 
10640 Petit Avenue 
Granada Hills, California 91344 
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City of Santa Clarita – Old Town Newhall Library 
22704 West Ninth Street 24599 Main Street 
Santa Clarita, California 91321 

City of Santa Clarita –Valencia Branch Library 
23743 West Valencia Boulevard 
Santa Clarita, California 91351 

City of Santa Clarita – Canyon Country Jo Anne Darcy Library 
18601 Soledad Canyon Road 
Santa Clarita, California 91351 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION TO FINAL SUPPLEMENTAL EIR – VOLUME 2 

1.1 INTRODUCTION  

This Final Supplement Environmental Impact Report (EIR) has been prepared in accordance with the 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (California Public Resources Code, Section 21000 et 

seq.), as amended. The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (Metropolitan) is the lead 

agency for the environmental review of the proposed Foothill Feeder Repair and Future Inspections 

Project (proposed project) evaluated herein and has the responsibility for approving the proposed 

project. This Supplemental EIR supplements the 2005 EIR for the Foothill Feeder Repair and Future 

Inspections Project (referred to herein as the 2005 EIR; Metropolitan 2005). At the time it is called 

upon to consider approving the proposed project, Metropolitan’s Board of Directors shall consider 

the information in this Final Supplemental EIR along with other information that may be presented 

during the environmental review process and public hearing on the proposed project.  

As described in the CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15000 et seq.), public agencies are charged with the 

duty to avoid or substantially lessen significant environmental effects, with consideration of other 

conditions, including economic, social, technological, legal, and other benefits. As required by 

CEQA, this Final Supplemental EIR assesses the potentially significant direct and indirect 

environmental effects of the proposed project, as well as the potentially significant cumulative 

impacts that could occur from implementation of the proposed project. This Final Supplemental EIR 

is an informational document only, the purpose of which is to identify the significant effects of the 

proposed project on the environment and to indicate the manner in which those significant effects can 

be avoided or significantly lessened (including feasible mitigation measures); to identify any 

significant and unavoidable adverse impacts that cannot be mitigated to below a less than significant 

level; and to identify reasonable and feasible alternatives to the proposed project that would avoid or 

substantially lessen any significant adverse environmental effects associated with the proposed 

project and achieve the fundamental objectives of the proposed project. 

1.2 CONTENTS AND ORGANIZATION OF FINAL 
SUPPLEMENTAL EIR 

This Final Supplemental EIR is prepared pursuant to Sections 15088, 15089, and 15132 of the 

CEQA Guidelines. The Final Supplemental EIR, in compliance with Section 15132 of the CEQA 

Guidelines, contains the following: 

 Final Supplemental EIR, Volume 1 

o Final Executive Summary. The Final Executive Summary provides the contents 

and organization of the Final Supplemental EIR, a summary of procedural 

compliance with CEQA, and a brief description of the proposed project. 
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o Chapter 1: Responses to Comments Received. This chapter includes a list of 

persons, organizations, and public agencies that provided written comments on 

the Draft Supplemental EIR during the public review period. This chapter also 

includes a copy of the comments received during the public review process for 

the Draft Supplemental EIR, as well as Metropolitan’s responses to these written 

comments. Each comment is assigned a comment number, which corresponds to 

a response number and response.  

o Chapter 2: Changes to the Draft Supplemental EIR. This chapter contains a 

summary of changes made to the document since publication of the Draft 

Supplemental EIR as a result of comments received. Revisions were made to clarify 

information presented in the Draft Supplemental EIR and only minor technical 

changes or additions have been made. These changes and additions to the 

Supplemental EIR do not raise important new issues related to significant effects on 

the environment. Such changes are “insignificant,” as the term is used in Section 

15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines. This chapter describes changes that were made 

and presents textual changes made since public review as signified by strikethrough 

(strikethrough) where text is removed, and by underlined text (underline) where text 

is added for clarification. 

 Final Supplemental EIR, Volume 2 

o Chapter 1: Introduction to Final Supplemental EIR – Volume 2. 

o Chapter 2: Findings of Fact in Support of the Proposed Project and 

Statement of Overriding Considerations. This chapter of the Final 

Supplemental EIR provides a summary of the impacts associated with the 

proposed project and the findings regarding alternatives to the proposed project. 

This chapter also includes a summary of the general findings, legal effects of the 

findings, and a summary of the independent review and analysis. Lastly, this 

chapter includes a Statement of Overriding Considerations, pursuant to CEQA 

Guidelines Sections 15043 and 15093, which provides the project’s economic, 

social, or other benefits for choosing to allow the occurrence of significant 

environmental effects that have not been avoided.  

o Chapter 3: Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. This chapter of 

the Final Supplemental EIR provides the mitigation monitoring and reporting 

program (MMRP) for the proposed project. The MMRP is presented in table 

format and identifies mitigation measures and applicant proposed measures for 

the proposed project, the party responsible for implementing the mitigation 

measures and applicant proposed measures, the timing of implementing the 

mitigation measures and applicant proposed measures, and the entity 
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responsible for monitoring and reporting compliance with each mitigation 

measure and applicant proposed measure. 

1.3 CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT REVIEW 

Metropolitan has complied with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines during preparation of the 

Supplemental EIR for the proposed project. Pursuant to Section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, 

a Notice of Preparation (NOP) dated July 14, 2005, was prepared by Metropolitan and circulated 

with the Initial Study to local, state, and federal agencies and to members of the public and other 

interested agencies, organizations, and individuals. The NOP was also sent to the State 

Clearinghouse at the California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research to solicit 

participation from state agencies in determining the scope of the 2005 EIR. The State 

Clearinghouse assigned a state identification number (SCH No. 2005071082) to the 2005 EIR.  

Pursuant to Section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, recipients of the NOP for the proposed 

project were requested to provide responses within approximately 30 days of their receipt of the 

NOP. As such, the review period for the initial study and NOP ended on August 16, 2005. 

Metropolitan received a total of two written comment letters from the following parties:  

 South Coast Air Quality Management District 

 California Department of Fish and Game
1
 

All comments received during the NOP public notice period for the 2005 EIR were considered 

during the preparation of the Draft Supplemental EIR. Appendix B of the Draft Supplemental 

EIR includes copies of the comment letters received on the initial study and NOP, as well as a 

table that summarizes the comments received and identifies the Supplemental EIR chapter where 

the comment has been addressed. 

Subsequent to the certification of the 2005 EIR, a Supplemental EIR was prepared and certified 

in 2011 (2011 EIR; Metropolitan 2011) to allow for two additional pipeline repairs that were not 

analyzed in the 2005 EIR. The additional repairs involved updates to the carbon fiber lining in 

two sections of pre-stressed concrete cylinder pipe (PCCP). These repairs were completed during 

a planned shutdown in February 2012. This shutdown lasted approximately 18 days in order to 

incorporate the repair activity. Metropolitan prepares a shutdown manual for every shutdown. In 

preparation for the 2012 shutdown, Metropolitan prepared a manual called the 2012 Foothill–

Sepulveda Feeder Shutdown Manual (Shutdown Manual; Metropolitan 2012). This manual is 

considered to be the most recent and relevant and will therefore be used as a reference. It 

                                                 
1
  “California Department of Fish and Game” is used where referring specifically to materials or guidance that 

pre-date the official name change to California Department of Fish and Wildlife (January 1, 2013); all other 

references to the department use the current name. 

3/13/2018 Board Meeting 7-1 Attachment 4, Page 11 of 84



1 – INTRODUCTION TO FINAL SUPPLEMENTAL EIR – VOLUME 2 

Foothill Feeder Repair and Future Inspections Project Final Supplemental EIR 10109 

February 2018 1-4 

contains a description of the sequence of events involved with the shutdown, necessary 

construction crews and equipment, anticipated dewatering flows and durations, and locations 

along the pipeline that would be used for dewatering and access. 

The Draft Supplemental EIR was circulated for public review and comment on December 5, 

2017, initiating a 45-day public review period pursuant to CEQA and its implementing 

guidelines. The Draft Supplemental EIR and Notice of Completion were distributed to the State 

Clearinghouse and a Notice of Availability was distributed to interested parties and to potentially 

interested parties and agencies. The Notice of Availability was also published in the Signal: 

Santa Clarita Valley and copies were posted with the Los Angeles county clerk’s office. The 

Draft Supplemental EIR was directly mailed to federal, state, and local agencies. The review and 

comment period began on December 5, 2017, and concluded on January 18, 2018.  

During the public review period, copies of the Draft Supplemental EIR and appendices were 

made available for public review at the following locations: 

Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 

Reference and Research Center 

700 North Alameda Street 

Los Angeles, California 90012 

Los Angeles Public Library – Granada Hills Branch 

10640 Petit Avenue 

Granada Hills, California 91344 

City of Santa Clarita – Old Town Newhall Library 

24500 Main Street 

Santa Clarita, California 91321 

City of Santa Clarita – Valencia Branch Library 

23743 West Valencia Boulevard 

Santa Clarita, California 91351 

City of Santa Clarita – Canyon Country Jo Anne Darcy Library 

18601 Soledad Canyon Road 

Santa Clarita, California 91351 

The Draft Supplemental EIR was also available for review on Metropolitan’s website.  
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Metropolitan has reviewed this Final Supplemental EIR. Volume 2, Chapters 2 and 3, make 

detailed findings with respect to the potential effects of the proposed project and refer, where 

appropriate, to the mitigation measures set forth in this Final Supplemental EIR. 

The Final Supplemental EIR and the administrative record concerning the proposed project 

provide additional information in support of the Findings of Fact (Volume 2, Chapter 2) herein. 

The Findings of Fact are hereby incorporated in the Final Supplemental EIR in its entirety. 

Furthermore, the mitigation measures set forth in the Final Supplemental EIR and the MMRP are 

incorporated by reference in the findings. The MMRP was developed in compliance with 

California Public Resources Code Section 21081.6 and is contained in Volume 2, Chapter 3, of 

this Final Supplemental EIR. 

1.4 PROPOSED PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

1.4.1 Overview and Scope of the Project 

Metropolitan prepared the 2005 EIR to address impacts associated with shutdown and inspection 

activities on the Foothill Feeder. Metropolitan is proposing to make certain modifications to the 

original project description contained in the 2005 EIR. These changes are as follows: potential for 

take of the unarmored threespine stickleback (UTS; Gasterosteus aculeatus williamsoni) that 

could occur during pipeline shutdowns and maintenance activities at dewatering locations along 

the pipeline; one additional work site; additional equipment to assist with shutdowns; potential for 

emergency repairs requiring partial or full pipeline shutdown; and a UTS conservation action. 

Section 15163 of the CEQA Guidelines states that a supplement to an EIR need contain only the 

information necessary to make the previous EIR adequate for the project as revised. This Final 

Supplemental EIR is a supplement to the 2005 Final EIR, and provides the minor additions 

necessary to make the EIR adequate for the project as revised.  

1.4.2 Overview of the Region 

The Foothill Feeder traverses three jurisdictions: unincorporated northwestern Los Angeles County 

east of Interstate 5, the City of Santa Clarita, and the City of Los Angeles. The Foothill Feeder, 

which was constructed in 1968 and is approximately 17.8 miles in length, consists of 6.3 miles of 

16-foot-diameter PCCP and 11.5 miles of 20-foot-diameter tunnel (cast in place). The Foothill 

Feeder transports untreated water from Castaic Lake to the Joseph Jensen Water Treatment Plant 

(Jensen Plant), which is located in the community of Granada Hills. At the Jensen Plant, water is 

treated for introduction into the potable water system.  

The Foothill Feeder conveys untreated water from the West Branch of the State Water Project to 

the Jensen Plant, which then distributes treated water into the western portion of Metropolitan’s 
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service area. The feeder extends south from Castaic Lake under the Santa Clara River and 

several of its tributaries to Magazine Canyon Shaft and the Jensen Plant. The member agencies 

that rely on this supply include Calleguas Municipal Water District, Central Basin Municipal 

Water District, Las Virgenes Municipal Water District, West Basin Municipal Water District, 

and the cities of Beverly Hills, Burbank, Compton, Glendale, Long Beach, Los Angeles, San 

Fernando, Santa Monica, and Torrance. 

The Foothill Feeder crosses beneath a series of natural creeks and waterways that are tributaries to 

the main stem of the Santa Clara River, as well as the main stem itself. The pipeline also crosses 

beneath a tributary to Bull Creek in the Los Angeles River watershed, located just south of the Santa 

Clara River watershed. Regionally, the Foothill Feeder is located to the southwest of the Mount 

Pinos and Los Padres National Forests, and to the north of the Santa Susana Mountains and Simi 

Hills, an area characterized by gently rolling hills and sharp, steep-walled canyons.  

1.4.3 Project Objectives 

The proposed project is designed to maintain the reliability and water quality of the Foothill 

Feeder water supply by enabling Metropolitan to dewater, inspect, repair, or modify the Foothill 

Feeder as needed to maintain its structural integrity and capacity. The objectives of the proposed 

project are as follows: 

 Continue to repair and/or replace damaged segments of the Foothill Feeder in order to 

ensure continued public safety and reliability of the pipeline. 

 Continue to periodically dewater during the wet season for inspection and maintenance 

activities to occur when water demands are typically low to ensure that the reliability of 

the Foothill Feeder is maintained while avoiding disruption of service to water users. 

 Respond to emergency situations within the project region, which may result in 

unexpected pipeline damages that could require an unplanned pipeline shutdown, 

necessitating dewatering as quickly as possible. 

 Provide feasible measures to avoid and minimize incidental take of UTS that could occur 

during pipeline shutdowns and maintenance activities at dewatering locations along the 

pipeline. Note: this issue was not discussed in the 2005 EIR.  

 Incorporate one additional work site that was not discussed in the 2005 EIR. 

 Incorporate additional equipment to assist with shutdowns, including two generators and 

two submersible pumps to assist with shutdowns. 

 Implement a UTS conservation action that will contribute to species recovery and satisfy 

the requirements of California Fish and Game Code Section 2081.10. 
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1.4.4 Project Description 

Metropolitan is proposing to make certain modifications to the originally proposed repair and 

inspections project as described in the 2005 EIR. These changes include potential take of UTS, an 

additional work site, additional shutdown equipment, potential for shutdown for emergency 

repairs, and a UTS conservation action. 

Take of UTS  

Operations and maintenance activities associated with the project, including periodic dewatering 

of the pipeline, have the potential to result in impacts to UTS in the Upper Santa Clara River 

watershed. The UTS is listed as endangered under both the federal and California Endangered 

Species Acts and is fully protected under California Fish and Game Code Section 5515. Based 

on current taxonomic understanding, UTS is limited to three areas: the Upper Santa Clara River 

watershed in Los Angeles County, Shay Creek in San Bernardino County, and San Antonio 

Creek on Vandenberg Air Force Base in Santa Barbara County. Another subspecies of threespine 

stickleback, the partially plated threespine stickleback (Gasterosteus aculeatus microcephalus), 

occurs in the Lower Santa Clara River, in Ventura County. Several agencies are involved in 

management of UTS and its habitat. The California Department of Fish and Wildlife is the lead 

agency for many aspects of management on private lands, whereas the U.S. Air Force and U.S. 

Forest Service are the lead agencies on federal lands.  

Sudden increases in river flows, both natural and human-induced, can result in UTS being 

flushed downstream and seeking refuge in slower margins of the channel to hold their location in 

a stream. When waters recede quickly, there is a chance of stranding UTS in adjacent channels or 

pools, which could result in incidental take. Although dewatering under certain conditions can be 

carried out without causing any incidental take of UTS, the project would include obtaining an 

incidental take permit to cover incidental take that may occur as a result of dewatering, 

inspection, maintenance, repair or modification of the Foothill Feeder if UTS are present in the 

area of take. The proposed project modifications include the provisions and requirements of 

Assembly Bill 2488 and the California Fish and Game Code Section 2080.10. Provisions and 

requirements for take authorization are summarized in Section 2.6.1, Incidental Take of 

Unarmored Threespine Stickleback, of the Draft Supplemental EIR. 

Shutdown, Inspections, and Additional Work Site 

As previously described in the 2005 EIR, the Foothill Feeder will continue to be shut down for 

inspections and maintenance approximately every 5 years. This interval could be longer or 

shorter, depending on scheduling, results of inspections, and priority of maintenance needs. 

Planned shutdowns and the associated inspection, maintenance, and repair activities would occur 

in the manner described in the 2005 EIR as supplemented in 2011 (2011 EIR) and 2012 
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(Shutdown Manual), with minor modifications. The 2005 EIR specified that shutdowns would 

occur between December and February (the wet season). This will be expanded to November 

through March for greater flexibility in planning and scheduling with cities and member 

agencies. Additionally, inspection and maintenance activities would take place at one location 

that was not specifically described in the 2005 EIR. In addition to the 18 work sites identified in 

the 2005 EIR, Metropolitan also typically uses an additional work site, Station 342+12 

(pumpwell north of the Rejection Tower) along the Foothill Feeder to assist with water discharge 

during a typical shutdown. Station 342+12 is located on a landscaped hillside in a residential 

community. If this station is used for shutdown activities, up to 5.8 acre-feet of water would be 

pumped and released into a nearby concrete V-ditch that connects to the local storm drain. Work 

at this location would require one 125-kilowatt (kW) generator and one submersible pump. Other 

work force and equipment at this blow-off location would consist of three workers and a utility 

truck to install and remove the submersible pump. Station 342+12 was inadvertently left out of 

the 2005 EIR. This station already currently exists along the Foothill Feeder and is configured to 

allow water discharge. This Supplemental EIR describes the location and activities at this work 

site to support a typical shutdown of the Foothill Feeder.  

Use of Additional Equipment at Santa Clara River Blow-Off  

The 2005 EIR described equipment (two 125 kW generators and three submersible pumps) used 

at the Santa Clara River Blow-Off site (Station No. 383+90) to assist with dewatering. This 

equipment is used to pump out remaining water in the pipeline following gravity discharge at 

this location. Additional equipment that was not previously identified in the 2005 EIR includes 

up to two additional generators (1,000 kW each) and two submersible pumps. The work at this 

location may require two additional workers to assist with dewatering activities and to install and 

remove the submersible pumps.  

Dewatering for Emergency Repairs 

Emergency situations in the project region, such as an earthquake or other unforeseen event, 

could affect all or parts of the Foothill Feeder. An emergency scenario would have the potential 

to necessitate an unplanned emergency pipeline dewatering and repair, including replacement of 

damaged segments of the facility. It should be noted that minor pipeline leaks are monitored 

closely and would be resolved during the routine shutdown, inspection, and maintenance 

process. A minor leak does not constitute an emergency situation if it can be monitored and 

resolved according to planned maintenance procedures. Rather, an emergency situation would 

involve unexpected pipeline damage that endangers safety and/or water supply, requiring 

immediate attention and resolution.  
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In the case of an emergency, partial or full shutdown of the Foothill Feeder may be required as 

soon as possible and as rapidly as possible. Although Metropolitan cannot control the timing and 

scheduling of dewatering in an emergency scenario, the flow would be up to 100% valve 

opening, similar to standard dewatering flow prior to the development of the 2005 Release Plan 

(Metropolitan 2005, Appendix C). Thus, such discharges would differ from planned shutdowns 

in that the flow would be at 100% valve opening instead of the valves being opened 

incrementally, as described in the Release Plan. Equipment used for emergency repairs would be 

similar to that used for dewatering for inspection and planned maintenance. The extent of the 

shutdown (either a full shutdown or partial shutdown) would depend on the location and scope of 

the emergency. For example, repairs within a single pipeline segment may require dewatering of 

that segment only. The analysis of the shutdown scenario described in the 2005 EIR assumes that 

shutdowns would occur only during the rainy season. Under an emergency scenario, a full or 

partial shutdown could occur outside of the rainy season.  

UTS Conservation Action 

Impacts for permitted incidental take of UTS would require implementation of conditions 

specified in California Fish and Game Code Section 2081.10, including “measures to minimize 

and fully mitigate” per 2081.10(a)(3) the impacts of the authorized take and to satisfy the 

conservation standard in Section 2805(d) of the California Fish and Game Code. To meet these 

standards, conservation measures are proposed in the form of preserving, enhancing, or restoring 

a suitable site to provide natural riverine fluvial processes supporting UTS habitat, hereinafter 

referred to as a “conservation action.”  

If deemed appropriate to fulfill the terms and conditions required by CDFW under California 

Fish and Game Code Section 2081.10 and USFWS requirements under Section 10 of the 

Endangered Species Act, Metropolitan may instead provide a financial contribution to an 

existing facility for the establishment, operation, and maintenance of a UTS conservation 

facility, which would support populations of UTS for research, display, and public education on 

UTS. Such a facility could support emergency rescue of UTS, maintaining UTS populations 

identified as being at risk so that they could be reintroduced to the wild. This facility may also be 

used for fish propagation and population reestablishment of UTS. 

Implementation of the conservation action in the form of restoration or enhancement may result 

in direct and indirect physical impacts to the environment; therefore, to ensure consistency with 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(1)(D), Metropolitan has prepared the following 

description of the proposed conservation action to form a common basis from which to evaluate 

potential impacts to any affected resources, including air quality, biological resources, hydrology 

and water quality, and noise.  
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Although the specific UTS conservation action site has not been selected, it would be located in 

the Upper Santa Clara River watershed, along the Santa Clara River, San Francisquito Creek, 

Soledad Canyon, or a tributary of these, where restoration of natural riverine fluvial processes 

would support UTS habitat (see Section 3.2.2, Existing Setting, in the Biological Resources 

section). Conservation action activities may include recontouring channels to create new clean 

pools and slow-moving channels with connection to existing perennial flowing water, thus 

increasing the total area of suitable habitat for UTS.  

One suitable location for the UTS conservation action is a property in Soledad Canyon known as 

the Stickleback Movie Ranch. The Stickleback Movie Ranch is an example of a potential 

conservation site in which appropriate conservation measures can be implemented in order to 

comply with California Fish and Game Code 2081.10 (for the potential incidental take of UTS). 

In order to assess the environmental impacts for a UTS conservation action site, Metropolitan 

evaluated the environmental effects of habitat restoration at the Stickleback Movie Ranch. Based 

on the criteria for conservation action (further described in Section 2.6.5, UTS Conservation 

Action, and Section 3.2, Biological Resources, of the Final Supplemental EIR), Metropolitan 

assumes that similar impacts to air quality, biological resources, hydrology and water quality, 

and noise would occur at the Stickleback Movie Ranch property or other alternative conservation 

sites within the Upper Santa Clara River watershed. Should Metropolitan decide to pursue a UTS 

conservation action opportunity in a different location within this watershed, the environmental 

analysis will be similar to that used for the Stickleback Movie Ranch site.  

1.4.5 Areas of Controversy 

Take of UTS is a concern for state and federal wildlife agencies. The potential for incidental take of 

UTS during operations and maintenance and the associated UTS conservation action may be a 

potential area of controversy. There are no other known areas of controversy for the proposed project.  

1.4.6 Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Table 1-1 presents a summary of the environmental impacts that could result from the proposed 

project, the level of significance before mitigation, supplemental mitigation measure proposed in 

the Draft Supplemental EIR and mitigation measures from the 2005 EIR, and the level of 

significance of the impact after the implementation of the supplemental mitigation measures 

and/or mitigation measures. 
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Table 1-1 

Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Topic 

In the 2005 EIR In the Supplemental EIR 

New Significant 
Increase in Severity? 

Level of Significance Absent/With 
Mitigation (if applicable) 

Level of Significance 
Absent Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure or Supplemental Mitigation Measure  
(if applicable) 

Level of Significance 
With Mitigation 

Air Quality 

Threshold 3.1-1: Would the project conflict with or 
obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality 
plan? 

Significant and unavoidable Significant and 
unavoidable 

Supplemental Mitigation Measure 

SMM-AQ-1 For off-road equipment with engines rated at 75 horsepower or greater, no construction 
equipment will be used that is less than Tier 4 Final at the commencement of construction of 
the mitigation site (2018). An exemption from these requirements may be granted by The 
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (Metropolitan) in the event that there is 
documentation that (1) equipment with the required tier is not reasonably available (e.g., 
reasonability factors to be considered include those available within the region within the 
scheduled construction period) and (2) corresponding reductions in criteria air pollutant 
emissions are achieved from other construction equipment. 

Significant and unavoidable No 

Threshold 3.1-2: Would the project violate any air 
quality standard or contribute substantially to an 
existing or projected air quality violation? 

Significant and unavoidable Significant and 
unavoidable 

Supplemental Mitigation Measure 

SMM-AQ-1 (described above) 

Significant and unavoidable No 

Threshold 3.1-3: Would the project result in a 
cumulatively considerable net increase of any 
criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-
attainment under an applicable federal or state 
ambient air quality standard (including releasing 
emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for 
ozone precursors)? 

Significant and unavoidable Significant and 
unavoidable 

Supplemental Mitigation Measure 

SMM-AQ-1 (described above) 

Significant and unavoidable No 

Threshold 3.1-4: Would the project expose sensitive 
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? 

Significant and unavoidable Significant and 
unavoidable 

Supplemental Mitigation Measure 

SMM-AQ-1 (described above) 

Significant and unavoidable No 

Threshold 3.1-5: Would the project create 
objectionable odors affecting a substantial number 
of people? 

No Impact Less than significant  None required. Less than significant No 

Threshold 3.1-6: Would the project have air quality 
impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable?  

Significant and unavoidable Significant and 
unavoidable 

Supplemental Mitigation Measure 

SMM-AQ-1 (described above) 

Significant and unavoidable No 

Biological Resources 

Threshold 3.2-1: Would the project have a substantial 
adverse effect, either directly or through habitat 
modifications, on any species identified as a 
candidate, sensitive, or special status species in 
local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by 
the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service? 

Special-Status Plant Species 

Potentially significant/less than 
significant 

Special-Status Plant 
Species 

Significant direct impacts 
to individuals 

 

Special-Status Plant Species 

Measures from 2005 EIR 

MM-BR-1  A qualified biologist shall assess the potential of special-status plant and wildlife species to 
occur immediately adjacent to all proposed preparation and dewatering blow-off and work 
stations, as well as staging and storage areas, once these have been identified and 
delineated. The assessment shall be based on overall suitability of habitat to support such 
species, and known or historical occurrences of these species in the immediate vicinity. 

MM-BR-2  If special-status species are determined to potentially occur immediately adjacent to any of 
the locations identified in MM-BR-1 above, such work areas shall be fenced with appropriate 
materials to exclude suitable habitat areas, and approved by a qualified biologist following 
the installation. All preparation and dewatering activities, as well as equipment and materials 
staging and storage, shall be confined to within the fenced area. Stationary equipment such 
as motors, pumps, and generators shall be positioned over drip pans. 

Less than significant No 
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Table 1-1 

Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Topic 

In the 2005 EIR In the Supplemental EIR 

New Significant 
Increase in Severity? 

Level of Significance Absent/With 
Mitigation (if applicable) 

Level of Significance 
Absent Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure or Supplemental Mitigation Measure  
(if applicable) 

Level of Significance 
With Mitigation 

MM-BR-3  Prior to a complete shutdown of the Foothill Feeder pipeline, a qualified biologist shall 
conduct a training/education session to all construction, grading, and/or field managers 
responsible for work or activities conducted within the workstation areas. The biologist shall 
address the particular species that could occur within the adjacent habitat and measures to 
minimize adverse impacts to adjacent habitat areas. Actions to be taken should any special-
status species be observed within work station areas or immediately adjacent to such area 
shall also be addressed. Any equipment or vehicles driven and/or operated adjacent to 
natural open space areas shall be checked and maintained daily to prevent leaks of 
materials/liquids into these areas. 

MM-BR-4  Metropolitan shall use best management practices to ensure that no debris, oil, petroleum 
products, or other organic material from any dewatering or associated activity, or equipment 
storage, repair, or maintenance, shall be allowed to enter into, or be placed where it may be 
washed by rainfall or runoff into, adjacent natural habitat areas, including watercourses. 
When shutdown operations are completed, any excess materials or debris shall be removed 
from all work areas. 

MM-BR-5  A qualified biologist shall periodically monitor all activities at blow-off and other work stations 
during the preparation, dewatering, inspection, and maintenance/repair periods to ensure 
that impacts to adjacent habitat areas are being minimized/avoided and to assess the 
success of all mitigation measures. 

Supplemental Mitigation Measures 

SMM-BR-2A  Pre-construction surveys for special-status plant species shall be conducted prior to 
vegetation removal and site grading within the potential unarmored threespine stickleback 
(UTS) conservation site. Surveys shall be conducted by a qualified biologist during a time 
when the plant species with potential to occur are identifiable (i.e., during their blooming 
period for annual species). Surveys shall be conducted by a qualified biologist. Surveys will 
involve mapping any areas within the conservation site that would be subject to direct or 
indirect impacts. Surveys shall conform to the 2001 Botanical Survey Guidelines from the 
California Native Plant Society; the 2009 Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to 
Special Status Native Populations and Natural Communities from the California Department 
of Fish and Game (CDFG); and the 2002 General Rare Plant Survey Guidelines from the 
Endangered Species Recovery Program. All plant species encountered during the field 
surveys shall be identified to subspecies or variety, if applicable, to determine sensitivity 
status. 

 If feasible, populations and individuals of any special-status plant species found during pre-
construction surveys will be avoided during implementation of restoration or enhancement 
activities. Installation of protective fencing, and erosion and sediment control measures, as 
appropriate, will be implemented to protect special-status plant populations found near 
construction zones within the conservation site. Refer to SMM-BR-2B and SMM-BR-7 for 
additional details if special-status species are found within the potential conservation site.  

SMM-BR-2B  In cases where disturbances to special-status plant species within the UTS conservation 
action site cannot be avoided, viable populations will be identified and transplanted to 
established preservation and conservation areas. Prior to transplantation, a mitigation and 
monitoring plan shall be submitted to CDFW for review and approval prior to ground 
disturbance to occupied habitat. Upon approval, the plan will be implemented by the 
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Table 1-1 

Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Topic 

In the 2005 EIR In the Supplemental EIR 

New Significant 
Increase in Severity? 

Level of Significance Absent/With 
Mitigation (if applicable) 

Level of Significance 
Absent Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure or Supplemental Mitigation Measure  
(if applicable) 

Level of Significance 
With Mitigation 

applicant or its designee. Habitat replacement/enhancement will be at a 1:1 ratio (occupied 
acres restored/enhanced to occupied acres impacted). 

 The mitigation and monitoring plan for the transplanted special-status plant(s) will describe habitat 
improvement/restoration measures to be completed prior to introducing transplanted special-
status plants. Habitat improvement/restoration will be based on native special-status plant 
occupied habitat. The plan will specify (1) the location of mitigation sites; (2) a description of 
“target” vegetation that includes estimated cover and abundance of native shrubs and grasses in 
occupied habitat; (3) site preparation measures to include topsoil treatment, soil decompaction, 
erosion control, temporary irrigation systems, or other measures as appropriate; (4) methods for 
the removal of non-native plants (e.g., mowing, weeding, raking, herbicide application, or 
burning); (5) the source of all plant propagules (seed, potted nursery stock, etc.) and the quantity 
and species of seed or potted stock of all plants to be introduced or planted into the 
restoration/enhancement areas; (6) a schedule and action plan to maintain and monitor the 
enhancement/restoration areas, to include, at minimum, qualitative annual monitoring for 
revegetation success and site degradation due to erosion, trespass, or animal damage for a 
period of no less than 2 years; (7) as needed where sites are near trails or other access points, 
measures such as fencing, signage, or security patrols to exclude unauthorized entry into the 
restoration/enhancement areas; and (8) contingency measures such as replanting, weed control, 
or erosion control to be implemented if habitat improvement/restoration efforts are not successful. 
In addition, the plan will specify methods to collect special-status plants and introduce them into 
this mitigation site.  

 Annual monitoring reports will be prepared and submitted to CDFW until the success criteria 
are met. Monitoring reports will describe all restoration/enhancement measures taken in the 
preceding year, describe success and completion of those efforts and other pertinent site 
conditions (erosion, trespass, animal damage) in qualitative terms, and describe special-
status plant survival or establishment in quantitative terms. 

 Take of any listed species, or collection and transplantation of any individuals and 
populations of any listed species, will require approval by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) and/or CDFW and issuance of an incidental take permit. 

SMM-BR-6  Prior to any ground-disturbing activities, a qualified biologist shall be retained to monitor 
activities related to the UTS conservation action site habitat restoration or enhancement. 
The biological monitor shall be present during ground disturbance activities to monitor for 
the presence of special-status vegetation communities, special-status species, including 
fish, amphibians, reptiles, birds, and mammals, to ensure that no impacts occur to these 
resources. The qualified biological monitor shall ensure that all BMPs are properly installed 
and performing as designed, to prevent any sediment, debris, and pollutants from entering 
stream channels, wetlands, or sensitive habitat. The monitor shall also ensure that fencing 
associated with the restoration area is installed properly. Finally, the qualified biological 
monitor shall provide a training/education session to all workers participating in UTS 
conservation action site restoration activities. The session shall address the particular 
species that could occur within the restoration and adjacent habitat and measures to 
minimize adverse impacts to adjacent habitat areas. Actions to be taken should any special-
status species be observed within work sites or immediately adjacent to such areas shall 
also be addressed. 
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Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Topic 

In the 2005 EIR In the Supplemental EIR 

New Significant 
Increase in Severity? 

Level of Significance Absent/With 
Mitigation (if applicable) 

Level of Significance 
Absent Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure or Supplemental Mitigation Measure  
(if applicable) 

Level of Significance 
With Mitigation 

SMM-BR-7  If special-status vegetation communities or species are determined to occur immediately 
adjacent to a UTS conservation action site, fencing shall be located between the work area 
and special-status vegetation communities as well as occupied habitat, using appropriate 
materials, to protect the special-status resources. Fencing shall be approved by a qualified 
biologist following the installation. All UTS conservation action site habitat restoration or 
enhancement activities, as well as equipment and materials staging and storage, shall be 
confined within the work area, outside the suitable occupied habitat.  

Invertebrates 

No impact 

Invertebrates 

No impact 

Invertebrates 

None required. 

No impact No 

Fish2 

Less than significant 

 

Fish 

Potentially significant 

 

Fish 

Supplemental Mitigation Measures 

SMM-BR-4 For any impacts to jurisdictional waters containing vegetation associated with the UTS 
conservation action, revegetation will be performed in accordance with a habitat mitigation and 
monitoring plan (HMMP) that describes proposed functions and services, rationale for expecting 
success, implementation schedule, and specifics of revegetation implementation. The 
revegetation component of the HMMP will describe, as applicable to the site, grading, erosion 
control and best management practices (BMPs), initial weed control, planting design, container 
planting, seeding installation, site irrigation, 120-day monitoring period, and any required 
construction monitoring. Restoration maintenance described in the HMMP may include weed 
control by hand removal or chemical treatment, hand watering, trash removal, and remedial 
planting/seeding. Biological monitoring described in the HMMP will include mitigation area 
performance standards, contingency measures, and annual monitoring report requirements. 
Implementation of the HMMP will mitigate any impacts to jurisdictional waters and wetlands 
associated with the UTS conservation action such that the project will be self-mitigating. 

SMM-BR-5  Prior to conducting any dewatering activities related to inspection and maintenance 
activities, emergency repairs (to the extent feasible), and channel activities at the UTS 
conservation action site that may adversely affect UTS, The Metropolitan Water District of 
Southern California (Metropolitan) shall prepare an Unarmored Threespine Stickleback 
Monitoring, Rescue, and Relocation Plan (Plan) in consultation with CDFW and USFWS. 
The Plan shall describe procedures for monitoring for stranded UTS and for rescuing 
stranded or potentially stranded fish and relocating them to waters connected with stream 
flows. The Plan shall include, at a minimum, the following: 

 Methods and requirements for pre-construction surveys for UTS and determining the 
presence and extent of aquatic habitat 

 Procedures for monitoring for stranded UTS in the Santa Clara River and San 
Francisquito Creek (if flows from the latter reach the Santa Clara River) during shutdown 
releases and at the UTS conservation action site 

 The stipulation that under no circumstances shall UTS be collected or relocated, unless 
CDFW and USFWS personnel or their agents implement this measure pursuant to 
applicable permit requirements 

Less than significant No 

                                                 
2  Although the 2005 EIR concluded that project would not result in take of UTS or impacts to other special -status fish species, as noted in Section 2.4, this Supplemental EIR describes new information since the 2005 EIR, including the information on the potential for the project to result in incidental take of 

UTS during rescue and relocation. Therefore, direct impacts to individual UTS, Santa Ana sucker, and arroyo chub (due to stranding and to mortality from handling) during shutdown releases, for schedu led inspections and maintenance, during any month of the modified window for repairs, and during 
emergency repairs would be potentially significant. 
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Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Topic 
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Increase in Severity? 

Level of Significance Absent/With 
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Level of Significance 
Absent Mitigation 
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(if applicable) 

Level of Significance 
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 Criteria for determining when stranded or potentially stranded UTS shall be rescued 

 The specification that UTS shall only be relocated to nearby waters connected with flows 
in the Santa Clara River (or other stream from which the fish are rescued) 

 Habitat parameters for where rescued UTS shall be relocated, such as flow velocity and 
water depth 

 Procedures for capturing, handling, and transporting stranded fish 

 Procedures for decontamination of any equipment used in the rescue and relocation of UTS 

 Reporting of the results of any relocation efforts to CDFW and USFWS, including: 

o Dates and times 

o Whether or not relocated UTS were rescued from clearly isolated pools or moved as a 
precaution from pools that may have been connected to stream flows 

o Location(s) where stranded or potentially stranded UTS were rescued 

o Location where UTS were released 

o Total UTS relocated 

o Total mortality of UTS (if any) 

o Estimated numbers of any other native species relocated 

SMM-BR-6 (described above) 

SMM-BR-8  At sites being restored or enhanced as part of the UTS conservation action, Metropolitan 
shall use BMPs to ensure that no debris, oil, petroleum products, or other organic material 
associated with restoration, or equipment storage or maintenance shall be allowed to enter 
into, or be placed where it may be washed by rainfall or run off into, adjacent natural habitat 
areas, including watercourses. Stationary equipment such as motors, pumps, and 
generators shall be positioned over drip pans. When restoration or enhancement activities 
are completed, any excess materials or debris shall be removed from all work areas. 

SMM-BR-9  Should the UTS conservation action site result in impacts to aquatic habitat, no less than 30 days 
prior to initiation of habitat restoration or enhancement activities, Metropolitan shall conduct a special-
status fish habitat assessment and, if necessary, a survey for UTS, Santa Ana sucker, and arroyo 
chub. The survey shall be conducted in aquatic habitat within 300 feet of proposed impacts to 
suitable aquatic habitat. Should Santa Ana sucker and/or arroyo chub occur within the survey area, 
Metropolitan may initiate exclusion measures and, in consultation with CDFW and USFWS, 
relocation measures. Exclusion measures may include use of block nets upstream and/or 
downstream of the location of ground disturbances, to ensure that neither Santa Ana sucker nor 
arroyo chub enter the work area. If either of these special-status fish species occurs within or 
adjacent to the work area, Metropolitan may consult with CDFW and USFWS to initiate measures to 
relocate the fish to a safe location outside the UTS conservation action site. If UTS are observed 
during the survey, Metropolitan shall implement the Unarmored Threespine Stickleback Monitoring, 
Rescue, and Relocation Plan, as described in SMM-BR-5. 

Reptile – Low Mobility 

Less than significant 

 

Reptile – Low Mobility 

Potentially significant 

Reptile – Low Mobility 

Supplemental Mitigation Measures 

SMM-BR-6  (described above) 

SMM-BR-7  (described above)  

SMM-BR-10  Thirty days prior to ground-disturbing activities associated with the UTS conservation action, 
and in vegetation communities potentially supporting Blainville’s horned lizard, silvery 
legless lizard, San Diegan tiger western whiptail, coast patch-nosed snake, and California 

Less than significant No 
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Level of Significance 
Absent Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure or Supplemental Mitigation Measure  
(if applicable) 
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glossy snake, a qualified biologist shall conduct surveys to capture and relocate individuals 
of these species. Suitable vegetation communities include coastal scrub, chaparral, oak 
woodland, riparian habitats, riverwash, or other areas potentially supporting these species. 
The biologist shall conduct a minimum of three surveys during the time of year/day when 
each species is most likely to be observed. Individuals shall be relocated to nearby 
undisturbed areas with suitable habitat. If construction is scheduled to occur during the low-
activity period (generally December through February), the surveys shall be conducted prior 
to this period, if possible, and exclusion fencing shall be placed to limit the potential for 
recolonization of the site prior to construction. During all days when ground-disturbing 
activities occur, the biological monitor shall conduct a pre-work survey to clear the area of 
two-striped gartersnake and south coast gartersnake. 

Reptile and Amphibian – 
Semi-Aquatic 

Potentially significant indirect impacts; 
less than significant direct impact 

 

Reptile and Amphibian – 
Semi-Aquatic 

Potentially significant  

 

Reptile and Amphibian – Semi-Aquatic 

Measures from 2005 EIR 

MM-BR-1 (described above) 

MM-BR-3 (described above) 

Supplemental Mitigation Measures 

SMM-BR-6  (described above) 

SSM-BR-7  (described above) 

SMM-BR-8  (described above) 

SMM-BR-11  Prior to initiating ground disturbances associated with the UTS conservation action, 
Metropolitan shall conduct a habitat assessment for arroyo toad and California red-legged 
frog and, if necessary, shall conduct protocol surveys for these special-status species. 
Surveys shall be conducted by a qualified biologist in suitable habitat in all work areas and 
access roads within the streambed, as well as all streambed areas within 1,000 feet of the 
restoration or enhancement area and access roads. The timing and methods for arroyo toad 
surveys shall follow the requirements in the 1999 USFWS Survey Protocol for Arroyo Toad. 
These surveys would include six daytime and nighttime surveys between March 15 and July 
1, with at least one survey per month during April, May, and June.  

 The timing and methods for California red-legged frog surveys shall adhere to the 
specifications in the 2005 USFWS Revised Guidance on Site Assessments and Field 
Surveys for the California Red-Legged Frog. A site assessment for suitability of habitat for 
California red-legged frog may be submitted to USFWS before conducting protocol surveys, 
to determine whether site conditions support the need to complete surveys. If surveys are 
necessary, eight surveys should be completed between February 25 and September 30, 
including surveys conducted during the breeding and non-breeding periods, as outlined in 
the USFWS 2005 Revised Guidance. If either arroyo toad or California red-legged frog is 
detected in or adjacent to the restoration/enhancement site, no work will be authorized 
within 500 feet of occupied habitat without additional consultation with USFWS.  

SMM-BR-12  Prior to initiating ground disturbances associated with the UTS conservation action, all work 
areas and access roads within the streambed, as well as all streambed areas within 500 feet 
of restoration or enhancement sites and access roads, shall be surveyed at the appropriate 
season for western pond turtle. Focused surveys shall consist of a minimum of two daytime 
surveys of any aquatic habitat, to be completed between April 1 and June 1. Surveys shall 
follow survey techniques described for “visual encounter” in the U.S. Geological Survey’s 
2006 Western Pond Turtle (Emys marmorata) Visual Survey Protocol for the Southcoast 

Less than significant No 
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Ecoregion. If western pond turtles are detected in or adjacent to the restoration or 
enhancement area, nesting surveys shall be conducted. Focused surveys for evidence of 
western pond turtle nesting shall be conducted in, or adjacent to, the project area when 
suitable nesting habitat exists within 500 feet of occupied aquatic habitat in an area where 
ground disturbance will occur. If both of those conditions are met, a qualified biologist shall 
conduct focused, systematic surveys for western pond turtle nesting sites. The survey area 
shall include all suitable nesting habitat within 500 feet of occupied habitat in which ground 
disturbance will occur. This area may be adjusted based on the existing topographical 
features on a case-by-case basis. Surveys will entail searching for evidence of pond turtle 
nesting, including remnant eggshell fragments, which may be found on the ground following 
nest depredation. If a western pond turtle nesting area would be adversely impacted by 
ground disturbances associated with restoration, Metropolitan shall avoid the nesting area 
until the nest is empty. If non-nesting western pond turtles are found within areas subject to 
ground disturbance, and avoidance is not feasible, Metropolitan shall consult with CDFW on 
appropriate methods to relocate individual western pond turtles. 

SMM-BR-13  Prior to initiating ground disturbances associated with the UTS conservation action, all work 
areas and access roads within the streambed, as well as all streambed areas within 300 feet 
of restoration or enhancement sites and access roads, shall be surveyed at the appropriate 
season for two-striped gartersnake and south coast gartersnake. A qualified biologist shall 
conduct the focused surveys, which shall consist of minimum of two daytime surveys 
completed between April 1 and September 1. If a gartersnake is located, the biologist will 
make a best effort to capture the individual, using a snake stick or snake tongs. Any 
captured individual shall be relocated to a suitable area in the vicinity where it is not in 
danger of injury from project activities. During all days when ground-disturbing activities 
occur, the biological monitor shall conduct a pre-work survey to clear the area of two-striped 
gartersnake and south coast gartersnake. 

Bird – Foraging Raptor 

No direct impact; less than significant 
indirect impact 

 

Bird – Foraging Raptor 

No direct impact; less 
than significant indirect 
impact 

Bird – Foraging Raptor 

None required. 

Less than significant No 

Bird – Nesting/Foraging Raptor 

No impact 

 

Bird – Nesting/Foraging 
Raptor 

Potentially significant 

Bird – Nesting/Foraging Raptor 

Measures from 2005 EIR 

MM-BR-3  (described above) 

MM-BR-5  (described above) 

Supplemental Mitigation Measures 

SMM-BR-1  For emergency repairs, should these activities occur between March 1 and August 31, the 
biological monitor shall be present during all daytime hours to monitor potential impacts to 
nesting birds, in addition to other monitoring duties described in MM-BR-5. The biologist 
shall visually survey for nesting birds that may be impacted by activities in the vicinity of 
work locations and by water releases and, to the extent feasible, ensure that nesting 
activities are not disrupted. The biologist shall provide recommendations and feasible 
actions including coordination with work crews on the location of equipment used in project 
activities, temporary placement of sandbags to protect nests on the ground that are in 
danger of inundation during dewatering, and additional measures that may be permitted 
under an emergency situation. 

Less than significant No 
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SMM-BR-6  (described above) 

SMM-BR-7  (described above) 

SMM-BR-14  Nesting bird surveys shall be conducted for inspection and maintenance activities, 
emergency repairs (to the extent feasible), and prior to the initiation of ground disturbances 
for restoration associated with the UTS conservation action, if these activities occur during 
the nesting bird season (March 1 to August 31).  

 For activities related to scheduled inspection and maintenance and beginning on March 1 or 
later, Metropolitan shall contract with a qualified biologist to conduct a survey to determine 
whether active nests of bird species protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and/or the 
California Fish and Game Code are present within 100 feet (300 feet for raptors) of project 
activities at dewatering sites. The qualified biologist shall conduct the survey no more than 7 
days prior to the initiation of activities associated with site preparation, dewatering, and 
maintenance, and shall survey all suitable bird nesting habitat within 300 feet of scheduled 
vegetation clearing, noise-producing activities, and nighttime lighting. If active nests are 
found, no hand clearing of vegetation supporting a nest, or that would otherwise result in 
disturbing a nest, shall take place until the nest is vacated and there is no evidence of a 
second nesting attempt. In consultation with the qualified biologist, Metropolitan shall 
postpone or halt work activities producing noise and nighttime lighting within 100 feet of the 
nest (300 feet for raptors) until the nest is vacated and juveniles have fledged, and there is 
no evidence of a second attempt at nesting. Such noise-producing activities include use of 
pumps, generators, compressors, and ventilation blowers, and use of any heavy equipment 
for repairs. Should the qualified biologist determine that activities producing noise and 
nighttime lighting will not result in impacts to bird nesting, Metropolitan may establish a 
smaller buffer around active nests, and work activities may proceed. The qualified biologist 
shall monitor the progress of the nest daily until work activities producing noise and 
nighttime lighting are completed, to ensure that no inadvertent impacts to the nests occur.  

 In the case of emergency repairs initiated during the nesting bird season (March 1 to August 
31), and depending on the nature of the emergency, Metropolitan shall follow the above 
procedures to the extent feasible. Depending on the nature of the emergency and 
associated time constraints, Metropolitan shall contract with a qualified biologist to conduct 
the pre-construction nesting bird survey. As described in SMM-BR-1, a biological monitor 
shall be on site during work activities to ensure that no impacts to nesting birds occur, to the 
extent permitted by the nature of the emergency.  

 No more than 7 days prior to initiation of ground disturbances associated with the UTS 
conservation action, Metropolitan shall contract with a qualified biologist to conduct a pre-
construction nesting bird survey within 300 feet (500 feet for raptors) of project activities. 
The surveys shall otherwise follow procedures outlined above for surveys conducted prior to 
inspection and maintenance of the Foothill Feeder. 

Bird – Upland Scrub and Chaparral 

No impact 

 

Bird – Upland Scrub and 
Chaparral 

Potentially significant 

Bird – Upland Scrub and Chaparral 

Supplemental Mitigation Measures 

SMM-BR-1  (described above) 

SMM-BR-6  (described above) 

SMM-BR-7  (described above) 

SMM-BR-14 (described above) 

SMM-BR-15  Prior to initiating ground disturbances associated with the UTS conservation action, 

Less than significant No 
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Metropolitan shall contract with a qualified biologist to provide a habitat assessment and, if 
necessary, conduct protocol surveys for least Bell’s vireo, southwestern willow flycatcher, 
western yellow-billed cuckoo, and coastal California gnatcatcher.  

 For listed riparian birds (least Bell’s vireo, southwestern willow flycatcher, western yellow-
billed cuckoo), USFWS protocol surveys shall be conducted where suitable habitat occurs. If 
a nest is present, a 500-foot disturbance-free buffer shall be established and demarcated by 
fencing or flagging. No restoration activities may occur in these areas until the nest is 
vacated and juveniles have fledged and there is no evidence of a second nesting attempt, 
unless otherwise authorized by USFWS and CDFW. If no active nests are observed, 
construction may proceed. If active nests are found, work may proceed, provided that 
construction activity is located at least 500 feet from active nests.  

 For coastal California gnatcatcher, Metropolitan shall conduct USFWS protocol surveys in 
suitable habitat within the range of the species, in all areas within 500 feet of access or 
construction-related disturbance areas. Suitable habitats, according to the protocol, include 
“coastal sage scrub, alluvial fan, chaparral, or intermixed or adjacent areas of grassland and 
riparian habitats.” A permitted qualified biologist shall perform these surveys according to 
the 1997 USFWS Coastal California Gnatcatcher Presence/Absence Survey Guidelines. If a 
territory or nest is confirmed, USFWS and CDFW shall be notified immediately. If a nest is 
present, a 500-foot disturbance-free buffer shall be established and demarcated by fencing 
or flagging. No restoration activities may occur in these areas unless otherwise authorized 
by USFWS and CDFW. Restoration activities in suitable gnatcatcher habitat will be 
monitored regularly by a qualified biologist. The monitoring shall be of a sufficient intensity to 
ensure that the qualified biologist could detect the presence of a bird in the construction 
area. 

Bird – Riparian 

No impact 

 

Bird – Riparian 

Potentially significant 

Bird – Riparian 

Measures from 2005 EIR 

MM-BR-1  (described above) 

MM-BR-2  (described above) 

MM-BR-3  (described above) 

 
Supplemental Mitigation Measures 

SMM-BR-1  (described above) 

SMM-BR-6  (described above) 

SMM-BR-7  (described above) 

SMM-BR-14  (described above) 

SMM-BR-15  (described above) 

Less than significant No 

Bat 

Less than significant 

 

Bat 

Potentially significant 

Bat 

Supplemental Mitigation Measures 

SMM-BR-6  (described above) 

SMM-BR-7  (described above) 

SMM-BR-16  No more than 30 days prior to the commencement of ground disturbance or tree removal 
activities associated with the UTS conservation action, a pre-construction survey shall be 
conducted by a qualified biologist to determine whether active roosts of bats are present on 
or within 300 feet of the tree removal or ground disturbance activities. Should an active 

Less than significant No 
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Table 1-1 

Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Topic 

In the 2005 EIR In the Supplemental EIR 

New Significant 
Increase in Severity? 

Level of Significance Absent/With 
Mitigation (if applicable) 

Level of Significance 
Absent Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure or Supplemental Mitigation Measure  
(if applicable) 

Level of Significance 
With Mitigation 

maternity roost be identified (in California, the breeding season of native bat species is 
generally from April 1 through August 31), the roost shall not be disturbed and restoration 
within 300 feet shall be postponed or halted until the roost is vacated and juveniles have 
fledged. Surveys shall include rocky outcrops, caves, structures, and large trees (particularly 
trees 12 inches in diameter or greater at 4.5 feet above grade with loose bark or other 
cavities). Trees and rocky outcrops shall be surveyed by a qualified bat biologist (i.e., a 
qualified biologist holding a CDFW collection permit and a Memorandum of Understanding 
with CDFW allowing the qualified biologist to handle bats). If active maternity roosts or 
hibernacula are found, the structure, rock outcrop, or tree occupied by the roost shall be 
avoided (i.e., not removed).  

 If non-breeding bat hibernacula are found in trees or structures scheduled to be removed, 
the individuals shall be safely evicted, under the direction of a qualified bat biologist, by 
opening the roosting area to allow airflow through the cavity or other means determined 
appropriate by the qualified bat biologist (e.g., installation of one-way doors). In situations 
requiring one-way doors, a minimum of 1 week shall pass after doors are installed and 
temperatures should be sufficiently warm for bats to exit the roost, because bats do not 
typically leave their roost daily during winter months in southern coastal California. This 
action should allow all bats to leave during the course of 1 week. Roosts that need to be 
removed in situations where the use of one-way doors is not necessary in the judgment of 
the qualified bat biologist in consultation with CDFW shall first be disturbed by various 
means at the direction of the qualified bat biologist at dusk to allow bats to escape during the 
darker hours, and the roost tree shall be removed or the grading shall occur the next day 
(i.e., there shall be no less or more than 1 night between initial disturbance and the grading 
or tree removal). These actions should allow bats to leave during nighttime hours, thus 
increasing their chance of finding new roosts with a minimum of potential predation during 
daylight. 

Mammal – Low to Moderate Mobility 

No impact 

 

Mammal – Low to 
Moderate Mobility 

Potentially significant 

Mammal – Low and Moderate Mobility 

Supplemental Mitigation Measures 

SMM-BR-6  (described above) 

SMM-BR-7  (described above) 

SMM-BR-17  No more than 30 days prior to initiation of ground disturbance activities associated with the 
UTS conservation action, Metropolitan shall conduct surveys for the American badger, San 
Diego black-tailed jackrabbit, San Diego desert woodrat, and ringtail. A qualified biologist 
shall conduct the surveys for American badger, San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit, and San 
Diego desert woodrat in grassland, scrub, chaparral, oak woodland, and riverbank with 200 
feet of ground disturbances. If American badgers are present, occupied habitat shall be 
flagged and ground-disturbing activities avoided within 50 feet of the occupied den. 
Maternity dens shall be avoided during the pup-rearing season (February 15 through July 1) 
and a minimum 200-foot buffer established. If San Diego black-tailed jackrabbits are 
present, non-breeding rabbits shall be flushed from areas to be disturbed. Dens, 
depressions, nests, or burrows occupied by pups shall be flagged and ground-disturbing 
activities avoided within a minimum of 200 feet during the pup-rearing season (February 15 
through July 1). If active San Diego desert woodrat nests (stick houses) are identified within 
the disturbance zone or within 100 feet of the disturbance zone, a fence shall be erected 
around the nest site adequate to provide the woodrat sufficient foraging habitat at the 
discretion of the qualified biologist in consultation with CDFW. Clearing and construction 
within the fenced area will be postponed or halted until young have left the nest. The 

Less than significant No 
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Table 1-1 

Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Topic 

In the 2005 EIR In the Supplemental EIR 

New Significant 
Increase in Severity? 

Level of Significance Absent/With 
Mitigation (if applicable) 

Level of Significance 
Absent Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure or Supplemental Mitigation Measure  
(if applicable) 

Level of Significance 
With Mitigation 

qualified biologist shall serve as a construction monitor during those periods when 
disturbance activities will occur near active nest areas to ensure that no inadvertent impacts 
to these nests will occur. If avoidance is not possible, Metropolitan shall consult with CDFW 
for appropriate measures to relocate San Diego desert woodrat nests. 

 The survey area for ringtail shall include suitable riparian and woodland habitat (southern 
coast live oak riparian forest, southern cottonwood–willow riparian forest, southern willow 
scrub, coast live oak woodland, valley oak woodland, and mixed oak woodland) within the 
ground disturbance zone and a 300-foot buffer. Should any ringtail be observed, no 
construction-related activities shall occur within 300 feet of the occupied area for the period 
of February 1 through August 31 or until a qualified biologist (in consultation with CDFW) 
has determined that the ringtail no longer occupies the area and/or that restoration activities 
would not adversely affect the successful rearing of young. If any ringtail is observed within 
the ground disturbance zone or 300-foot buffer in the nonbreeding/rearing period of 
September 1 through January 31, and avoidance is not possible, denning ringtail shall only 
be evicted by a qualified biologist in consultation with CDFW. 

Threshold 3.2-2: Would the project have a substantial 
adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other 
sensitive natural community identified in local or 
regional plans, policies, regulations or by the 
California Department of Fish and Game or US Fish 
and Wildlife Service? 

No impact Potentially significant Supplemental Mitigation Measures  

SMM-BR-3  Pre-construction surveys for special-status vegetation communities shall be conducted prior 
to vegetation removal and site grading within the potential conservation site. Vegetation 
mapping will be consistent with the 2009 CDFW Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating 
Impacts to Special Status Native Populations and Natural Communities and vegetation 
communities will be identified by keying them out in the 2009 Sawyer et al. Manual of 
California Vegetation, Second Edition.  

 Any special-status vegetation communities found during pre-construction surveys will be 
avoided during restoration or enhancement activities. Installation of protective fencing, and 
erosion and sediment control measures, as appropriate, will be implemented to protect 
special-status vegetation communities found near construction zones within the 
conservation site.  

SMM-BR-6  (described above) 

SMM-BR-7  (described above) 

Less than significant No 

Threshold 3.2-3: Would the project 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? 

No impact No direct impact; less 
than significant indirect 
impact  

Supplemental Mitigation Measures  

SMM-BR-4  (described above) 

SMM-BR-6  (described above) 

SMM-BR-7  (described above) 

Less than significant No 

Threshold 3.2-4: Would the project interfere 
substantially with the movement of any native 
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with 
established native resident or migratory wildlife 
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife 
nursery sites? 

Wildlife Movement 

Less than significant 

Wildlife Movement 

Less than significant 

Wildlife Movement 

None required. 

Less than significant No 

Use of Native Nurseries 

No Impact 

Use of Native Nurseries 

Potentially significant 

Use of Native Nurseries  

Supplemental Mitigation Measures  

SMM-BR-1  (described above) 

SMM-BR-14  (described above) 

Less than significant No 
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Table 1-1 

Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Topic 

In the 2005 EIR In the Supplemental EIR 

New Significant 
Increase in Severity? 

Level of Significance Absent/With 
Mitigation (if applicable) 

Level of Significance 
Absent Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure or Supplemental Mitigation Measure  
(if applicable) 

Level of Significance 
With Mitigation 

Threshold 3.2-5: Would the project conflict with any 
local policies or ordinances protecting biological 
resources, such as a tree preservation policy or 
ordinance? 

Less than significant  Potentially significant Supplemental Mitigation Measures  

SMM-BR-6  (described above) 

SMM-BR-7  (described above) 

SMM-BR-18  Metropolitan shall comply with the County of Los Angeles Oak Tree Ordinance (CLAOTO) 
no. 22.56.2050. The ordinance requires replacement of any impacted oak trees (measuring 
8 inches in diameter or greater, or with a combined diameter of 12 inches for multi-stem 
oaks) at a ratio of 2:1. Additionally, CLAOTO states that oak trees meeting the criteria for 
classification as a Heritage Tree (defined by CLAOTO as “any oak tree measuring 36 inches 
or more in diameter”) will be replaced at a ratio of 10:1. Whether they are planted in 
dedicated open space areas or developed areas, replacement oak trees planted in 
conformance with CLAOTO shall adhere to the following standards: 

1. Replacement oak trees shall be exclusively indigenous species, shall be at least a 15-
gallon size specimen, and measure at least 1 inch in diameter 1 foot above the base, 
unless otherwise approved by the County Forester. 

2. Replacement trees shall be properly cared for and maintained for a period of 2 years and 
replaced by Metropolitan if mortality occurs within that period. 

3. Following completion of the 2-year maintenance period, the County Forester shall provide 
final authorization that CLAOTO standards have been met. 

Less than significant No 

Threshold 3.2-6: Would the project conflict with the 
provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, 
Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other 
approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan? 

No impact Less than significant None required.  Less than significant No 

Threshold 3.2-7: Would the project have impacts on 
biological resources that are individually limited, but 
cumulatively considerable? 

Less than significant Less than significant None required. Less than significant No 

Hydrology/Water Quality 

Threshold 3.3-1: Would the project violate any water 
quality standards or waste discharge requirements? 

No impact Less than significant None required. Less than significant No 

Threshold 3.3-2: Would the project substantially 
deplete groundwater supplies and interfere with 
groundwater recharge such that there would be a 
net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local 
groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of 
pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which 
would not support existing land uses or planned 
uses for which permits have been granted)? 

No impact Potentially significant Supplemental Mitigation Measure 

SMM-H-1 In the event the mitigation plan for take of unarmored threespine stickleback involves the 
use of groundwater resources from an existing well to augment surface water supplies, such 
use shall be quantified to the extent possible (i.e., frequency and volume) and compared 
against the prior use of the same well(s). If the anticipated use exceeds the existing 
demands on the well(s) (or if the existing use cannot be documented), Metropolitan shall 
provide an analysis of the proposed water demand and its potential effects, if any, on 
surrounding groundwater users/wells, and the volume of groundwater in the target aquifer 
generally. If the analysis concludes that there may be impacts, Metropolitan shall either 
adjust the amount of groundwater required to meet mitigation site performance standards (to 
a level that would not produce significant impacts) or institute a groundwater monitoring and 
mitigation plan to adaptively manage groundwater resources. The groundwater monitoring 
and mitigation plan, if implemented, would include installation of flow meters on the 
proposed production well, deployment of pressure transducers in surrounding wells, and 
periodic (i.e., monthly) monitoring of water levels, so that if any impacts are observed, use of 
the well could be curtailed or ceased until groundwater levels recover. 

Less than significant No 
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Table 1-1 

Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Topic 

In the 2005 EIR In the Supplemental EIR 

New Significant 
Increase in Severity? 

Level of Significance Absent/With 
Mitigation (if applicable) 

Level of Significance 
Absent Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure or Supplemental Mitigation Measure  
(if applicable) 

Level of Significance 
With Mitigation 

Threshold 3.3-3: Would the project substantially alter 
the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, 
including through the alteration of the course of a 
stream or river, in a manner which would result in 
substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site? 

Less than significant with mitigation Potentially significant Measure from 2005 EIR 

MM-H-1 To mitigate bank erosion, deep cutting, and scouring of the Charlie Canyon Creekbed, San 
Franciscquito Canyon Creekbed (high-rise location), Santa Clara Riverbed, Placerita 
Creekbed, and Bull Creekbed, sandbags or another form of water diversion from the 
discharge pipes into these creeks shall be in place prior to dewatering. Valves shall be 
opened gradually and flows monitored to ensure the integrity of the sandbags or other form 
of water diversion. The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (Metropolitan) 
personnel shall be in place to observe discharges into the creeks and to ensure that the 
diversion is not breached. If the sandbags or other form of water diversion are breached 
causing erosive flooding of the creek banks, the valve openings shall be reduced to 
decrease the erosive velocity of the outflow until the diversion can be modified to stop the 
erosion. 

Less than significant No 

Threshold 3.3-4: Would the project substantially alter 
the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, 
including through the alteration of the course of a 
stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or 
amount of surface runoff in a manner which would 
result in flooding on- of off-site?  

Less than significant Less than significant None required Less than significant No 

Threshold 3.3-5: Would the project Create or contribute 
runoff water which would exceed the capacity of 
existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or 
provide substantial additional sources of polluted 
runoff? 

No impact Less than significant None required  Less than significant No 

Threshold 3.3-6: Would the project otherwise 
substantially degrade water quality? 

Less than significant Less than significant None required Less than significant No 

Threshold 3.3-7: Would the project 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? 

No impact No impact None required No impact No 

Threshold 3.3-8: Would the project place within a 100-
year flood hazard area structures which would 
impede or redirect flood flows? 

No impact Less than significant None required Less than significant No 

Threshold 3.3-9: Would the project 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? 

No impact No impact None required No impact No 

Threshold 3.3-10: Would the project cause inundation 
by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? 

No impact Less than significant None required Less than significant No 

Threshold 3.3-11: Would the project have impacts on 
hydrology and water quality that are individually 
limited, but cumulatively considerable? 

No impact Less than significant None required Less than significant No 

Noise 

Threshold 3.4-1: Would the project 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 

Significant and unavoidable Potentially significant Measure from 2005 EIR 

MM-N-1  A noise control plan shall be prepared for work sites, including the future unarmored threespine 
stickleback habitat restoration site, the additional work site (pumpwell north of the Rejection 

Significant and unavoidable No 
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Table 1-1 

Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Topic 

In the 2005 EIR In the Supplemental EIR 

New Significant 
Increase in Severity? 

Level of Significance Absent/With 
Mitigation (if applicable) 

Level of Significance 
Absent Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure or Supplemental Mitigation Measure  
(if applicable) 

Level of Significance 
With Mitigation 

agencies? Tower (Station 342+12)), and the Santa Clara River Blow-Off (Station No. 383+90), and for 
emergency repair sites. A noise control plan shall be prepared for all work sites associated with 
the Repair Project and Future Inspections Project, The noise control plan shall include, but not 
be limited to, the following: 

 Stockpiling and vehicle staging areas shall be located as far away from occupied residences as 
possible, and screened from these uses by a solid noise attenuation barrier. 

 All stationary construction equipment (e.g., air compressor, generators, impact wrenches) 
shall be operated as far away from residential uses as possible and shall be shielded with 
temporary sound barriers, sound aprons, or sound skins. 

 To the extent feasible, haul routes for removing excavated materials or delivery of 
aggregate materials from the site shall be designed to avoid residential areas and areas 
occupied by noise sensitive receptors (e.g., hospitals, schools, convalescent homes, etc.). 

 Idling equipment shall be turned off when not in use for periods longer than 20 minutes. 

 If feasible, the following types of construction equipment shall be used: 

o Electrical instead of diesel powered equipment; 

o Hydraulic tools instead of pneumatic tools; and 

o Electric welders powered by remote generators. 

Supplemental Mitigation Measure 

SMM-N-1 Residences within 500 feet of work sites, including the additional work site (Station 342+12), the 
Santa Clara River Blow-Off (Station No. 383+90), and emergency repair sites, which could 
include 24-hour, continuous activities, shall be notified of the construction schedule in writing. For 
non-emergency situations, notification shall be at least 48 hours prior to construction; for 
emergency repair sites, the notification shall be provided as early as possible during the planning 
and mobilization of construction crews. The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 
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 point of contact will be written into the construction 
notification schedule that is sent to nearby residences. 

Threshold 3.4-2: Would the project result in exposure 
of persons to or generation of excessive 
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? 

 No impact No impact None required. No impact No 

Threshold 3.4-3: Would the project result in a 
substantial permanent increase in ambient noise 
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project? 

No impact No impact None required. No impact No 

Threshold 3.4-4: Would the project result in a 
substantial temporary or periodic increase in 
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above 
levels existing without the project? 

Significant and unavoidable Potentially significant Measure from 2005 EIR 

MM-N-1  (described above) 

Supplemental Mitigation Measure 

SMM-N-1  (described above) 

Significant and unavoidable No 

Threshold 3.4-5: For a project located within an No impact No impact None required. No impact No 
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Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Topic 

In the 2005 EIR In the Supplemental EIR 

New Significant 
Increase in Severity? 

Level of Significance Absent/With 
Mitigation (if applicable) 

Level of Significance 
Absent Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure or Supplemental Mitigation Measure  
(if applicable) 

Level of Significance 
With Mitigation 

airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not 
been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or 
public use airport, would the project expose people 
residing or working in the project area to excessive 
noise levels? 

Threshold 3.4-6: 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? 

No impact No impact None required. No impact No 

Threshold 3.4-7: Would the project have noise 
impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable?  

No impact Potentially significant  Measure from 2005 EIR 

MM-N-1  (described above) 

Supplemental Mitigation Measure 

SMM-N-1  (described above) 

Significant and unavoidable Yes 
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CHAPTER 2 
FINDINGS OF FACT IN SUPPORT OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

2.1 FINDINGS ON SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS OF THE  
PROPOSED PROJECT 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires the lead agency, The Metropolitan 

Water District of Southern California (Metropolitan), to make written findings when deciding to 

approve a project for which an environmental impact report (EIR) was certified (California Public 

Resources Code, Section 21081). Specifically, Section 15091 of the CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 

15091) states that: 

(a)  No public agency shall approve or carry out a project for which an EIR has 

been certified which identifies one or more significant environmental effects 

of the project unless the public agency makes one or more written findings for 

each of those significant effects, accompanied by a brief explanation of the 

rationale for each finding. The possible findings are: 

(1)  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the 

project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental 

effect as identified in the final EIR. 

(2)  Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of 

another public agency and not the agency making the finding. Such 

changes have been adopted by such other agency or can and should be 

adopted by such other agency. 

(3)  Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, 

including provision of employment opportunities for highly trained 

workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives 

identified in the final EIR. 

(b)  The findings required by subsection (a) shall be supported by substantial 

evidence in the record. 

Section 15092 of the CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15092) further stipulates that: 

(b)  A public agency shall not decide to approve or carry out a project for which 

an EIR was prepared unless either: 

(1)  The project as approved will not have a significant effect on the 

environment, or 
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(2)  The agency has: 

(A) Eliminated or substantially lessened all significant effects on the 

environment where feasible as shown in findings under Section 15091, and  

(B) Determined that any remaining significant effects on the environment 

found to be unavoidable under Section 15091 are acceptable due to 

overriding concerns as described in Section 15093. 

A Draft Supplemental EIR for the Foothill Feeder Repair and Future Inspections Project (proposed 

project) has been prepared. The Draft Supplemental EIR identifies certain significant impacts that 

may occur as a result of the implementation of the proposed project, either alone or on a cumulative 

basis in conjunction with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects. Metropolitan is the 

lead agency with respect to the proposed project pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines Section 15367. 

As the lead agency, Metropolitan is required by CEQA to make findings with respect to each 

significant effect of the proposed project. The following sections make detailed findings with respect 

to the potential effects of the proposed project and refer, where appropriate, to the mitigation 

measures required by the 2005 EIR (Metropolitan 2005) and the supplemental mitigation measures 

set forth in the Draft Supplemental EIR. 

The Final Supplemental EIR and the administrative record concerning the proposed project 

provide additional facts in support of the findings herein. Changes to the Draft Supplemental EIR 

are shown in strikethrough/underline in Volume 1, Chapter 2 (Changes to the Draft 

Supplemental EIR), of this Final Supplemental EIR. Furthermore, the mitigation measures from 

the 2005 EIR that are still in effect for the proposed project and the supplemental mitigation 

measures that are set forth in the Draft Supplemental EIR and the Mitigation Monitoring and 

Reporting Program (MMRP) are incorporated by reference in these findings and provided in full 

in Volume 2, Chapter 3 (Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program), of this Final 

Supplemental EIR. The applicable measures adopted in the 2005 EIR have become 

Metropolitan’s standard practice since the 2005 EIR, but are included as mitigation measures 

nonetheless. The MMRP was developed in compliance with California Public Resources Code 

Section 21081.6 and is contained in Volume 2, Chapter 3 of this Final Supplemental EIR. 

2.1.1 Impacts Related to Aesthetics 

Implementation of the proposed project would not have an adverse effect on a scenic vista, damage 

scenic resources, degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings, or 

create a substantial new source of light or glare, as described in Section 4.1.1 (Aesthetics) of the 

Draft Supplemental EIR. Therefore, no mitigation would be required and no significant, unavoidable 

adverse impacts would occur. 
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2.1.2 Impacts Related to Agriculture and Forestry Resources 

Implementation of the proposed project would not have an adverse effect on agriculture and forestry 

resources, as described in Section 4.1.2 (Agriculture and Forestry Resources) of the Draft 

Supplemental EIR. Therefore, no mitigation would be required and no significant, unavoidable 

adverse impacts would occur. 

2.1.3 Impacts Related to Air Quality 

2.1.3.1 Potentially Significant Impacts Related to Air Quality 

As described in Section 3.1 of the Draft Supplemental EIR, implementation of the proposed 

project would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations with regard 

to the unarmored threespine stickleback (UTS; Gasterosteus aculeatus williamsoni) 

conservation site and the additional work site. Further, the proposed project would not result in 

a long-term source of toxic air contaminant emission impacts to sensitive receptors or cause 

significant impacts related to odors.  

However, the proposed project fails to meet the requirements for Consistency Criterion No.1 

from the addition of the two 1,000 kW generators and two submersible pumps at the Santa 

Clara River Blow-Off, the inclusion of the additional work site, dewatering for emergency 

repairs, and implementation of the UTS Conservation Action. As such, project impacts related 

to conflicts with the 2016 AQMP, specifically NOx, would be considered significant and 

unavoidable. Implementation of Supplemental Mitigation Measure (SMM) AQ-1 would be 

required to reduce impacts. It should be noted that impacts to air quality at both of these 

locations would be short term, because generators are expected to run 24 hours a day for 7 

days at a time, approximately every 5 years, during scheduled dewatering. However, emissions 

from the proposed project would continue to exceed thresholds even after mitigation and 

impacts would be considered significant and unavoidable. 

Further, peak daily emissions exceeded SCAQMD daily emissions thresholds for NOx prior to the 

addition of the proposed project. With inclusion of proposed project activities, emissions related to 

dewatering activities would further exceed the SCAQMD daily thresholds for NOx. Therefore, daily 

operational emissions associated with the use of additional equipment at the Santa Clara River blow-

off, additional work site activities, and the UTS conservation action would be potentially significant. 

Implementation of supplemental mitigation (SMM-AQ-1) would reduce daily operational emissions 

of VOCs and NOx. However, emissions of NOx would continue to exceed thresholds after mitigation. 

As such, impacts related to the use of additional equipment at the Santa Clara River Blow-Off, the 

additional work site, dewatering for an emergency scenario, and the UTS conservation action would 

be considered significant and unavoidable due to the exceedance of NOx daily emissions thresholds. 
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Impacts resulting from the use of additional equipment at the Santa Clara River Blow-Off, 

additional work site, dewatering for emergency repairs, and implementation of the UTS 

Conservation Action would be considered cumulatively considerable. Implementation of 

SMM-AQ-1 would be required; however, this supplemental mitigation measure would not fully 

mitigate for the potentially significant impact and impacts would remain significant and unavoidable, 

due to the exceedance of NOx daily emissions thresholds.  

Activities associated with the additional equipment at the Santa Clara River Blow-Off and the 

habitat restoration and enhancement activities associated with the UTS conservation action 

would result in temporary sources of on-site fugitive dust and off-road equipment emissions. 

Dewatering activities at the Santa Clara River Blow-Off site would exceed the LSTs for NO2, 

PM10, and PM2.5. Therefore, site-specific operational emissions would be potentially 

significant. The implementation of SMM-AQ-1 would reduce localized emissions of NO2, 

PM10, and PM2.5. PM10 and PM2.5 emissions would not exceed LSTs after supplemental 

mitigation. However, NO2 emissions would still exceed LSTs after mitigation. Therefore, 

impacts would be significant and unavoidable for the Santa Clara River Blow-Off site. With 

regard to dewatering for emergency repairs, the equipment, personnel, and intensity of use of the 

equipment would be the same as or similar to what is required during planned repairs or inspections. 

The implementation of SMM-AQ-1 would reduce localized emissions of NO2 and PM2.5, and PM2.5 

emissions would not exceed LSTs after mitigation. However, NO2 emissions would still exceed 

LSTs after mitigation. Therefore, impacts would be significant and unavoidable in the emergency 

scenario. The required supplemental mitigation measure would reduce PM2.5 emissions below LSTs. 

However, impacts would continue to be significant after the inclusion of mitigation due to the 

exceedance of LSTs for NOx. Therefore, impacts would be considered significant and unavoidable. 

As discussed above, impacts to air quality from the project as a whole would be cumulatively 

considerable due to exceedance of NOx daily emissions thresholds. Therefore, even with 

implementation of SMM-AQ-1, impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. 

2.1.3.2 Mitigation 

Supplemental Mitigation Measure 

SMM-AQ-1 For off-road equipment with engines rated at 75 horsepower or greater, no 

construction equipment will be used that is less than Tier 4 Final at the 

commencement of construction of the mitigation site (2018). An exemption from 

these requirements may be granted by The Metropolitan Water District of 

Southern California (Metropolitan) in the event that there is documentation that 

(1) equipment with the required tier is not reasonably available (e.g., reasonability 

factors to be considered include those available within the region within the 
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scheduled construction period) and (2) corresponding reductions in criteria air 

pollutant emissions are achieved from other construction equipment.  

2.1.3.3 Findings per CEQA Guidelines 

Consistent with the CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(1), a feasible measure that can minimize 

significant adverse impacts was developed for the potentially significant impacts described above. 

The feasible measure, SMM-AQ-1, is provided above. 

Metropolitan finds that the above supplemental mitigation measure is feasible and is adopted; 

however, it will not reduce the potential air quality impacts of the proposed project to less than 

significant levels. Because there is no feasible mitigation at this time to reduce impacts to air 

quality to less than significant levels, impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Adoption of a Statement of Overriding Considerations (see Section 2.4, Statement of Overriding 

Considerations) will be required should the decision makers choose to approve the project.  

2.1.3.4 Facts in Support of the Findings Related to Air Quality 

Implementation of SMM-AQ-1 would reduce potentially significant project impacts related 

to air quality but not to below a level of significance; as such, impacts would remain 

significant and unavoidable.  

2.1.4 Impacts Related to Biological Resources 

2.1.4.1 Potentially Significant Impacts Related to Biological Resources 

As described in Section 3.2 of the Draft Supplemental EIR, the proposed project would not conflict 

with the provisions of an adopted habitat conservation plan, natural communities conservation plan, 

or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan.  

However, the proposed project could result in a substantial adverse effect, either directly or 

through habitat modifications, on species identified as candidate, sensitive, or special-status 

species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by California Department of Fish 

and Wildlife (CDFW) or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). More specifically, the 

proposed project has the potential to result in significant direct and indirect impacts to special-

status plant species and habitat; significant direct and indirect impacts to fish species; significant 

direct impacts to reptile (low mobility) species; significant indirect impacts to reptile and 

amphibian (semi-aquatic) species; significant direct and indirect impacts to birds (including 

nesting/foraging raptor species, upland scrub and chaparral species, and riparian species); 

significant direct and indirect impacts to bats, and significant direct and indirect impacts to 

mammal (low and moderate mobility) species. Implementation of Mitigation Measure (MM) 
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BR-1 through MM-BR-5 from the 2005 EIR and SMM-BR-1 through SMM-BR-17 would 

reduce direct and indirect impacts to special-status species to less than significant.  

The project would also have a potential adverse effect on a riparian habitat or other sensitive 

natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations or by CDFW or 

USFWS (hereafter referred to as sensitive biological resources). More specifically, 

implementation of the UTS conservation action would result in significant direct and indirect 

impacts to special-status vegetation communities. With implementation of SMM-BR-3, SMM-

BR-6, and SMM-BR-7, impacts would be less than significant.  

Implementation of the proposed project could result in significant direct and indirect impacts to 

federally protected wetlands. Implementation of SMM-BR-4, SMM-BR-6, and SMM-BR-7 

would reduce impacts to federally protected wetlands to less than significant. The proposed 

project would result in potentially significant direct and indirect impacts to the use of native wildlife 

nursery sites. However, with implementation of SMM-BR-1 and SMM-BR-14, impacts would be 

less than significant.  

Lastly, activities related to the UTS conservation action under the proposed project would potentially 

conflict with the provisions of a tree preservation policy. As such, the proposed project would result 

in potential significant direct and indirect impacts to conflicts with a local policy or ordinance 

protecting biological resources. However, with implementation of SMM-BR-6, SMM-BR-7, and 

SMM-BR-18, direct and indirect impacts would be less than significant.  

2.1.4.2 Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures from 2005 EIR  

MM-BR-1 A qualified biologist shall assess the potential of special-status plant and wildlife 

species to occur immediately adjacent to all proposed preparation and dewatering 

blow-off and work stations, as well as staging and storage areas, once these have 

been identified and delineated. The assessment shall be based on overall 

suitability of habitat to support such species, and known or historical occurrences 

of these species in the immediate vicinity. 

MM-BR-2 If special-status species are determined to potentially occur immediately adjacent 

to any of the locations identified in MM-BR-1 above, such work areas shall be 

fenced with appropriate materials to exclude suitable habitat areas, and approved 

by a qualified biologist following the installation. All preparation and dewatering 

activities, as well as equipment and materials staging and storage, shall be 

confined to within the fenced area. Stationary equipment such as motors, pumps, 

and generators shall be positioned over drip pans. 
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MM-BR-3 Prior to a complete shutdown of the Foothill Feeder pipeline, a qualified biologist 

shall conduct a training/education session to all construction, grading, and/or field 

managers responsible for work or activities conducted within the workstation areas. 

The biologist shall address the particular species that could occur within the 

adjacent habitat and measures to minimize adverse impacts to adjacent habitat 

areas. Actions to be taken should any special-status species be observed within 

work station areas or immediately adjacent to such area shall also be addressed. 

Any equipment or vehicles driven and/or operated adjacent to natural open space 

areas shall be checked and maintained daily to prevent leaks of materials/liquids 

into these areas. 

MM-BR-4 Metropolitan shall use best management practices to ensure that no debris, oil, 

petroleum products, or other organic material from any dewatering or associated 

activity, or equipment storage, repair, or maintenance, shall be allowed to enter 

into, or be placed where it may be washed by rainfall or runoff into, adjacent 

natural habitat areas, including watercourses. When shutdown operations are 

completed, any excess materials or debris shall be removed from all work areas. 

MM-BR-5 A qualified biologist shall periodically monitor all activities at blow-off and other 

work stations during the preparation, dewatering, inspection, and maintenance/

repair periods to ensure that impacts to adjacent habitat areas are being 

minimized/avoided and to assess the success of all mitigation measures.  

Supplemental Mitigation Measures 

SMM-BR-1 For emergency repairs, should these activities occur between March 1 and August 

31, the biological monitor shall be present during all daytime hours to monitor 

potential impacts to nesting birds, in addition to other monitoring duties described 

in MM-BR-5. The biologist shall visually survey for nesting birds that may be 

impacted by activities in the vicinity of work locations and by water releases and, 

to the extent feasible, ensure that nesting activities are not disrupted. The biologist 

shall provide recommendations and feasible actions including coordination with 

work crews on the location of equipment used in project activities, temporary 

placement of sandbags to protect nests on the ground that are in danger of 

inundation during dewatering, and additional measures that may be permitted 

under an emergency situation. 

SMM-BR-2A Pre-construction surveys for special-status plant species shall be conducted prior 

to vegetation removal and site grading within the potential unarmored threespine 

stickleback (UTS) conservation site. Surveys shall be conducted by a qualified 

biologist during a time when the plant species with potential to occur are 
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identifiable (i.e., during their blooming period for annual species). Surveys shall 

be conducted by a qualified biologist. Surveys will involve mapping any areas 

within the conservation site that would be subject to direct or indirect impacts. 

Surveys shall conform to the 2001 Botanical Survey Guidelines from the 

California Native Plant Society; the 2009 Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating 

Impacts to Special Status Native Populations and Natural Communities from the 

California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG); and the 2002 General Rare 

Plant Survey Guidelines from the Endangered Species Recovery Program. All 

plant species encountered during the field surveys shall be identified to subspecies 

or variety, if applicable, to determine sensitivity status. 

 If feasible, populations and individuals of any special-status plant species found 

during pre-construction surveys will be avoided during implementation of 

restoration or enhancement activities. Installation of protective fencing, and 

erosion and sediment control measures, as appropriate, will be implemented to 

protect special-status plant populations found near construction zones within the 

conservation site. Refer to SMM-BR-2B and SMM-BR-7 for additional details if 

special-status species are found within the potential conservation site. 

SMM-BR-2B In cases where disturbances to special-status plant species within the UTS 

conservation action site cannot be avoided, viable populations will be identified 

and transplanted to established preservation and conservation areas. Prior to 

transplantation, a mitigation and monitoring plan shall be submitted to CDFW for 

review and approval prior to ground disturbance to occupied habitat. Upon 

approval, the plan will be implemented by the applicant or its designee. Habitat 

replacement/enhancement will be at a 1:1 ratio (occupied acres restored/enhanced 

to occupied acres impacted). 

 The mitigation and monitoring plan for the transplanted special-status plant(s) 

will describe habitat improvement/restoration measures to be completed prior to 

introducing transplanted special-status plants. Habitat improvement/restoration 

will be based on native special-status plant occupied habitat. The plan will specify 

(1) the location of mitigation sites; (2) a description of “target” vegetation that 

includes estimated cover and abundance of native shrubs and grasses in occupied 

habitat; (3) site preparation measures to include topsoil treatment, soil 

decompaction, erosion control, temporary irrigation systems, or other measures as 

appropriate; (4) methods for the removal of non-native plants (e.g., mowing, 

weeding, raking, herbicide application, or burning); (5) the source of all plant 

propagules (seed, potted nursery stock, etc.) and the quantity and species of seed 

or potted stock of all plants to be introduced or planted into the restoration/

enhancement areas; (6) a schedule and action plan to maintain and monitor the 
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enhancement/restoration areas, to include, at minimum, qualitative annual 

monitoring for revegetation success and site degradation due to erosion, trespass, 

or animal damage for a period of no less than 2 years; (7) as needed where sites 

are near trails or other access points, measures such as fencing, signage, or 

security patrols to exclude unauthorized entry into the restoration/enhancement 

areas; and (8) contingency measures such as replanting, weed control, or erosion 

control to be implemented if habitat improvement/restoration efforts are not 

successful. In addition, the plan will specify methods to collect special-status 

plants and introduce them into this mitigation site.  

 Annual monitoring reports will be prepared and submitted to CDFW until the 

success criteria are met. Monitoring reports will describe all restoration/

enhancement measures taken in the preceding year, describe success and 

completion of those efforts and other pertinent site conditions (erosion, trespass, 

animal damage) in qualitative terms, and describe special-status plant survival or 

establishment in quantitative terms. 

 Take of any listed species, or collection and transplantation of any individuals 

and populations of any listed species, will require approval by the U.S. Fish 

and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and/or CDFW and issuance of an incidental 

take permit.  

SMM-BR-3 Pre-construction surveys for special-status vegetation communities shall be 

conducted prior to vegetation removal and site grading within the potential 

conservation site. Vegetation mapping will be consistent with the 2009 CDFW 

Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special Status Native 

Populations and Natural Communities and vegetation communities will be 

identified by keying them out in the 2009 Sawyer et al. Manual of California 

Vegetation, Second Edition.  

 Any special-status vegetation communities found during pre-construction surveys 

will be avoided during restoration or enhancement activities. Installation of 

protective fencing, and erosion and sediment control measures, as appropriate, 

will be implemented to protect special-status vegetation communities found near 

construction zones within the conservation site. 

SMM-BR-4 For any impacts to jurisdictional waters containing vegetation associated with the 

UTS conservation action, revegetation will be performed in accordance with a 

habitat mitigation and monitoring plan (HMMP) that describes proposed 

functions and services, rationale for expecting success, implementation schedule, 

and specifics of revegetation implementation. The revegetation component of the 
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HMMP will describe, as applicable to the site, grading, erosion control and best 

management practices (BMPs), initial weed control, planting design, container 

planting, seeding installation, site irrigation, 120-day monitoring period, and any 

required construction monitoring. Restoration maintenance described in the 

HMMP may include weed control by hand removal or chemical treatment, hand 

watering, trash removal, and remedial planting/seeding. Biological monitoring 

described in the HMMP will include mitigation area performance standards, 

contingency measures, and annual monitoring report requirements. 

Implementation of the HMMP will mitigate any impacts to jurisdictional waters 

and wetlands associated with the UTS conservation action such that the project 

will be self-mitigating. 

SMM-BR-5 Prior to conducting any dewatering activities related to inspection and 

maintenance activities, emergency repairs (to the extent feasible), and channel 

activities at the UTS conservation action site that may adversely affect UTS, The 

Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (Metropolitan) shall prepare 

an Unarmored Threespine Stickleback Monitoring, Rescue, and Relocation Plan 

(Plan) in consultation with CDFW and USFWS. The Plan shall describe 

procedures for monitoring for stranded UTS and for rescuing stranded or 

potentially stranded fish and relocating them to waters connected with stream 

flows. The Plan shall include, at a minimum, the following: 

 Methods and requirements for pre-construction surveys for UTS and 

determining the presence and extent of aquatic habitat 

 Procedures for monitoring for stranded UTS in the Santa Clara River and 

San Francisquito Creek (if flows from the latter reach the Santa Clara 

River) during shutdown releases and at the UTS conservation action site 

 The stipulation that under no circumstances shall UTS be collected or 

relocated, unless CDFW and USFWS personnel or their agents implement 

this measure pursuant to applicable permit requirements 

 Criteria for determining when stranded or potentially stranded UTS shall 

be rescued 

 The specification that UTS shall only be relocated to nearby waters 

connected with flows in the Santa Clara River (or other stream from which 

the fish are rescued) 

 Habitat parameters for where rescued UTS shall be relocated, such as flow 

velocity and water depth 

 Procedures for capturing, handling, and transporting stranded fish 
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 Procedures for decontamination of any equipment used in the rescue and 

relocation of UTS 

 Reporting of the results of any relocation efforts to CDFW and 

USFWS, including: 

o Dates and times 

o Whether or not relocated UTS were rescued from clearly isolated 

pools or moved as a precaution from pools that may have been 

connected to stream flows 

o Location(s) where stranded or potentially stranded UTS were rescued 

o Location where UTS were released 

o Total UTS relocated 

o Total mortality of UTS (if any) 

o Estimated numbers of any other native species relocated 

SMM-BR-6 Prior to any ground-disturbing activities, a qualified biologist shall be retained to 

monitor activities related to the UTS conservation action site habitat restoration or 

enhancement. The biological monitor shall be present during ground disturbance 

activities to monitor for the presence of special-status vegetation communities, 

special-status species, including fish, amphibians, reptiles, birds, and mammals, to 

ensure that no impacts occur to these resources. The qualified biological monitor 

shall ensure that all BMPs are properly installed and performing as designed, to 

prevent any sediment, debris, and pollutants from entering stream channels, 

wetlands, or sensitive habitat. The monitor shall also ensure that fencing 

associated with the restoration area is installed properly. Finally, the qualified 

biological monitor shall provide a training/education session to all workers 

participating in UTS conservation action site restoration activities. The session 

shall address the particular species that could occur within the restoration and 

adjacent habitat and measures to minimize adverse impacts to adjacent habitat 

areas. Actions to be taken should any special-status species be observed within 

work sites or immediately adjacent to such areas shall also be addressed.  

SMM-BR-7 If special-status vegetation communities or species are determined to occur 

immediately adjacent to a UTS conservation action site, fencing shall be located 

between the work area and special-status vegetation communities as well as 

occupied habitat, using appropriate materials, to protect the special-status 

resources. Fencing shall be approved by a qualified biologist following the 

installation. All UTS conservation action site habitat restoration or enhancement 
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activities, as well as equipment and materials staging and storage, shall be 

confined within the work area, outside the suitable occupied habitat.  

SMM-BR-8 At sites being restored or enhanced as part of the UTS conservation action, 

Metropolitan shall use BMPs to ensure that no debris, oil, petroleum products, or 

other organic material associated with restoration, or equipment storage or 

maintenance shall be allowed to enter into, or be placed where it may be washed 

by rainfall or run off into, adjacent natural habitat areas, including watercourses. 

Stationary equipment such as motors, pumps, and generators shall be positioned 

over drip pans. When restoration or enhancement activities are completed, any 

excess materials or debris shall be removed from all work areas. 

SMM-BR-9 Should the UTS conservation action site result in impacts to aquatic habitat, no 

less than 30 days prior to initiation of habitat restoration or enhancement 

activities, Metropolitan shall conduct a special-status fish habitat assessment and, 

if necessary, a survey for UTS, Santa Ana sucker, and arroyo chub. The survey 

shall be conducted in aquatic habitat within 300 feet of proposed impacts to 

suitable aquatic habitat. Should Santa Ana sucker and/or arroyo chub occur within 

the survey area, Metropolitan may initiate exclusion measures and, in consultation 

with CDFW and USFWS, relocation measures. Exclusion measures may include 

use of block nets upstream and/or downstream of the location of ground 

disturbances, to ensure that neither Santa Ana sucker nor arroyo chub enter the 

work area. If either of these special-status fish species occurs within or adjacent to 

the work area, Metropolitan may consult with CDFW and USFWS to initiate 

measures to relocate the fish to a safe location outside the UTS conservation 

action site. If UTS are observed during the survey, Metropolitan shall implement 

the Unarmored Threespine Stickleback Monitoring, Rescue, and Relocation Plan, 

as described in SMM-BR-5.  

SMM-BR-10 Thirty days prior to ground-disturbing activities associated with the UTS 

conservation action, and in vegetation communities potentially supporting 

Blainville’s horned lizard, silvery legless lizard, San Diegan tiger western 

whiptail, coast patch-nosed snake, and California glossy snake, a qualified 

biologist shall conduct surveys to capture and relocate individuals of these 

species. Suitable vegetation communities include coastal scrub, chaparral, oak 

woodland, riparian habitats, riverwash, or other areas potentially supporting these 

species. The biologist shall conduct a minimum of three surveys during the time 

of year/day when each species is most likely to be observed. Individuals shall be 

relocated to nearby undisturbed areas with suitable habitat. If construction is 

scheduled to occur during the low-activity period (generally December through 
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February), the surveys shall be conducted prior to this period, if possible, and 

exclusion fencing shall be placed to limit the potential for recolonization of the 

site prior to construction. During all days when ground-disturbing activities occur, 

the biological monitor shall conduct a pre-work survey to clear the area of two-

striped gartersnake and south coast gartersnake.  

SMM-BR-11 Prior to initiating ground disturbances associated with the UTS conservation 

action, Metropolitan shall conduct a habitat assessment for arroyo toad and 

California red-legged frog and, if necessary, shall conduct protocol surveys for 

these special-status species. Surveys shall be conducted by a qualified biologist in 

suitable habitat in all work areas and access roads within the streambed, as well as 

all streambed areas within 1,000 feet of the restoration or enhancement area and 

access roads. The timing and methods for arroyo toad surveys shall follow the 

requirements in the 1999 USFWS Survey Protocol for Arroyo Toad. These 

surveys would include six daytime and nighttime surveys between March 15 and 

July 1, with at least one survey per month during April, May, and June.  

 The timing and methods for California red-legged frog surveys shall adhere to the 

specifications in the 2005 USFWS Revised Guidance on Site Assessments and 

Field Surveys for the California Red-Legged Frog. A site assessment for 

suitability of habitat for California red-legged frog may be submitted to USFWS 

before conducting protocol surveys, to determine whether site conditions support 

the need to complete surveys. If surveys are necessary, eight surveys should be 

completed between February 25 and September 30, including surveys conducted 

during the breeding and non-breeding periods, as outlined in the USFWS 2005 

Revised Guidance. If either arroyo toad or California red-legged frog is detected 

in or adjacent to the restoration/enhancement site, no work will be authorized 

within 500 feet of occupied habitat without additional consultation with USFWS.  

SMM-BR-12 Prior to initiating ground disturbances associated with the UTS conservation 

action, all work areas and access roads within the streambed, as well as all 

streambed areas within 500 feet of restoration or enhancement sites and access 

roads, shall be surveyed at the appropriate season for western pond turtle. Focused 

surveys shall consist of a minimum of two daytime surveys of any aquatic habitat, 

to be completed between April 1 and June 1. Surveys shall follow survey 

techniques described for “visual encounter” in the U.S. Geological Survey’s 2006 

Western Pond Turtle (Emys marmorata) Visual Survey Protocol for the 

Southcoast Ecoregion. If western pond turtles are detected in or adjacent to the 

restoration or enhancement area, nesting surveys shall be conducted. Focused 

surveys for evidence of western pond turtle nesting shall be conducted in, or 
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adjacent to, the project area when suitable nesting habitat exists within 500 feet of 

occupied aquatic habitat in an area where ground disturbance will occur. If both 

of those conditions are met, a qualified biologist shall conduct focused, systematic 

surveys for western pond turtle nesting sites. The survey area shall include all 

suitable nesting habitat within 500 feet of occupied habitat in which ground 

disturbance will occur. This area may be adjusted based on the existing 

topographical features on a case-by-case basis. Surveys will entail searching for 

evidence of pond turtle nesting, including remnant eggshell fragments, which may 

be found on the ground following nest depredation. If a western pond turtle 

nesting area would be adversely impacted by ground disturbances associated with 

restoration, Metropolitan shall avoid the nesting area until the nest is empty. If 

non-nesting western pond turtles are found within areas subject to ground 

disturbance, and avoidance is not feasible, Metropolitan shall consult with CDFW 

on appropriate methods to relocate individual western pond turtles. 

SMM-BR-13 Prior to initiating ground disturbances associated with the UTS conservation 

action, all work areas and access roads within the streambed, as well as all 

streambed areas within 300 feet of restoration or enhancement sites and access 

roads, shall be surveyed at the appropriate season for two-striped gartersnake and 

south coast gartersnake. A qualified biologist shall conduct the focused surveys, 

which shall consist of minimum of two daytime surveys completed between April 

1 and September 1. If a gartersnake is located, the biologist will make a best effort 

to capture the individual, using a snake stick or snake tongs. Any captured 

individual shall be relocated to a suitable area in the vicinity where it is not in 

danger of injury from project activities. During all days when ground-disturbing 

activities occur, the biological monitor shall conduct a pre-work survey to clear 

the area of two-striped gartersnake and south coast gartersnake. 

SMM-BR-14 Nesting bird surveys shall be conducted for inspection and maintenance activities, 

emergency repairs (to the extent feasible), and prior to the initiation of ground 

disturbances for restoration associated with the UTS conservation action, if these 

activities occur during the nesting bird season (March 1 to August 31).  

 For activities related to scheduled inspection and maintenance and beginning 

on March 1 or later, Metropolitan shall contract with a qualified biologist to 

conduct a survey to determine whether active nests of bird species protected 

by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and/or the California Fish and Game Code 

are present within 100 feet (300 feet for raptors) of project activities at 

dewatering sites. The qualified biologist shall conduct the survey no more than 

7 days prior to the initiation of activities associated with site preparation, 
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dewatering, and maintenance, and shall survey all suitable bird nesting habitat 

within 300 feet of scheduled vegetation clearing, noise-producing activities, 

and nighttime lighting. If active nests are found, no hand clearing of 

vegetation supporting a nest, or that would otherwise result in disturbing a 

nest, shall take place until the nest is vacated and there is no evidence of a 

second nesting attempt. In consultation with the qualified biologist, 

Metropolitan shall postpone or halt work activities producing noise and 

nighttime lighting within 100 feet of the nest (300 feet for raptors) until the 

nest is vacated and juveniles have fledged, and there is no evidence of a 

second attempt at nesting. Such noise-producing activities include use of 

pumps, generators, compressors, and ventilation blowers, and use of any heavy 

equipment for repairs. Should the qualified biologist determine that activities 

producing noise and nighttime lighting will not result in impacts to bird 

nesting, Metropolitan may establish a smaller buffer around active nests, and 

work activities may proceed. The qualified biologist shall monitor the progress 

of the nest daily until work activities producing noise and nighttime lighting 

are completed, to ensure that no inadvertent impacts to the nests occur.  

 In the case of emergency repairs initiated during the nesting bird season (March 1 

to August 31), and depending on the nature of the emergency, Metropolitan shall 

follow the above procedures to the extent feasible. Depending on the nature of the 

emergency and associated time constraints, Metropolitan shall contract with a 

qualified biologist to conduct the pre-construction nesting bird survey. As 

described in SMM-BR-1, a biological monitor shall be on site during work 

activities to ensure that no impacts to nesting birds occur, to the extent permitted 

by the nature of the emergency.  

 No more than 7 days prior to initiation of ground disturbances associated with the 

UTS conservation action, Metropolitan shall contract with a qualified biologist to 

conduct a pre-construction nesting bird survey within 300 feet (500 feet for 

raptors) of project activities. The surveys shall otherwise follow procedures 

outlined above for surveys conducted prior to inspection and maintenance of the 

Foothill Feeder. 

SMM-BR-15 Prior to initiating ground disturbances associated with the UTS conservation 

action, Metropolitan shall contract with a qualified biologist to provide a habitat 

assessment and, if necessary, conduct protocol surveys for least Bell’s vireo, 

southwestern willow flycatcher, western yellow-billed cuckoo, and coastal 

California gnatcatcher.  
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 For listed riparian birds (least Bell’s vireo, southwestern willow flycatcher, 

western yellow-billed cuckoo), USFWS protocol surveys shall be conducted 

where suitable habitat occurs. If a nest is present, a 500-foot disturbance-free 

buffer shall be established and demarcated by fencing or flagging. No restoration 

activities may occur in these areas until the nest is vacated and juveniles have 

fledged and there is no evidence of a second nesting attempt, unless otherwise 

authorized by USFWS and CDFW. If no active nests are observed, construction 

may proceed. If active nests are found, work may proceed, provided that 

construction activity is located at least 500 feet from active nests.  

 For coastal California gnatcatcher, Metropolitan shall conduct USFWS protocol 

surveys in suitable habitat within the range of the species, in all areas within 500 

feet of access or construction-related disturbance areas. Suitable habitats, 

according to the protocol, include “coastal sage scrub, alluvial fan, chaparral, or 

intermixed or adjacent areas of grassland and riparian habitats.” A permitted 

qualified biologist shall perform these surveys according to the 1997 USFWS 

Coastal California Gnatcatcher Presence/Absence Survey Guidelines. If a territory 

or nest is confirmed, USFWS and CDFW shall be notified immediately. If a nest 

is present, a 500-foot disturbance-free buffer shall be established and demarcated 

by fencing or flagging. No restoration activities may occur in these areas unless 

otherwise authorized by USFWS and CDFW. Restoration activities in suitable 

gnatcatcher habitat will be monitored regularly by a qualified biologist. The 

monitoring shall be of a sufficient intensity to ensure that the qualified biologist 

could detect the presence of a bird in the construction area. 

SMM-BR-16 No more than 30 days prior to the commencement of ground disturbance or 

tree removal activities associated with the UTS conservation action, a pre-

construction survey shall be conducted by a qualified biologist to determine 

whether active roosts of bats are present on or within 300 feet of the tree 

removal or ground disturbance activities. Should an active maternity roost be 

identified (in California, the breeding season of native bat species is generally 

from April 1 through August 31), the roost shall not be disturbed and 

restoration within 300 feet shall be postponed or halted until the roost is 

vacated and juveniles have fledged. Surveys shall include rocky outcrops, 

caves, structures, and large trees (particularly trees 12 inches in diameter or 

greater at 4.5 feet above grade with loose bark or other cavities). Trees and 

rocky outcrops shall be surveyed by a qualified bat biologist (i.e., a qualified 

biologist holding a CDFW collection permit and a Memorandum of 

Understanding with CDFW allowing the qualified biologist to handle bats). If 

3/13/2018 Board Meeting 7-1 Attachment 4, Page 52 of 84



2 – FINDINGS OF FACT IN SUPPORT OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

Foothill Feeder Repair and Future Inspections Project Final Supplemental EIR 10109 

February 2018 2-17 

active maternity roosts or hibernacula are found, the structure, rock outcrop, or 

tree occupied by the roost shall be avoided (i.e., not removed).  

 If non-breeding bat hibernacula are found in trees or structures scheduled to be 

removed, the individuals shall be safely evicted, under the direction of a qualified 

bat biologist, by opening the roosting area to allow airflow through the cavity or 

other means determined appropriate by the qualified bat biologist (e.g., 

installation of one-way doors). In situations requiring one-way doors, a minimum 

of 1 week shall pass after doors are installed and temperatures should be 

sufficiently warm for bats to exit the roost, because bats do not typically leave 

their roost daily during winter months in southern coastal California. This action 

should allow all bats to leave during the course of 1 week. Roosts that need to be 

removed in situations where the use of one-way doors is not necessary in the 

judgment of the qualified bat biologist in consultation with CDFW shall first be 

disturbed by various means at the direction of the qualified bat biologist at dusk to 

allow bats to escape during the darker hours, and the roost tree shall be removed 

or the grading shall occur the next day (i.e., there shall be no less or more than 

1 night between initial disturbance and the grading or tree removal). These actions 

should allow bats to leave during nighttime hours, thus increasing their chance of 

finding new roosts with a minimum of potential predation during daylight.  

SMM-BR-17 No more than 30 days prior to initiation of ground disturbance activities 

associated with the UTS conservation action, Metropolitan shall conduct surveys 

for the American badger, San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit, San Diego desert 

woodrat, and ringtail. A qualified biologist shall conduct the surveys for 

American badger, San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit, and San Diego desert 

woodrat in grassland, scrub, chaparral, oak woodland, and riverbank with 200 feet 

of ground disturbances. If American badgers are present, occupied habitat shall be 

flagged and ground-disturbing activities avoided within 50 feet of the occupied 

den. Maternity dens shall be avoided during the pup-rearing season (February 15 

through July 1) and a minimum 200-foot buffer established. If San Diego black-

tailed jackrabbits are present, non-breeding rabbits shall be flushed from areas to 

be disturbed. Dens, depressions, nests, or burrows occupied by pups shall be 

flagged and ground-disturbing activities avoided within a minimum of 200 feet 

during the pup-rearing season (February 15 through July 1). If active San Diego 

desert woodrat nests (stick houses) are identified within the disturbance zone or 

within 100 feet of the disturbance zone, a fence shall be erected around the nest 

site adequate to provide the woodrat sufficient foraging habitat at the discretion of 

the qualified biologist in consultation with CDFW. Clearing and construction 

within the fenced area will be postponed or halted until young have left the nest. 
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The qualified biologist shall serve as a construction monitor during those periods 

when disturbance activities will occur near active nest areas to ensure that no 

inadvertent impacts to these nests will occur. If avoidance is not possible, 

Metropolitan shall consult with CDFW for appropriate measures to relocate San 

Diego desert woodrat nests. 

 The survey area for ringtail shall include suitable riparian and woodland habitat 

(southern coast live oak riparian forest, southern cottonwood–willow riparian forest, 

southern willow scrub, coast live oak woodland, valley oak woodland, and mixed oak 

woodland) within the ground disturbance zone and a 300-foot buffer. Should any 

ringtail be observed, no construction-related activities shall occur within 300 feet of 

the occupied area for the period of February 1 through August 31 or until a qualified 

biologist (in consultation with CDFW) has determined that the ringtail no longer 

occupies the area and/or that restoration activities would not adversely affect the 

successful rearing of young. If any ringtail is observed within the ground disturbance 

zone or 300-foot buffer in the nonbreeding/rearing period of September 1 through 

January 31, and avoidance is not possible, denning ringtail shall only be evicted by a 

qualified biologist in consultation with CDFW. 

SMM-BR-18 Metropolitan shall comply with the County of Los Angeles Oak Tree Ordinance 

(CLAOTO) no. 22.56.2050. The ordinance requires replacement of any impacted 

oak trees (measuring 8 inches in diameter or greater, or with a combined diameter 

of 12 inches for multi-stem oaks) at a ratio of 2:1. Additionally, CLAOTO states 

that oak trees meeting the criteria for classification as a Heritage Tree (defined by 

CLAOTO as “any oak tree measuring 36 inches or more in diameter”) will be 

replaced at a ratio of 10:1. Whether they are planted in dedicated open space areas 

or developed areas, replacement oak trees planted in conformance with CLAOTO 

shall adhere to the following standards: 

1. Replacement oak trees shall be exclusively indigenous species, shall be at 

least a 15-gallon size specimen, and measure at least 1 inch in diameter 

1 foot above the base, unless otherwise approved by the County Forester. 

2. Replacement trees shall be properly cared for and maintained for a period of 2 

years and replaced by Metropolitan if mortality occurs within that period. 

3. Following completion of the 2-year maintenance period, the County 

Forester shall provide final authorization that CLAOTO standards have 

been met. 
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2.1.4.3 Findings per CEQA Guidelines 

Consistent with the CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(1), feasible measures that can minimize 

significant adverse impacts were developed for the potentially significant impacts described above. 

The feasible measures are listed above and consist of MM-BR-1 through MM-BR-5 from the 2005 

EIR and SMM-BR-1 through SMM-BR-18. 

Metropolitan finds that the above mitigation measures and supplemental mitigation measures are 

feasible, are adopted, and will reduce the potential biological resources impacts of the proposed 

project to less than significant levels. Accordingly, Metropolitan finds that, pursuant to 

California Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(1) and CEQA Guidelines Section 

15091(a)(1), changes or alterations have been required in or incorporated into the proposed 

project that will mitigate or avoid any potentially significant impacts on biological resources that 

were identified in the Draft Supplemental EIR. 

2.1.4.4 Facts in Support of the Findings Related to Biological Resources 

Implementation of MM-BR-1 through MM-BR-5 and SMM-BR-1 through SMM-BR-18 would 

reduce potentially significant project impacts related to biological resources to a less than 

significant level. There would be no significant, unavoidable impacts to biological resources 

after implementation of these mitigation measures. 

2.1.5 Impacts Related to Cultural Resources 

Implementation of the proposed project would not cause an adverse change in the significance of a 

historical resource or archaeological resource, would not destroy a unique paleontological resource or 

unique geologic feature, and would not disturb human remains, as described in Section 4.1.3 

(Cultural Resources) of the Draft Supplemental EIR. Therefore, no mitigation would be required and 

no significant, unavoidable adverse impacts would occur. 

2.1.6 Impacts Related to Geology and Soils 

Implementation of the proposed project would not have an adverse effect related to location on a 

geologic unit or soil that is unstable or that would become unstable as a result of the project and 

potentially result in an on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or 

collapse. The proposed project would also not expose people or structures to potential substantial 

adverse effects related to rupture of a known earthquake fault; strong seismic ground shaking; or 

seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction, or landslides. The proposed project would 

not result in substantial soil erosion, would not be located on expansive soil creating substantial 

risks to life or property, and would not use alternative wastewater disposal systems. Because 

impacts related to geology and soils would be less than significant, as described in Section 4.1.4 
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(Geology and Soils) of the Draft Supplemental EIR, no mitigation would be required and no 

significant, unavoidable adverse impacts would occur. 

2.1.7 Impacts Related to Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Implementation of the proposed project would not result in an adverse effect related to 

generation of greenhouse gases, either directly or indirectly, or conflict with any applicable plan, 

policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing greenhouse gas emissions, as described 

in Section 4.1.5 (Greenhouse Gas Emissions) of the Draft Supplemental EIR. Therefore, no 

mitigation would be required and no significant, unavoidable adverse impacts would occur. 

2.1.8 Impacts Related to Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Implementation of the proposed project would not have impacts related to the routine transport, use, 

or disposal of hazardous materials, nor would it release hazardous materials into the environment 

through reasonably foreseeable accident and upset conditions or release hazardous materials or 

emissions near schools. The proposed project would not be located on a hazardous materials site and 

it would not pose a safety hazard near public or private use airports. The proposed project would also 

not impair the implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response or 

evacuation plan or expose people or structures to significant risk involving wildfires. Because 

impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials would be less than significant, as described in 

Section 4.1.7 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials) of the Draft Supplemental EIR, no mitigation 

would be required and no significant, unavoidable adverse impacts would occur. 

2.1.9 Impacts Related to Hydrology and Water Quality 

2.1.9.1 Potentially Significant Impacts Related to Hydrology and Water Quality 

Implementation of the proposed project would not violate any water quality standards or waste 

discharge requirements, result in flooding on or off site as a result of drainage alteration, or result 

in stormwater issues or water quality issues. The proposed project would also not place housing 

or structures within a 100-year flood hazard area, or expose people or structures to significant 

risk related to flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam. The proposed project would 

not cause inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow, or result in cumulatively considerable 

hydrology or water quality impacts.  

However, implementation of the proposed project could substantially deplete groundwater 

supplies or interfere with groundwater recharge, or substantially alter the existing drainage 

pattern of the site or area in a manner that would result in substantial erosion or siltation, as 

described in Section 3.3 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the Draft Supplemental EIR, With 

implementation of SMM-H-1, potential impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level.  
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Further, implementation of the project could result in erosion or siltation on or off site due to 

drainage alteration. Implementation of MM-H-1 from the 2005 EIR would reduce impacts to less 

than significant levels.  

2.1.9.2 Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure from 2005 EIR 

MM-H-1 To mitigate bank erosion, deep cutting, and scouring of the Charlie Canyon 

Creekbed, San Francisquito Canyon Creekbed (high-rise location), Santa Clara 

Riverbed, Placerita Creekbed, and Bull Creekbed, sandbags or another form of 

water diversion from the discharge pipes into these creeks shall be in place prior to 

dewatering. Valves shall be opened gradually and flows monitored to ensure the 

integrity of the sandbags or other form of water diversion. The Metropolitan Water 

District of Southern California (Metropolitan) personnel shall be in place to observe 

discharges into the creeks and to ensure that the diversion is not breached. If the 

sandbags or other form of water diversion are breached causing erosive flooding of 

the creek banks, the valve openings shall be reduced to decrease the erosive 

velocity of the outflow until the diversion can be modified to stop the erosion.  

Supplemental Mitigation Measure 

SMM-H-1 In the event the mitigation plan for take of unarmored threespine stickleback 

involves the use of groundwater resources from an existing well to augment surface 

water supplies, such use shall be quantified to the extent possible (i.e., frequency 

and volume) and compared against the prior use of the same well(s). If the 

anticipated use exceeds the existing demands on the well(s) (or if the existing use 

cannot be documented), Metropolitan shall provide an analysis of the proposed 

water demand and its potential effects, if any, on surrounding groundwater 

users/wells, and the volume of groundwater in the target aquifer generally. If the 

analysis concludes that there may be impacts, Metropolitan shall either adjust the 

amount of groundwater required to meet mitigation site performance standards (to a 

level that would not produce significant impacts) or institute a groundwater 

monitoring and mitigation plan to adaptively manage groundwater resources. The 

groundwater monitoring and mitigation plan, if implemented, would include 

installation of flow meters on the proposed production well, deployment of pressure 

transducers in surrounding wells, and periodic (i.e., monthly) monitoring of water 

levels, so that if any impacts are observed, use of the well could be curtailed or 

ceased until groundwater levels recover. 
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2.1.9.3 Findings per CEQA Guidelines 

Consistent with the CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(1), feasible measures that can minimize 

significant adverse impacts were developed for the potentially significant impacts described above. 

The feasible measures are listed above and consist of MM-H-1 and SMM-H-1. 

Metropolitan finds that the above mitigation measure and supplemental mitigation measure are 

feasible, are adopted, and will reduce the potential hydrology and water quality impacts of the 

proposed project to less than significant levels. Accordingly, Metropolitan finds that, pursuant to 

California Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(1) and CEQA Guidelines Section 

15091(a)(1), changes or alterations have been required in or incorporated into the proposed 

project that will mitigate or avoid any potentially significant impacts on hydrology and water 

quality that were identified in the Draft Supplemental EIR. 

2.1.9.4 Facts in Support of the Findings Related to Hydrology and Water Quality 

Implementation of MM-H-1 and SMM-H-1 would reduce potentially significant project impacts 

related to hydrology and water quality to a less than significant level. There would be no 

significant, unavoidable impacts to hydrology and water quality after implementation of these 

mitigation measures. 

2.1.10 Impacts Related to Land Use and Planning 

Implementation of the proposed project would not divide an established community or conflict 

with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of any agency with jurisdiction over the 

project or conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural communities 

conservation plan, as described in Section 4.1.9 (Land Use and Planning) of the Draft 

Supplemental EIR. Therefore, no mitigation would be required and no significant, unavoidable 

adverse impacts would occur. 

2.1.11 Impacts Related to Mineral Resources 

Implementation of the proposed program would not result in the loss of availability of a known 

mineral resource of value to the region and residents of the state or loss of availability of a 

locally important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, 

or other land use plan, as described in Section 4.1.8 (Mineral Resources) of the Draft 

Supplemental EIR. Therefore, no mitigation would be required and no significant, unavoidable 

adverse impacts would occur. 
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2.1.12 Impacts Related to Noise 

2.1.12.1 Potentially Significant Impacts Related to Noise 

Implementation of the proposed project would not expose people to or generate excessive 

ground-borne vibrations/ground-borne noise levels or create a substantial permanent increase 

in ambient noise level. Furthermore, the proposed project is not located in an airport land use 

plan or within 2 miles of a public use airport or a private airstrip that would expose people 

residing or working in the area to excessive noise levels. However, the proposed project 

could expose people to or generate noise levels in excess of established standards and create 

a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels at the additional work 

site, the Santa Clara River Blow-Off site, during dewatering for emergency repairs, and 

during implementation of the UTS conservation action. MM-N-1 from the 2005 EIR and 

SMM-N-1 would be incorporated to reduce impacts to the extent feasible, but residual 

impacts would remain significant and unavoidable.  

Further, the proposed project would cause a substantial contribution to a potential cumulatively 

significant short-term daytime construction noise impact. MM-N-1 and SMM-N-1 would be 

incorporated to reduce impacts to the extent feasible. However, the project’s contribution to 

potentially significant cumulative short-term construction noise impacts would remain 

significant and unavoidable. 

2.1.12.2 Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures from 2005 EIR 

MM-N-1 A noise control plan shall be prepared for all work sites associated with the Repair 

Project and Future Inspections Project, The noise control plan shall include, but 

not be limited to, the following: 

 Stockpiling and vehicle staging areas shall be located as far away from 

occupied residences as possible, and screened from these uses by a solid 

noise attenuation barrier. 

 All stationary construction equipment (e.g., air compressor, generators, 

impact wrenches) shall be operated as far away from residential uses as 

possible and shall be shielded with temporary sound barriers, sound 

aprons, or sound skins. 

 To the extent feasible, haul routes for removing excavated materials or 

delivery of aggregate materials from the site shall be designed to avoid 

residential areas and areas occupied by noise sensitive receptors (e.g., 

hospitals, schools, convalescent homes, etc.). 
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 Idling equipment shall be turned off when not in use for periods longer 

than 20 minutes. 

 If feasible, the following types of construction equipment shall be used: 

o Electrical instead of diesel powered equipment; 

o Hydraulic tools instead of pneumatic tools; and 

o Electric welders powered by remote generators. 

Supplemental Mitigation Measure  

SMM-N-1 Residences within 500 feet of work sites, including the additional work site 

(Station 342+12), the Santa Clara River Blow-Off (Station No. 383+90), and 

emergency repair sites, which could include 24-hour, continuous activities, shall 

be notified of the construction schedule in writing. For non-emergency situations, 

notification shall be at least 48 hours prior to construction; for emergency repair 

sites, the notification shall be provided as early as possible during the planning 

and mobilization of construction crews. The Metropolitan Water District of 

Southern California 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 point of contact will be written into the construction 

notification schedule that is sent to nearby residences. 

2.1.12.3 Findings per CEQA Guidelines 

Consistent with the CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(1), feasible measures that can minimize 

significant adverse impacts were developed for the potentially significant impacts described above. 

The feasible measures are listed above and consist of MM-N-1 and SMM-N-1. 

Metropolitan finds that the above mitigation measure and supplemental mitigation measure are 

feasible and are adopted; however, they will not reduce the potential noise impacts of the 

proposed project to less than significant levels. Because there is no feasible mitigation at this 

time to reduce impacts to noise to less than significant levels, impacts would remain significant 

and unavoidable. Adoption of a Statement of Overriding Considerations (see Section 2.4) will be 

required should the decision makers choose to approve the project.  

2.1.12.4 Facts in Support of the Findings Related to Noise 

Implementation of MM-N-1 and SMM-N-1 would reduce potentially significant project noise 

impacts; however, impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. 
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2.1.13 Impacts Related to Population and Housing 

Implementation of the proposed project would not induce population growth, either directly or 

indirectly, or require the construction of replacement housing due to displacement of substantial 

groups of people, as described in Section 4.1.9 (Population and Housing) of the Draft 

Supplemental EIR. Therefore, no mitigation would be required and no significant, unavoidable 

adverse impacts would occur. 

2.1.14 Impacts Related to Public Services 

Implementation of the proposed project would not result in substantial adverse physical impacts 

associated with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities or the need for 

new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause 

significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, 

or other performance objectives for fire protection, police protection, schools, parks, or other 

public facilities. Because no impacts related to public services would occur, as described in 

Section 4.10 (Public Services) of the Draft Supplemental EIR, no mitigation would be required 

and no significant, unavoidable adverse impacts would occur. 

2.1.15 Impacts Related to Recreation 

Implementation of the proposed project would not result in an increase of existing neighborhood 

and regional parks or other recreation facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the 

facility would occur or be accelerated, or require the construction or expansion of recreational 

facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment. Because no impacts 

related to recreation would occur, as described in Section 4.11 (Recreation) of the Draft 

Supplemental EIR, no mitigation would be required and no significant, unavoidable adverse 

impacts would occur. 

2.1.16 Impacts Related to Transportation and Traffic 

Implementation of the proposed project would not conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or 

policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system or 

conflict with an applicable congestion management program. The proposed project also would 

not increase hazards due to a design feature, result in inadequate emergency access, or conflict 

with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian 

facilities. Because no impacts related to transportation and traffic would occur, as described in 

Section 4.1.12 (Traffic and Circulation) of the Draft Supplemental EIR, no mitigation would be 

required and no significant, unavoidable adverse impacts would occur. 
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2.1.17 Impacts Related to Utilities and Service Systems 

Implementation of the proposed project would not exceed wastewater treatment requirements, 

nor would it require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities 

or expansion of existing facilities or require or result in the construction of new stormwater 

drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities causing significant environmental effects. In 

addition, the proposed project would not result in insufficient water supplies, inadequate 

wastewater system capacity, or inadequate landfill capacity, nor would it conflict with federal, 

state, or local regulations related to solid waste disposal. Because no impacts related to utilities 

and service systems would occur, as described in Section 4.1.13 (Utilities and Service Systems) 

of the Draft Supplemental EIR, no mitigation would be required and no significant, unavoidable 

adverse impacts would occur. 

2.2 GENERAL FINDINGS 

1. The plans for the proposed project have been prepared and analyzed so as to provide for 

public involvement in the planning and the CEQA processes. 

2. The proposed project would result in direct and/or indirect potentially significant impacts 

to the following issues: air quality, biological resources, hydrology and water quality, and 

noise. Impacts to biological resources and hydrology would be reduced to a less than 

significant level through the adoption of feasible mitigation measures from the 2005 EIR 

and supplemental mitigation measures set forth in the Draft Supplemental EIR. However, 

even with implementation of the mitigation measures and supplemental mitigation 

measures set forth in the Draft Supplemental EIR, the project would result in significant 

unavoidable impacts to air quality and noise; therefore, a Statement of Overriding 

Considerations would be required.  

3. Comments regarding the Draft Supplemental EIR received during the public review 

period have been adequately addressed in the Responses to Comments included in the 

Final Supplemental EIR. Any significant effects described in such comments were 

avoided or substantially lessened by the mitigation measures and supplemental mitigation 

measures described in the Draft and Final Supplemental EIR.  

2.3 LEGAL EFFECTS OF FINDINGS 

To the extent that these findings conclude that the proposed mitigation measures and 

supplemental mitigation measures outlined in this Final Supplemental EIR are feasible and have 

not been modified, superseded, or withdrawn, Metropolitan hereby commits to implementing 

these measures. These findings, in other words, are not merely informational, but rather 

constitute a binding set of obligations that will come into effect when Metropolitan approves the 

proposed project. 
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The mitigation measures and supplemental mitigation measures that are referenced in the MMRP 

(Volume 2, Section 3 of this Final Supplemental EIR) and adopted concurrently with these 

findings will be effectuated through the process of construction and implementation of the 

proposed project. 

2.4 STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 

2.4.1 Significant, Unavoidable Impacts 

The proposed project would have significant, unavoidable impacts to the following areas, 

described in detail in Section 2.1 of these Findings of Fact: 

Air Quality 

 Conflicts with or obstruction of implementation of the applicable air quality plan 

 Violation of air quality standard 

 Cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project 

region is non-attainment 

 Exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations 

 Cumulatively considerable air quality impacts 

Noise 

 Exposure in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, 

or applicable standards of other agencies 

 Exposure to a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels 

 Cumulatively considerable noise impacts 

Metropolitan has adopted all feasible mitigation measures and supplemental mitigation measures 

with respect to these impacts. Although implementation of these measures would substantially 

lessen these significant impacts, adoption of the measures will, for many impacts, not fully avoid 

the impacts.  

As a result of these significant and unavoidable impacts, Metropolitan must adopt a Statement of 

Overriding Considerations pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15043 and 15093. This 

provision allows a lead agency to cite a project’s general economic, social, or other benefits as a 

justification for choosing to allow the occurrence of specified significant environmental effects 

that have not been avoided. The provision explains why, in the agency’s judgment, the project’s 

benefits outweigh the unavoidable significant effects. Where another substantive law (e.g., the 
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California Clean Air Act, the federal Clean Air Act, or the California and federal Endangered 

Species Acts) prohibits the lead agency from taking certain actions with environmental impacts, 

a statement of overriding considerations does not relieve the lead agency from such prohibitions. 

Rather, the decision maker has recommended mitigation measures and supplemental mitigation 

measures based on the analysis contained in the Final EIR, recognizing that other resource 

agencies have the ability to impose more stringent standards or measures. 

CEQA does not require lead agencies to analyze “beneficial impacts” in an EIR. Rather, EIRs 

are to focus on potential “significant effects on the environment” defined to be “adverse.” 

(California Public Resources Code, Section 21068.) The state legislature amended the definition 

to focus on “adverse” impacts after the California Supreme Court held that beneficial impacts 

must also be addressed (see Wildlife Alive v. Chickering (1976) 18 Cal.3d 190, 206). 

Nevertheless, decision makers benefit from information about project benefits. These benefits 

can be cited, if necessary, in a Statement of Overriding Considerations (14 CCR 15093). 

Metropolitan finds that the project would have substantial benefits as specified in Section 2.4.2, 

below. Any one of the reasons for approval cited below is sufficient to justify approval of the 

project. Thus, even if a court were to conclude that not every reason is supported by substantial 

evidence, Metropolitan would stand by its determination that each individual reason is sufficient. 

Metropolitan, after balancing the specific economic, legal, social, technological or other benefits 

of the project, determines and finds that the unavoidable adverse environmental effects may be 

considered “acceptable” due to the following specific considerations. 

2.4.2 Substantial Benefits of the Proposed Project 

2.4.2.1 Maintaining Reliability and Water Quality of the Foothill Feeder  

Water Supply 

The Foothill Feeder is the main delivery conduit of imported State Water Project water to four 

member agencies, including the Calleguas Municipal Water District, Central Basin Municipal 

Water District, Las Virgenes Municipal Water District, and West Basin Municipal Water 

District; and various cities including Beverly Hills, Burbank, Compton, Glendale, Long Beach, 

Los Angeles, San Fernando, Santa Monica, and Torrance. For some of these entities, this 

imported State Water Project water represents nearly all of their potable water supply. To 

supply safe and reliable drinking water to these agencies and cities, Metropolitan must 

continue to repair and/or replace damaged segments of the Foothill Feeder in order to ensure 

the continued public safety and reliability of the pipeline. Further, with implementation of the 

proposed project, Metropolitan would continue to periodically dewater during the wet season 

for inspection and maintenance activities to occur when water demands are typically low to 

ensure that the reliability of the Foothill Feeder is maintained while avoiding disruption of 

service to water users.  
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2.4.2.2 Responding to Emergency Situations within the Project Region 

Emergency situations may result in unexpected pipeline damage that could require an unplanned 

pipeline shutdown, necessitating dewatering as quickly as possible. An emergency would include 

occurrences such as fire, flood, earthquake, or other soil or geologic movements, as well as 

occurrences such as riot, accident, or sabotage. The proposed project includes an emergency 

dewatering situation that allows Metropolitan to respond to emergency situations in the project 

region in an expedited and safe manner.  

2.4.2.3 Providing Feasible Measures to Avoid and Minimize Incidental Take 

of UTS 

The potential for take of UTS could occur during pipeline shutdowns and maintenance activities 

at dewatering locations along the pipeline. Implementation of the proposed project would 

provide feasible measures to avoid and minimize incidental take of UTS. More specifically, the 

project would implement a UTS conservation action that will contribute to species recovery and 

satisfy the requirements of California Fish and Game Code 2081.10.  

2.5 INDEPENDENT REVIEW AND ANALYSIS 

Under CEQA, the lead agency must (1) independently review and analyze the EIR; (2) circulate 

draft documents that reflect its independent judgment; (3) as part of the certification of an EIR, 

find that the report or declaration reflects the independent judgment of the lead agency; and (4) 

submit copies of the documents to the State Clearinghouse if there is state agency involvement or 

if the project is of statewide, regional, or area-wide significance (California Public Resources 

Code, Section 21082.1(c)). 

Metropolitan independently reviewed and analyzed the Draft Supplemental EIR and determined 

that it reflects its independent judgment. Moreover, upon completing this review and making this 

determination, Metropolitan circulated the Draft Supplemental EIR for public review as 

described in Volume 1, Final Executive Summary, and Volume 2, Chapter 1, Introduction, of 

this Final Supplemental EIR. With the preparation of these findings for submittal to 

Metropolitan’s Board of Directors for adoption, Metropolitan finds that this Final Supplemental 

EIR reflects its independent judgment. 

2.6 REFERENCES CITED 

14 CCR 15000–15387 and Appendices A–L. Guidelines for Implementation of the California 

Environmental Quality Act Guidelines, as amended. 

California Public Resources Code, Sections 21000–21177. California Environmental Quality Act 

(CEQA), as amended. 

3/13/2018 Board Meeting 7-1 Attachment 4, Page 65 of 84



2 – FINDINGS OF FACT IN SUPPORT OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

Foothill Feeder Repair and Future Inspections Project Final Supplemental EIR 10109 

February 2018 2-30 

 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 

3/13/2018 Board Meeting 7-1 Attachment 4, Page 66 of 84



Foothill Feeder Repair and Future Inspections Project Final Supplemental EIR 10109 

February 2018 3-1 

CHAPTER 3 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

3.1 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

California Public Resources Code, Section 21081.6, requires that, upon certification of an 

environmental impact report (EIR), “the public agency shall adopt a reporting or monitoring 

program for the changes made to the project or conditions of project approval, adopted in order 

to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment. The reporting or monitoring program 

shall be designed to ensure compliance during project implementation” (California Public 

Resources Code, Section 21000 et seq.). 

A mitigation monitoring and reporting program (MMRP) is required to ensure that adopted 

mitigation measures (MMs) and supplemental mitigation measures (SMMs) are successfully 

implemented for the Foothill Feeder Repair and Future Inspections Project (proposed project). 

The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (Metropolitan) is the lead agency for the 

proposed project and is responsible for implementation of the MMRP. The MMRP will be active 

through all phases of the project, including design, construction, and operation. Metropolitan 

must adopt this MMRP, or an equally effective program, if it approves the proposed project with 

the mitigation measures and supplemental mitigation measures that were adopted or made 

conditions of project approval. This MMRP has been developed in compliance with California 

Public Resources Code, Section 21081.6, and Section 15097 of the California Environmental 

Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines (14 CCR 15000 et seq.).  

Table 3-1 identifies the mitigation program to be implemented by Metropolitan for the proposed 

project. Table 3-1 includes the following information: 

 A list of mitigation measures and supplemental mitigation measures 

 The responsible party who must ensure that each mitigation measure or supplemental 

mitigation measure is implemented and that monitoring and reporting activities occur 

 The timing for implementation of the mitigation measures and supplemental mitigation 

measures relative to construction 

 The entity responsible for implementing each mitigation measure or supplemental 

mitigation measure 

As part of the MMRP, monitoring compliance forms for each mitigation measure or 

supplemental mitigation measure will be developed for the activities under the proposed project. 

These forms will be completed to document implementation of all measures. Once all measures 

have been completed, the compliance monitor will sign off on the measure to indicate that the 

required mitigation measure or supplemental mitigation measure has been completed. 
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Table 3-1 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Foothill Feeder Repair and Future Inspections Project  

Mitigation Measures/Supplemental Mitigation Measures Responsible Party 
Timing of 

Implementation Implementing Party 

Air Quality 

SMM-AQ-1 

For off-road equipment with engines rated at 75 horsepower or greater, no construction equipment 
will be used that is less than Tier 4 Final at the commencement of construction of the mitigation site 
(2018). An exemption from these requirements may be granted by The Metropolitan Water District 
of Southern California (Metropolitan) in the event that there is documentation that (1) equipment 
with the required tier is not reasonably available (e.g., reasonability factors to be considered include 
those available within the region within the scheduled construction period) and (2) corresponding 
reductions in criteria air pollutant emissions are achieved from other construction equipment. 

Metropolitan 

 

Prior to and during 
enhancement or 
maintenance activities 
at the UTS 
conservation action site 

Metropolitan  

Mitigation contractor 

 

Biological Resources 

MM-BR-1  

A qualified biologist shall assess the potential of special-status plant and wildlife species to occur 
immediately adjacent to all proposed preparation and dewatering blow-off and work stations, as well 
as staging and storage areas, once these have been identified and delineated. The assessment 
shall be based on overall suitability of habitat to support such species, and known or historical 
occurrences of these species in the immediate vicinity. 

Metropolitan 

 

Prior to dewatering  Metropolitan 

Qualified biologist 

MM-BR-2  

If special-status species are determined to potentially occur immediately adjacent to any of the 
locations identified in MM-BR-1 above, such work areas shall be fenced with appropriate materials 
to exclude suitable habitat areas, and approved by a qualified biologist following the installation. All 
preparation and dewatering activities, as well as equipment and materials staging and storage, shall 
be confined to within the fenced area. Stationary equipment such as motors, pumps, and generators 
shall be positioned over drip pans. 

Metropolitan 

 

Prior to and during 
dewatering 

Metropolitan  

Qualified biologist 

MM-BR-3  

Prior to a complete shutdown of the Foothill Feeder pipeline, a qualified biologist shall conduct a 
training/education session to all construction, grading, and/or field managers responsible for work or 
activities conducted within the workstation areas. The biologist shall address the particular species 
that could occur within the adjacent habitat and measures to minimize adverse impacts to adjacent 
habitat areas. Actions to be taken should any special-status species be observed within work station 

Metropolitan 

 

Prior to dewatering Metropolitan  

Qualified biologist 
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Table 3-1 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Foothill Feeder Repair and Future Inspections Project  

Mitigation Measures/Supplemental Mitigation Measures Responsible Party 
Timing of 

Implementation Implementing Party 

areas or immediately adjacent to such area shall also be addressed. Any equipment or vehicles 
driven and/or operated adjacent to natural open space areas shall be checked and maintained daily 
to prevent leaks of materials/liquids into these areas. 

MM-BR-4  

Metropolitan shall use best management practices to ensure that no debris, oil, petroleum products, 
or other organic material from any dewatering or associated activity, or equipment storage, repair, 
or maintenance, shall be allowed to enter into, or be placed where it may be washed by rainfall or 
runoff into, adjacent natural habitat areas, including watercourses. When shutdown operations are 
completed, any excess materials or debris shall be removed from all work areas. 

Metropolitan  

 

Prior to, during, and 
after dewatering 

Metropolitan  

 

 

MM-BR-5   

A qualified biologist shall periodically monitor all activities at blow-off and other work stations during 
the preparation, dewatering, inspection, and maintenance/repair periods to ensure that impacts to 
adjacent habitat areas are being minimized/avoided and to assess the success of all mitigation 
measures. 

Metropolitan 

 

Prior to, during, and 
after dewatering 

Metropolitan  

Qualified biologist 

SMM-BR-1 

For emergency repairs, should these activities occur between March 1 and August 31, the biological 
monitor shall be present during all daytime hours to monitor potential impacts to nesting birds, in 
addition to other monitoring duties described in MM-BR-5. The biologist shall visually survey for 
nesting birds that may be impacted by activities in the vicinity of work locations and by water 
releases and, to the extent feasible, ensure that nesting activities are not disrupted. The biologist 
shall provide recommendations and feasible actions including coordination with work crews on the 
location of equipment used in project activities, temporary placement of sandbags to protect nests 
on the ground that are in danger of inundation during dewatering, and additional measures that may 
be permitted under an emergency situation. 

Metropolitan 

 

Prior to, during, and 
after construction 

Metropolitan  

Qualified biologist 

SMM-BR-2A 

Pre-construction surveys for special-status plant species shall be conducted prior to vegetation 
removal and site grading within the potential unarmored threespine stickleback (UTS) conservation 
site. Surveys shall be conducted by a qualified biologist during a time when the plant species with 
potential to occur are identifiable (i.e., during their blooming period for annual species). Surveys 
shall be conducted by a qualified biologist. Surveys will involve mapping any areas within the 

Metropolitan  Prior to and during 
enhancement or 
maintenance activities  
at the UTS 
conservation action site 

Metropolitan  

Qualified biologist 

Mitigation contractor 
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Table 3-1 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Foothill Feeder Repair and Future Inspections Project  

Mitigation Measures/Supplemental Mitigation Measures Responsible Party 
Timing of 

Implementation Implementing Party 

conservation site that would be subject to direct or indirect impacts. Surveys shall conform to the 
2001 Botanical Survey Guidelines from the California Native Plant Society; the 2009 Protocols for 
Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special Status Native Populations and Natural Communities 
from the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG); and the 2002 General Rare Plant 
Survey Guidelines from the Endangered Species Recovery Program. All plant species encountered 
during the field surveys shall be identified to subspecies or variety, if applicable, to determine 
sensitivity status. 

If feasible, populations and individuals of any special-status plant species found during pre-
construction surveys will be avoided during implementation of restoration or enhancement activities. 
Installation of protective fencing, and erosion and sediment control measures, as appropriate, will 
be implemented to protect special-status plant populations found near construction zones within the 
conservation site. Refer to SMM-BR-2B and SMM-BR-7 for additional details if special-status 
species are found within the potential conservation site.  

SMM-BR-2B 

In cases where disturbances to special-status plant species within the UTS conservation action site 
cannot be avoided, viable populations will be identified and transplanted to established preservation 
and conservation areas. Prior to transplantation, a mitigation and monitoring plan shall be submitted 
to CDFW for review and approval prior to ground disturbance to occupied habitat. Upon approval, 
the plan will be implemented by the applicant or its designee. Habitat replacement/enhancement will 
be at a 1:1 ratio (occupied acres restored/enhanced to occupied acres impacted). 

The mitigation and monitoring plan for the transplanted special-status plant(s) will describe habitat 
improvement/restoration measures to be completed prior to introducing transplanted special-status 
plants. Habitat improvement/restoration will be based on native special-status plant occupied 
habitat. The plan will specify (1) the location of mitigation sites; (2) a description of “target” 
vegetation that includes estimated cover and abundance of native shrubs and grasses in occupied 
habitat; (3) site preparation measures to include topsoil treatment, soil decompaction, erosion 
control, temporary irrigation systems, or other measures as appropriate; (4) methods for the 
removal of non-native plants (e.g., mowing, weeding, raking, herbicide application, or burning); (5) 
the source of all plant propagules (seed, potted nursery stock, etc.) and the quantity and species of 
seed or potted stock of all plants to be introduced or planted into the restoration/enhancement 
areas; (6) a schedule and action plan to maintain and monitor the enhancement/restoration areas, 

Metropolitan 

 

Prior to and during 
enhancement or 
maintenance activities  
at the UTS 
conservation action 
site, and annually after 
implementation of the 
UTS conservation 
action 

Metropolitan  

Qualified biologist  

Mitigation contractor 
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Table 3-1 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Foothill Feeder Repair and Future Inspections Project  

Mitigation Measures/Supplemental Mitigation Measures Responsible Party 
Timing of 

Implementation Implementing Party 

to include, at minimum, qualitative annual monitoring for revegetation success and site degradation 
due to erosion, trespass, or animal damage for a period of no less than 2 years; (7) as needed 
where sites are near trails or other access points, measures such as fencing, signage, or security 
patrols to exclude unauthorized entry into the restoration/enhancement areas; and (8) contingency 
measures such as replanting, weed control, or erosion control to be implemented if habitat 
improvement/restoration efforts are not successful. In addition, the plan will specify methods to 
collect special-status plants and introduce them into this mitigation site.  

Annual monitoring reports will be prepared and submitted to CDFW until the success criteria are 
met. Monitoring reports will describe all restoration/enhancement measures taken in the preceding 
year, describe success and completion of those efforts and other pertinent site conditions (erosion, 
trespass, animal damage) in qualitative terms, and describe special-status plant survival or 
establishment in quantitative terms. 

Take of any listed species, or collection and transplantation of any individuals and populations of 
any listed species, will require approval by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and/or 
CDFW and issuance of an incidental take permit. 

SMM-BR-3 

Pre-construction surveys for special-status vegetation communities shall be conducted prior to 
vegetation removal and site grading within the potential conservation site. Vegetation mapping will 
be consistent with the 2009 CDFW Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special 
Status Native Populations and Natural Communities and vegetation communities will be identified 
by keying them out in the 2009 Sawyer et al. Manual of California Vegetation, Second Edition.  

Any special-status vegetation communities found during pre-construction surveys will be avoided 
during restoration or enhancement activities. Installation of protective fencing, and erosion and 
sediment control measures, as appropriate, will be implemented to protect special-status vegetation 
communities found near construction zones within the conservation site.  

Metropolitan 

 

Prior to and during 
enhancement or 
maintenance activities  
at the UTS 
conservation action site 

Metropolitan  

Qualified biologist  

Mitigation contractor 

SMM-BR-4 

For any impacts to jurisdictional waters containing vegetation associated with the UTS conservation 
action, revegetation will be performed in accordance with a habitat mitigation and monitoring plan 
(HMMP) that describes proposed functions and services, rationale for expecting success, 

Metropolitan 

 

Prior to and during 
enhancement or 
maintenance activities  
at the UTS 
conservation action site 

Metropolitan  

Mitigation contractor 
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Table 3-1 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Foothill Feeder Repair and Future Inspections Project  

Mitigation Measures/Supplemental Mitigation Measures Responsible Party 
Timing of 

Implementation Implementing Party 

implementation schedule, and specifics of revegetation implementation. The revegetation 
component of the HMMP will describe, as applicable to the site, grading, erosion control and best 
management practices (BMPs), initial weed control, planting design, container planting, seeding 
installation, site irrigation, 120-day monitoring period, and any required construction monitoring. 
Restoration maintenance described in the HMMP may include weed control by hand removal or 
chemical treatment, hand watering, trash removal, and remedial planting/seeding. Biological 
monitoring described in the HMMP will include mitigation area performance standards, contingency 
measures, and annual monitoring report requirements. Implementation of the HMMP will mitigate 
any impacts to jurisdictional waters and wetlands associated with the UTS conservation action such 
that the project will be self-mitigating. 

SMM-BR-5  

Prior to conducting any dewatering activities related to inspection and maintenance activities, 
emergency repairs (to the extent feasible), and channel activities at the UTS conservation action 
site that may adversely affect UTS, The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 
(Metropolitan) shall prepare an Unarmored Threespine Stickleback Monitoring, Rescue, and 
Relocation Plan (Plan) in consultation with CDFW and USFWS. The Plan shall describe procedures 
for monitoring for stranded UTS and for rescuing stranded or potentially stranded fish and relocating 
them to waters connected with stream flows. The Plan shall include, at a minimum, the following: 

 Methods and requirements for pre-construction surveys for UTS and determining the presence 
and extent of aquatic habitat 

 Procedures for monitoring for stranded UTS in the Santa Clara River and San Francisquito 
Creek (if flows from the latter reach the Santa Clara River) during shutdown releases and at 
the UTS conservation action site 

 The stipulation that under no circumstances shall UTS be collected or relocated, unless 
CDFW and USFWS personnel or their agents implement this measure pursuant to applicable 
permit requirements 

 Criteria for determining when stranded or potentially stranded UTS shall be rescued 

 The specification that UTS shall only be relocated to nearby waters connected with flows in 
the Santa Clara River (or other stream from which the fish are rescued) 

 Habitat parameters for where rescued UTS shall be relocated, such as flow velocity and water 

Metropolitan 

 

Prior to dewatering 
activities related to 
inspection and 
maintenance activities, 
emergency repairs (to 
the extent feasible), 
and channel activities 
at the UTS 
conservation action site 
that may adversely 
affect UTS  

Metropolitan  

Mitigation contractor 
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Foothill Feeder Repair and Future Inspections Project  

Mitigation Measures/Supplemental Mitigation Measures Responsible Party 
Timing of 

Implementation Implementing Party 

depth 

 Procedures for capturing, handling, and transporting stranded fish 

 Procedures for decontamination of any equipment used in the rescue and relocation of UTS 

 Reporting of the results of any relocation efforts to CDFW and USFWS, including: 

o Dates and times 

o Whether or not relocated UTS were rescued from clearly isolated pools or moved as a 
precaution from pools that may have been connected to stream flows 

o Location(s) where stranded or potentially stranded UTS were rescued 

o Location where UTS were released 

o Total UTS relocated 

o Total mortality of UTS (if any) 

o Estimated numbers of any other native species relocated  

SMM-BR-6 

Prior to any ground-disturbing activities, a qualified biologist shall be retained to monitor activities 
related to the UTS conservation action site habitat restoration or enhancement. The biological 
monitor shall be present during ground disturbance activities to monitor for the presence of special-
status vegetation communities, special-status species, including fish, amphibians, reptiles, birds, 
and mammals, to ensure that no impacts occur to these resources. The qualified biological monitor 
shall ensure that all BMPs are properly installed and performing as designed, to prevent any 
sediment, debris, and pollutants from entering stream channels, wetlands, or sensitive habitat. The 
monitor shall also ensure that fencing associated with the restoration area is installed properly. 
Finally, the qualified biological monitor shall provide a training/education session to all workers 
participating in UTS conservation action site restoration activities. The session shall address the 
particular species that could occur within the restoration and adjacent habitat and measures to 
minimize adverse impacts to adjacent habitat areas. Actions to be taken should any special-status 
species be observed within work sites or immediately adjacent to such areas shall also be 
addressed. 

Metropolitan 

 

Prior to and during 
enhancement or 
maintenance activities  
at the UTS 
conservation action site 

Metropolitan  

Qualified biologist 
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Foothill Feeder Repair and Future Inspections Project  

Mitigation Measures/Supplemental Mitigation Measures Responsible Party 
Timing of 

Implementation Implementing Party 

SMM-BR-7 

If special-status vegetation communities or species are determined to occur immediately adjacent to 
a UTS conservation action site, fencing shall be located between the work area and special-status 
vegetation communities as well as occupied habitat, using appropriate materials, to protect the 
special-status resources. Fencing shall be approved by a qualified biologist following the 
installation. All UTS conservation action site habitat restoration or enhancement activities, as well as 
equipment and materials staging and storage, shall be confined within the work area, outside the 
suitable occupied habitat. 

Metropolitan 

 

Prior to and during 
enhancement or 
maintenance activities  
at the UTS 
conservation action site 

Metropolitan  

Qualified biologist 

Mitigation contractor 

SMM-BR-8 

At sites being restored or enhanced as part of the UTS conservation action, Metropolitan shall use 
BMPs to ensure that no debris, oil, petroleum products, or other organic material associated with 
restoration, or equipment storage or maintenance shall be allowed to enter into, or be placed where 
it may be washed by rainfall or run off into, adjacent natural habitat areas, including watercourses. 
Stationary equipment such as motors, pumps, and generators shall be positioned over drip pans. 
When restoration or enhancement activities are completed, any excess materials or debris shall be 
removed from all work areas. 

Metropolitan 

 

Prior to and during 
enhancement or 
maintenance activities  
at the UTS 
conservation action site 

Metropolitan  

Mitigation contractor 

SMM-BR-9 

Should the UTS conservation action site result in impacts to aquatic habitat, no less than 30 days 
prior to initiation of habitat restoration or enhancement activities, Metropolitan shall conduct a 
special-status fish habitat assessment and, if necessary, a survey for UTS, Santa Ana sucker, and 
arroyo chub. The survey shall be conducted in aquatic habitat within 300 feet of proposed impacts 
to suitable aquatic habitat. Should Santa Ana sucker and/or arroyo chub occur within the survey 
area, Metropolitan may initiate exclusion measures and, in consultation with CDFW and USFWS, 
relocation measures. Exclusion measures may include use of block nets upstream and/or 
downstream of the location of ground disturbances, to ensure that neither Santa Ana sucker nor 
arroyo chub enter the work area. If either of these special-status fish species occurs within or 
adjacent to the work area, Metropolitan may consult with CDFW and USFWS to initiate measures to 
relocate the fish to a safe location outside the UTS conservation action site. If UTS are observed 
during the survey, Metropolitan shall implement the Unarmored Threespine Stickleback Monitoring, 
Rescue, and Relocation Plan, as described in SMM-BR-5. 

Metropolitan 

 

No less than 30 days 
prior to initiation of 
enhancement or 
maintenance activities 
at the UTS 
conservation action site 

Metropolitan  

Qualified biologist 

Mitigation contractor 
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SMM-BR-10 

Thirty days prior to ground-disturbing activities associated with the UTS conservation action, and in 
vegetation communities potentially supporting Blainville’s horned lizard, silvery legless lizard, San 
Diegan tiger western whiptail, coast patch-nosed snake, and California glossy snake, a qualified 
biologist shall conduct surveys to capture and relocate individuals of these species. Suitable 
vegetation communities include coastal scrub, chaparral, oak woodland, riparian habitats, 
riverwash, or other areas potentially supporting these species. The biologist shall conduct a 
minimum of three surveys during the time of year/day when each species is most likely to be 
observed. Individuals shall be relocated to nearby undisturbed areas with suitable habitat. If 
construction is scheduled to occur during the low-activity period (generally December through 
February), the surveys shall be conducted prior to this period, if possible, and exclusion fencing 
shall be placed to limit the potential for recolonization of the site prior to construction. During all 
days when ground-disturbing activities occur, the biological monitor shall conduct a pre-work survey 
to clear the area of two-striped gartersnake and south coast gartersnake. 

Metropolitan 

 

30 days prior to 
ground-disturbing 
activities associated 
with the UTS 
conservation action 

Metropolitan  

Qualified biologist 

Mitigation contractor 

SMM-BR-11 

Prior to initiating ground disturbances associated with the UTS conservation action, Metropolitan 
shall conduct a habitat assessment for arroyo toad and California red-legged frog and, if necessary, 
shall conduct protocol surveys for these special-status species. Surveys shall be conducted by a 
qualified biologist in suitable habitat in all work areas and access roads within the streambed, as 
well as all streambed areas within 1,000 feet of the restoration or enhancement area and access 
roads. The timing and methods for arroyo toad surveys shall follow the requirements in the 1999 
USFWS Survey Protocol for Arroyo Toad. These surveys would include six daytime and nighttime 
surveys between March 15 and July 1, with at least one survey per month during April, May, and 
June.  

The timing and methods for California red-legged frog surveys shall adhere to the specifications in 
the 2005 USFWS Revised Guidance on Site Assessments and Field Surveys for the California Red-
Legged Frog. A site assessment for suitability of habitat for California red-legged frog may be 
submitted to USFWS before conducting protocol surveys, to determine whether site conditions 
support the need to complete surveys. If surveys are necessary, eight surveys should be completed 
between February 25 and September 30, including surveys conducted during the breeding and non-
breeding periods, as outlined in the USFWS 2005 Revised Guidance. If either arroyo toad or 

Metropolitan 

 

Prior to initiating ground 
disturbances 
associated with the 
UTS conservation 
action 

Metropolitan  

Qualified biologist 

Mitigation contractor 
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Mitigation Measures/Supplemental Mitigation Measures Responsible Party 
Timing of 

Implementation Implementing Party 

California red-legged frog is detected in or adjacent to the restoration/enhancement site, no work 
will be authorized within 500 feet of occupied habitat without additional consultation with USFWS. 

SMM-BR-12 

Prior to initiating ground disturbances associated with the UTS conservation action, all work areas 
and access roads within the streambed, as well as all streambed areas within 500 feet of restoration 
or enhancement sites and access roads, shall be surveyed at the appropriate season for western 
pond turtle. Focused surveys shall consist of a minimum of two daytime surveys of any aquatic 
habitat, to be completed between April 1 and June 1. Surveys shall follow survey techniques 
described for “visual encounter” in the U.S. Geological Survey’s 2006 Western Pond Turtle (Emys 
marmorata) Visual Survey Protocol for the Southcoast Ecoregion. If western pond turtles are 
detected in or adjacent to the restoration or enhancement area, nesting surveys shall be conducted. 
Focused surveys for evidence of western pond turtle nesting shall be conducted in, or adjacent to, 
the project area when suitable nesting habitat exists within 500 feet of occupied aquatic habitat in 
an area where ground disturbance will occur. If both of those conditions are met, a qualified 
biologist shall conduct focused, systematic surveys for western pond turtle nesting sites. The survey 
area shall include all suitable nesting habitat within 500 feet of occupied habitat in which ground 
disturbance will occur. This area may be adjusted based on the existing topographical features on a 
case-by-case basis. Surveys will entail searching for evidence of pond turtle nesting, including 
remnant eggshell fragments, which may be found on the ground following nest depredation. If a 
western pond turtle nesting area would be adversely impacted by ground disturbances associated 
with restoration, Metropolitan shall avoid the nesting area until the nest is empty. If non-nesting 
western pond turtles are found within areas subject to ground disturbance, and avoidance is not 
feasible, Metropolitan shall consult with CDFW on appropriate methods to relocate individual 
western pond turtles. 

Metropolitan 

 

Prior to initiating ground 
disturbances 
associated with the 
UTS conservation 
action 

Metropolitan  

Qualified biologist 

Mitigation contractor 

SMM-BR-13 

Prior to initiating ground disturbances associated with the UTS conservation action, all work areas 
and access roads within the streambed, as well as all streambed areas within 300 feet of restoration 
or enhancement sites and access roads, shall be surveyed at the appropriate season for two-striped 
gartersnake and south coast gartersnake. A qualified biologist shall conduct the focused surveys, 
which shall consist of minimum of two daytime surveys completed between April 1 and September 
1. If a gartersnake is located, the biologist will make a best effort to capture the individual, using a 

Metropolitan 

 

Prior to and during 
enhancement or 
maintenance activities  
at the UTS 
conservation action site 

Metropolitan  

Qualified biologist 

Mitigation contractor 
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snake stick or snake tongs. Any captured individual shall be relocated to a suitable area in the 
vicinity where it is not in danger of injury from project activities. During all days when ground-
disturbing activities occur, the biological monitor shall conduct a pre-work survey to clear the area of 
two-striped gartersnake and south coast gartersnake. 

SMM-BR-14 

Nesting bird surveys shall be conducted for inspection and maintenance activities, emergency 
repairs (to the extent feasible), and prior to the initiation of ground disturbances for restoration 
associated with the UTS conservation action, if these activities occur during the nesting bird season 
(March 1 to August 31).  

For activities related to scheduled inspection and maintenance and beginning on March 1 or later, 
Metropolitan shall contract with a qualified biologist to conduct a survey to determine whether active 
nests of bird species protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and/or the California Fish and 
Game Code are present within 100 feet (300 feet for raptors) of project activities at dewatering sites. 
The qualified biologist shall conduct the survey no more than 7 days prior to the initiation of 
activities associated with site preparation, dewatering, and maintenance, and shall survey all 
suitable bird nesting habitat within 300 feet of scheduled vegetation clearing, noise-producing 
activities, and nighttime lighting. If active nests are found, no hand clearing of vegetation supporting 
a nest, or that would otherwise result in disturbing a nest, shall take place until the nest is vacated 
and there is no evidence of a second nesting attempt. In consultation with the qualified biologist, 
Metropolitan shall postpone or halt work activities producing noise and nighttime lighting within 100 
feet of the nest (300 feet for raptors) until the nest is vacated and juveniles have fledged, and there 
is no evidence of a second attempt at nesting. Such noise-producing activities include use of 
pumps, generators, compressors, and ventilation blowers, and use of any heavy equipment for 
repairs. Should the qualified biologist determine that activities producing noise and nighttime lighting 
will not result in impacts to bird nesting, Metropolitan may establish a smaller buffer around active 
nests, and work activities may proceed. The qualified biologist shall monitor the progress of the nest 
daily until work activities producing noise and nighttime lighting are completed, to ensure that no 
inadvertent impacts to the nests occur.  

In the case of emergency repairs initiated during the nesting bird season (March 1 to August 31), 
and depending on the nature of the emergency, Metropolitan shall follow the above procedures to 
the extent feasible. Depending on the nature of the emergency and associated time constraints, 

Metropolitan 

 

Prior to inspection and 
maintenance activities 
and emergency repairs, 
and prior to the 
initiation of ground 
disturbances for 
restoration associated 
with the UTS 
conservation action, if 
these activities occur 
during the nesting bird 
season (March 1 to 
August 31) 

 

Metropolitan  

Qualified biologist 

Mitigation contractor 
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Metropolitan shall contract with a qualified biologist to conduct the pre-construction nesting bird 
survey. As described in SMM-BR-1, a biological monitor shall be on site during work activities to 
ensure that no impacts to nesting birds occur, to the extent permitted by the nature of the 
emergency.  

No more than 7 days prior to initiation of ground disturbances associated with the UTS conservation 
action, Metropolitan shall contract with a qualified biologist to conduct a pre-construction nesting 
bird survey within 300 feet (500 feet for raptors) of project activities. The surveys shall otherwise 
follow procedures outlined above for surveys conducted prior to inspection and maintenance of the 
Foothill Feeder. 

SMM-BR-15 

Prior to initiating ground disturbances associated with the UTS conservation action, Metropolitan 
shall contract with a qualified biologist to provide a habitat assessment and, if necessary, conduct 
protocol surveys for least Bell’s vireo, southwestern willow flycatcher, western yellow-billed cuckoo, 
and coastal California gnatcatcher.  

For listed riparian birds (least Bell’s vireo, southwestern willow flycatcher, western yellow-billed 
cuckoo), USFWS protocol surveys shall be conducted where suitable habitat occurs. If a nest is 
present, a 500-foot disturbance-free buffer shall be established and demarcated by fencing or 
flagging. No restoration activities may occur in these areas until the nest is vacated and juveniles 
have fledged and there is no evidence of a second nesting attempt, unless otherwise authorized by 
USFWS and CDFW. If no active nests are observed, construction may proceed. If active nests are 
found, work may proceed, provided that construction activity is located at least 500 feet from active 
nests.  

For coastal California gnatcatcher, Metropolitan shall conduct USFWS protocol surveys in suitable 
habitat within the range of the species, in all areas within 500 feet of access or construction-related 
disturbance areas. Suitable habitats, according to the protocol, include “coastal sage scrub, alluvial 
fan, chaparral, or intermixed or adjacent areas of grassland and riparian habitats.” A permitted 
qualified biologist shall perform these surveys according to the 1997 USFWS Coastal California 
Gnatcatcher Presence/Absence Survey Guidelines. If a territory or nest is confirmed, USFWS and 
CDFW shall be notified immediately. If a nest is present, a 500-foot disturbance-free buffer shall be 
established and demarcated by fencing or flagging. No restoration activities may occur in these 

Metropolitan 

 

Prior to initiating ground 
disturbances 
associated with the 
UTS conservation 
action and during 
enhancement or 
maintenance activities  
associated with UTS 
conservation action 

Metropolitan  

Qualified biologist 

Mitigation contractor 
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areas unless otherwise authorized by USFWS and CDFW. Restoration activities in suitable 
gnatcatcher habitat will be monitored regularly by a qualified biologist. The monitoring shall be of a 
sufficient intensity to ensure that the qualified biologist could detect the presence of a bird in the 
construction area. 

SMM-BR-16 

No more than 30 days prior to the commencement of ground disturbance or tree removal activities 
associated with the UTS conservation action, a pre-construction survey shall be conducted by a qualified 
biologist to determine whether active roosts of bats are present on or within 300 feet of the tree removal or 
ground disturbance activities. Should an active maternity roost be identified (in California, the breeding 
season of native bat species is generally from April 1 through August 31), the roost shall not be disturbed 
and restoration within 300 feet shall be postponed or halted until the roost is vacated and juveniles have 
fledged. Surveys shall include rocky outcrops, caves, structures, and large trees (particularly trees 12 
inches in diameter or greater at 4.5 feet above grade with loose bark or other cavities). Trees and rocky 
outcrops shall be surveyed by a qualified bat biologist (i.e., a qualified biologist holding a CDFW collection 
permit and a Memorandum of Understanding with CDFW allowing the qualified biologist to handle bats). If 
active maternity roosts or hibernacula are found, the structure, rock outcrop, or tree occupied by the roost 
shall be avoided (i.e., not removed).  

If non-breeding bat hibernacula are found in trees or structures scheduled to be removed, the 
individuals shall be safely evicted, under the direction of a qualified bat biologist, by opening the 
roosting area to allow airflow through the cavity or other means determined appropriate by the 
qualified bat biologist (e.g., installation of one-way doors). In situations requiring one-way doors, a 
minimum of 1 week shall pass after doors are installed and temperatures should be sufficiently 
warm for bats to exit the roost, because bats do not typically leave their roost daily during winter 
months in southern coastal California. This action should allow all bats to leave during the course of 
1 week. Roosts that need to be removed in situations where the use of one-way doors is not 
necessary in the judgment of the qualified bat biologist in consultation with CDFW shall first be 
disturbed by various means at the direction of the qualified bat biologist at dusk to allow bats to 
escape during the darker hours, and the roost tree shall be removed or the grading shall occur the 
next day (i.e., there shall be no less or more than 1 night between initial disturbance and the grading 
or tree removal). These actions should allow bats to leave during nighttime hours, thus increasing 
their chance of finding new roosts with a minimum of potential predation during daylight. 

Metropolitan 

 

No more than 30 days 
prior to the 
commencement of 
ground disturbance or 
tree removal activities 
associated with the 
UTS conservation 
action 

Metropolitan  

Qualified biologist 

Mitigation contractor 
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SMM-BR-17 

No more than 30 days prior to initiation of ground disturbance activities associated with the UTS 
conservation action, Metropolitan shall conduct surveys for the American badger, San Diego black-
tailed jackrabbit, San Diego desert woodrat, and ringtail. A qualified biologist shall conduct the 
surveys for American badger, San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit, and San Diego desert woodrat in 
grassland, scrub, chaparral, oak woodland, and riverbank with 200 feet of ground disturbances. If 
American badgers are present, occupied habitat shall be flagged and ground-disturbing activities 
avoided within 50 feet of the occupied den. Maternity dens shall be avoided during the pup-rearing 
season (February 15 through July 1) and a minimum 200-foot buffer established. If San Diego 
black-tailed jackrabbits are present, non-breeding rabbits shall be flushed from areas to be 
disturbed. Dens, depressions, nests, or burrows occupied by pups shall be flagged and ground-
disturbing activities avoided within a minimum of 200 feet during the pup-rearing season (February 
15 through July 1). If active San Diego desert woodrat nests (stick houses) are identified within the 
disturbance zone or within 100 feet of the disturbance zone, a fence shall be erected around the 
nest site adequate to provide the woodrat sufficient foraging habitat at the discretion of the qualified 
biologist in consultation with CDFW. Clearing and construction within the fenced area will be 
postponed or halted until young have left the nest. The qualified biologist shall serve as a 
construction monitor during those periods when disturbance activities will occur near active nest 
areas to ensure that no inadvertent impacts to these nests will occur. If avoidance is not possible, 
Metropolitan shall consult with CDFW for appropriate measures to relocate San Diego desert 
woodrat nests. 

The survey area for ringtail shall include suitable riparian and woodland habitat (southern coast live 
oak riparian forest, southern cottonwood–willow riparian forest, southern willow scrub, coast live oak 
woodland, valley oak woodland, and mixed oak woodland) within the ground disturbance zone and 
a 300-foot buffer. Should any ringtail be observed, no construction-related activities shall occur 
within 300 feet of the occupied area for the period of February 1 through August 31 or until a 
qualified biologist (in consultation with CDFW) has determined that the ringtail no longer occupies 
the area and/or that restoration activities would not adversely affect the successful rearing of young. 
If any ringtail is observed within the ground disturbance zone or 300-foot buffer in the 
nonbreeding/rearing period of September 1 through January 31, and avoidance is not possible, 
denning ringtail shall only be evicted by a qualified biologist in consultation with CDFW. 

Metropolitan 

 

No more than 30 days 
prior to initiation of 
ground disturbance 
activities associated 
with the UTS 
conservation action 

Metropolitan  

Qualified biologist 

Mitigation contractor 
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SMM-BR-18 

Metropolitan shall comply with the County of Los Angeles Oak Tree Ordinance (CLAOTO) no. 
22.56.2050. The ordinance requires replacement of any impacted oak trees (measuring 8 inches in 
diameter or greater, or with a combined diameter of 12 inches for multi-stem oaks) at a ratio of 2:1. 
Additionally, CLAOTO states that oak trees meeting the criteria for classification as a Heritage Tree 
(defined by CLAOTO as “any oak tree measuring 36 inches or more in diameter”) will be replaced at 
a ratio of 10:1. Whether they are planted in dedicated open space areas or developed areas, 
replacement oak trees planted in conformance with CLAOTO shall adhere to the following 
standards: 

1. Replacement oak trees shall be exclusively indigenous species, shall be at least a 15-gallon 
size specimen, and measure at least 1 inch in diameter 1 foot above the base, unless 
otherwise approved by the County Forester. 

2. Replacement trees shall be properly cared for and maintained for a period of 2 years and 
replaced by Metropolitan if mortality occurs within that period. 

3.  Following completion of the 2-year maintenance period, the County Forester shall provide final 
authorization that CLAOTO standards have been met. 

Metropolitan 

 

Prior to and during 
enhancement or 
maintenance activities  
at the UTS 
conservation action site 

Metropolitan  

Qualified biologist 

Mitigation contractor 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

MM-H-1 

To mitigate bank erosion, deep cutting, and scouring of the Charlie Canyon Creekbed, San 
Franciscquito Canyon Creekbed (high-rise location), Santa Clara Riverbed, Placerita Creekbed, and 
Bull Creekbed, sandbags or another form of water diversion from the discharge pipes into these 
creeks shall be in place prior to dewatering. Valves shall be opened gradually and flows monitored 
to ensure the integrity of the sandbags or other form of water diversion. The Metropolitan Water 
District of Southern California (Metropolitan) personnel shall be in place to observe discharges into 
the creeks and to ensure that the diversion is not breached. If the sandbags or other form of water 
diversion are breached causing erosive flooding of the creek banks, the valve openings shall be 
reduced to decrease the erosive velocity of the outflow until the diversion can be modified to stop 
the erosion. 

Metropolitan 

 

Prior to, during, and 
after dewatering 

Metropolitan  
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SMM-H-1 

In the event the mitigation plan for take of unarmored threespine stickleback involves the use of 
groundwater resources from an existing well to augment surface water supplies, such use shall be 
quantified to the extent possible (i.e., frequency and volume) and compared against the prior use of 
the same well(s). If the anticipated use exceeds the existing demands on the well(s) (or if the 
existing use cannot be documented), Metropolitan shall provide an analysis of the proposed water 
demand and its potential effects, if any, on surrounding groundwater users/wells, and the volume of 
groundwater in the target aquifer generally. If the analysis concludes that there may be impacts, 
Metropolitan shall either adjust the amount of groundwater required to meet mitigation site 
performance standards (to a level that would not produce significant impacts) or institute a 
groundwater monitoring and mitigation plan to adaptively manage groundwater resources. The 
groundwater monitoring and mitigation plan, if implemented, would include installation of flow 
meters on the proposed production well, deployment of pressure transducers in surrounding wells, 
and periodic (i.e., monthly) monitoring of water levels, so that if any impacts are observed, use of 
the well could be curtailed or ceased until groundwater levels recover. 

Metropolitan 

 

Prior to and during 
implementation of the 
UTS conservation 
action  

Metropolitan  

Mitigation contractor 

Noise 

MM-N-1  

A noise control plan shall be prepared for all work sites associated with the Repair Project and 
Future Inspections Project. The noise control plan shall include, but not be limited to, the following: 

 Stockpiling and vehicle staging areas shall be located as far away from occupied residences 
as possible, and screened from these uses by a solid noise attenuation barrier. 

 All stationary construction equipment (e.g., air compressor, generators, impact wrenches) 
shall be operated as far away from residential uses as possible and shall be shielded with 
temporary sound barriers, sound aprons, or sound skins. 

 To the extent feasible, haul routes for removing excavated materials or delivery of aggregate 
materials from the site shall be designed to avoid residential areas and areas occupied by 
noise sensitive receptors (e.g., hospitals, schools, convalescent homes, etc.). 

 Idling equipment shall be turned off when not in use for periods longer than 20 minutes. 

 If feasible, the following types of construction equipment shall be used: 

Metropolitan 

 

 

Prior to and during 
dewatering and 
enhancement or 
maintenance activities  
at the UTS 
conservation action site 

Metropolitan  
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o Electrical instead of diesel powered equipment; 

o Hydraulic tools instead of pneumatic tools; and 

o Electric welders powered by remote generators.  

SMM-N-1 

Residences within 500 feet of work sites, including the additional work site (Station 342+12), the 
Santa Clara River Blow-Off (Station No. 383+90), and emergency repair sites, which could include 
24-hour, continuous activities, shall be notified of the construction schedule in writing. For non-
emergency situations, notification shall be at least 48 hours prior to construction; for emergency 
repair sites, the notification shall be provided as early as possible during the planning and 
mobilization of construction crews. The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 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 point of contact will be written into the construction notification 
schedule that is sent to nearby residences. 

Metropolitan 

 

At least 48 hours prior 
to construction for 
scheduled dewatering; 
as early as possible for 
emergency repairs  

Metropolitan  

SMM = Supplemental Mitigation Measure; Metropolitan = The Metropolitan Water District of California; UTS = unarmored threespine stickleback; MM = Mitigation Measure; CDFG = California 
Department of Fish and Game; CDFW = California Department of Fish and Wildlife; USFWS = U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; HMMP = habitat mitigation and monitoring plan; BMP = best 
management practice; CLAOTO = County of Los Angeles Oak Tree Ordinance. 
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3.2 REFERENCES CITED 

14 CCR 15000–15387 and Appendices A–L. Guidelines for the Implementation of the California 

Environmental Quality Act, as amended. 

California Public Resources Code, Sections 21000–21177. California Environmental Quality Act 

(CEQA), as amended. 
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