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Lion Canyon. Under the LEDPA, approximately 5,835 1f of the existing drainage in the main
branch of Lion Canyon would be modified and restored in order to stabilize the drainage,
through selective regrading in some areas and stabilization with grade control structures in
others. In addition, approximately 6,095 1f of drainage would be converted to buried storm
drain.

There would be one major road crossing culvert to support Magic Mountain Parkway in the
uppermost reach. An existing agricultural road crossing in the lower reach would remain and
would be converted for maintenance access to the water quality basin near the confluence with
the Santa Clara River.

Table 2 summarizes the proposed modifications to the Lion Canyon drainage under the
LEDPA. Please refer to Figure 9 for locations of the proposed features, including affected
drainages/jurisdictional areas, and the development areas along Lion Canyon.

Other Drainages. One culverted road crossing would be constructed across the mouth of the
Ayers Canyon drainage. No other drainage facilities would be constructed in Ayers Canyon. In
addition, the existing six-lane bridge would be expanded to eight lanes, allowing SR-126 to
cross the Castaic Creek drainage. Portions of other drainages would be stabilized, restored, or
converted to buried storm drain, as summarized in Table 2.

Aucust11, 2011 PAGE17



Legend

n Resource Management & Development Plan

~ spineflower Preserve

Drainage/Jurisdiction Features
I Corps Drainage/Jurisdiction Temporarily
] Impacted
Corps Drainage/Jurisdiction Permanently
Impacted

Bank Stabilization Features

- Corps Jurisdiction Establishment
[ ] Proposed Bank Stabilization
[ ] Bridge/Road Crossing

[ Drop Structure/Grade Stabilzers
i

N

| Proposed Grading

Roads

(I | Feet

@ 0 200 400 800
APPROXIMATE SCALE IN FEET

Q
Cpa-coviq)
i i

) 4 a % ] 13
SOURCE: PACE 2010 Note: Location of drop structures/grade stabilizers are approximate.

FIGURE 9

LION CANYON DETAIL - NEWHALL RANCH RMDP
RMDP TRIBUTARY TREATMENTS

P:\8238E\GIS\mxds\LEDPA\404B1_20101103\8238E_FIGURE-9_LionFinalLedpa_PC1_20110525.mxd



samrojas
Rectangle

samrojas
Typewritten Text
Corps Drainage/Jurisdiction Temporarily Impacted
Corps Drainage/Jurisdiction Permanently Impacted
Corps Drainage/Juris. Converted to Storm Drain


FINAL PROJECT DESCRIPTION

2.2 SCP Component Of The Project

The spineflower preserve design identified in the Revised Initial LEDPA has been further
refined based on input received from CDFG, which is the CEQA lead agency on the EIS/EIR. As
summarized on Table 3, two new spineflower preserve areas, referred to as the Magic
Mountain and Spring preserves, have been added to the LEDPA. The locations of all proposed
spineflower preserve areas are depicted on Figure 10. Within the preserves, spineflower
management and monitoring actions would be as described in the Spineflower Conservation
Plan (SCP).

Figure 10 also shows the connectivity among the project spineflower preserves and the
approved and proposed open space within the SCP study area. Table 3 summarizes the Project

spineflower preserve characteristics, including acreage of spineflower to be preserved and

taken.
Table 3
Spineflower Preserve Summary
Preserve Spineflower Spineflower  Percent  Percent
Preserve Area Size Preserved Impacted Preserved  Taken
(ac) (ac) (ac) (ac) (ac)
Airport Mesa 67.75 5.28 1.72 75.4% 24.6%
Grapevine Mesa 65.97 4.02 0.86 82.4% 17.6%
Potrero 16.91 1.32 0.33 80.0% 20.0%
San Martinez Grande 34.41 2.29 0 100.0% 0.0%
Magic Mountain 7.66 0.95 0 100.0% 0.0%
Spring 6.55 0.51 0 100.0% 0.0%
RMDP Total 199.26 14.37 291 83.0% 17.0%
Entrada/VCC (SCP Only) 27.19 1.03 1.94 34.7% 65.3%
SCP Total 226.45 15.4 4.85 76% 24%
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Table 4 summarizes each of the proposed spineflower preserve areas and the preserve design
elements, including the core or occupied spineflower population areas, the interior areas within
the core that allow for expansion of the preserves, and the designated buffer, which represents

the area within the preserve between the core perimeter and the outer preserve boundary or

urban edge.
Table 4 Project Preserve Design
Preserve Statistics Preserve Design Elements
P d
ropose Cumulative Area )
Preserve Area Preserve! ) Core>  Buffer* Expansion®
Occupied? (ac)
(ac)
Airport Mesa 67.75 5.28 26.22 41.53 20.94
Grapevine Mesa 65.97 4.02 9.01 56.96 4.99
Potrero 16.91 1.32 4.37 12.54 3.05
San Martinez Grande 34.41 2.29 8.24 26.17 5.95
Magic Mountain 7.66 0.95 1.70 598 0.75
Spring 6.55 0.51 0.64 5.90 0.13
RMDP Total 199.26 14.37 50.18 149.08 35.81
Entrada/VCC (SCP
27.19 1.03 9.00 18.19 7.97
Only)

SCP Total 226.45 15.4 59.18 167.27 43.78

Notes:

! Proposed preserve is the total area within the preserve boundary.

2 Cumulative area occupied is the total area of mapped spineflower within the preserve between 2002 and
2007.

3 Core identifies the occupied/preserved populations interior to buffer area and preserve boundary.

4 Buffer represents the area within the preserve between the core perimeter and the preserve boundary
(urban edge.)

5>  Expansion area represents the area interior to the core that is not part of the cumulative area occupied.

CDFG is responsible for granting incidental take authorization under the California Endangered
Species Act for impacts to spineflower. On December 3, 2010, CDFG certified the EIR portion of
the Final EIS/EIR and approved the RMDP/SCP project, associated Master Streambed Alteration
Agreement and two Incidental Take Permits, including an Incidental Take Permit for
spineflower. The Project is consistent with the CDFG Master Streambed Alteration Agreement
and the Incidental Take Permits.

2.3 Summary Description of Development Facilitated by the Project

Figure 11 depicts the land uses that would be facilitated within the RMDP area under the
Project. The Project would provide 2,570 net developable acres, approximately 19,517
residential units, and 5.45 million square feet of commercial uses. Table 5 compares the
development facilitated under the LEDPA to the development under the proposed project.

Aucust11, 2011 PAGE 21



Resource Management & Development Plan
Spineflower Conservation Plan

Land Use

Single Family- 1,261.0 ac.
Multi Family - 941.4 ac.
Commercial - 224.2 ac.

OS Manufactured - 1,961.8 ac.
OS Natural - 8,566.7 ac.

Public Facility (Schools, Library
Fire Station, Visitor Center) - 143.3 ac.

Other Public Facilities- 86.0 ac.
Public Road- 466.3 ac.

Feet
2,150 4,300 8,600
APPROXIMATE SCALE IN FEET

SOURCE:

FIGURE 11

NEWHALL RANCH RMDP
LAND USE PLAN

P:\8238E\GIS\mxds\LEDPA\404B1_20101103\8238E_FIGURE-11_FinalLedpaaRmdpScpLandUsePlanPC1_20110525.mxd




Table 5
Development Facilitated by the Project

Percent Percent Total Total
Land Use Category! Acres Res. Comm.? Res. Comm. Res. Comm.
oty (DU)2 (MSF)¢ Reduction Reduction Reduction Reduction
(DU)> (MSF) 5 (DU)> (MSF)5

Single-Family Residential 1,261.0 8,316 - -8.4% - -765 -
Multi-Family Residential 9414 11,201 - -5.1% - -603 -
Commercial 224.2 _ 545 . -1.8% _ 0.1
Public Facilities® 143.3 _ - _ _ - -
Subtotal - Net Developable 2569.9
Acreage
Other Public Facilities 552.4 - - - - - -
Open Space” 10,528.5 - - - - - -
Subtotal RMDP Area 13,650.8 19,517 5.45 -6.6% -1.8% -1,368 -0.1
Notes:

1
2
3
4
5

In some instances, land use categories have been consolidated to simplify presentation of the land use data.

"DU" means development units

Commercial includes business park, office, retail, efc.

"MSF" means million square feet.

All reductions represent a comparison to the amount of development approved under the Specific Plan and

included in the Proposed Project.

6

7

Public Facilities includes parks, schools, libraries, etc.
Open Space means natural (preserved) and manufactured open space, and includes the Specific Plan's High

Country SMA/SEA 20, River Corridor SMA/SEA 23, Open Areas, spineflower preservations areas, the Salt Creek area
adjacent to the Specific Plan boundary, and other specified open areas, primarily located within the Specific Plan's Estate
Residential designation.

Source: The Newhall Land and Farming Company, 2010.

3.0 PERMANENT AND TEMPORARY FILL OF WATERS OF THE UNITED STATES

Of the 660.1 acres of waters of the United States on the Project site, the LEDPA would avoid
permanent or temporary impacts to approximately 87 percent (576.9 acres) of the jurisdictional
waters on site, compared to 80 percent avoidance under the proposed Project. In total, the
LEDPA would permanently fill approximately 47.9 acres of waters of the United States (48.6
percent reduction in impact acreage compared to the proposed Project), and would temporarily
disturb 35.3 acres (6 percent increase in temporary impact acreage compared to the proposed
Project). The temporary impacts would be associated with construction zones adjacent to
proposed Project facilities, which would be restored and revegetated following completion of
construction. In some instances, temporary impacts also would result from restoration activities
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(e.g., when such activities require earthwork to be conducted in jurisdictional areas to correct
existing incised channel banks). Table 6 provides a summary of the permanent and temporary
fill impacts that would result from the currently proposed LEDPA.

Avoidance. As stated above, of the total 660.1 acres of waters of the United States that occur on
the RMDP site, the LEDPA would avoid permanent or temporary impacts to 576.9 acres of
waters of the United States, or approximately 87 percent of the jurisdictional waters on site.
Key avoided areas under the LEDPA would include the majority of the Santa Clara River main
stem, the Middle Canyon spring complex (a high-quality wetland), and the Salt Creek sub-
watershed. In addition, the entire Potrero Canyon drainage, including the CAM areas, would be
avoided except for necessary channel bed stabilization features. The lower CAM within Potrero
Canyon is also proposed to be linked with a 19.3-acre wetland mitigation site immediately
upstream from the mesic meadow, creating one, nearly contiguous CAM wetland area in lower
Potrero Canyon.

Fill in the Santa Clara River. Of the 471.2 acres of waters of the United States within the Santa
Clara River main stem on site, the LEDPA would result in 5.8 acres of permanent impact and

15.7 acres of temporary impact to waters of the United States in the main stem of the river. The
permanent impact would be associated with the construction of two bridges across the river
(one of which is already permitted), the Utility Corridor, and future improvements to SR-126.
Permanent impacts would represent approximately one percent of the total jurisdictional
acreage in the river within the Project area.

Fill in On-Site Tributary Drainages. Of the total 188.9 acres of waters of the United States
within tributary drainages on site, the LEDPA would result in approximately 42.1 acres of

permanent impact and 19.6 acres of temporary impact to waters of the United States. This
impact results from converting drainages to buried storm drains, eliminating existing drainages
for realignment, and grading to accommodate site development. The permanent impact would
represent 22.4 percent of the total jurisdictional acreage in the on-site tributaries. The Project
would generally affect all classes of tributary drainages on site (small and large tributary
drainages), and no type of aquatic resource would be disproportionately affected.

Fill in Special Aquatic Sites. Of the 276.9 acres of wetland waters of the United States on site,

the LEDPA would permanently disturb 5.1 acres of wetlands (a 75 percent reduction compared
to the proposed Project) and temporarily disturb 11.8 acres (a five percent increase compared to
the proposed Project's 11.2 acres of temporary wetland impacts). These impacts would occur
primarily due to bridge construction and the Utility Corridor along the Santa Clara River main
stem. Elimination of the planned bridge across the river at Potrero Canyon Road would reduce
impacts to wetlands along the river and in lower Potrero Canyon. In addition, the Salt Creek
watershed and the Middle Canyon spring complex would be preserved and no permanent
impacts to wetlands in those areas would occur. Additionally, the CAM wetlands in lower
Potrero Canyon would be avoided, and the CAM wetland in middle Potrero Canyon would be
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avoided except for impacts associated with necessary channel bed stabilization features. In
total, the LEDPA would avoid permanent or temporary impacts to 94 percent of all wetlands on
site, compared to 89 percent for the proposed Project. Table 7 provides a summary of the
LEDPA's permanent and temporary impacts to federally protected wetlands.

Impact to the Riparian Condition. The LEDPA would affect the riparian condition of the

aquatic resources on site as shown in Table 8. Changes in riparian condition would stem from
two sources: (a) changes in the acreage of jurisdictional areas on site; and (b) changes in the
overall quality (measured by the HARC Total Score) of on-site riparian areas. As discussed
above and shown in Table 9, the LEDPA would result in a net gain of jurisdictional area on site.
After taking into account the changes in HARC total scores that would occur as a result of
Project impacts and mitigation, the LEDPA also would result in a Project-wide increase of 33.24
HARC AW-score units. This gain would occur both within the Santa Clara River main stem,
through conversion of disturbed and agricultural lands to river jurisdiction, and within the
stabilized, modified and reconstructed tributary drainages, where the change is primarily
attributable to the increased size of many assessment reaches post-Project.
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TOTAL Mitigation 114.04 0.6 63.74

Project Impacts (permanent) -47.9 0.64 -30.5

Calculated Mitigation Ratio 24:1 21:1
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Table 10: LEDPA Conservation Land Dedication/Recordation Schedule (See Note at End of Table)

. X Schedule/Phase of
Open Space Area Conservation Instrument Fee Ownership
Development
High Country SMA
High Country (Part 1) Conservation Easement to | High Country Recreation & | At Issuance of 2,000
CDFG Conservation Authority Residential Building Permit
(JPA)
High Country (Part 2) Conservation Easement to | High Country Recreation & | At Issuance of 6,000®
CDFG Conservation Authority Residential Building Permit
(JPA)
High Country (Part 3) Conservation Easement to | High Country Recreation & | At Issuance of 11,000

CDFG

Conservation Authority
(JPA)

Residential Building Permit

Salt Creek - V

entura County

Salt Creek Watershed w/in
Ventura County

Conservation Easement to
CDFG

High Country Recreation &
Conservation Authority
(JPA)

Upon Approval of Potrero
Canyon TTM

Santa Clara River

Santa Clara River (LMV Conservation Easement to | Center for Natural Lands At completion of Landmark

Phase 1) CDFG Management (CNLM) Village TTM Development -
Castaic Creek Confluence
Area

Santa Clara River (LMV Conservation Easement to | Center for Natural Lands At completion of Landmark

Phase 2) CDFG Management (CNLM) Village TTM Development -
Long Canyon Bridge Area

Santa Clara River (LMV Conservation Easement to | Center for Natural Lands At completion of Landmark

Phase 3) CDFEG Management (CNLM) Village TTM Development -
Castaic Creek at SR126
Area

Santa Clara River (MV Conservation Easement to | Center for Natural Lands At completion of Mission

Phase 1) CDFG Management (CNLM) Village TTM Development -
S] Flats to Lion Canyon

Santa Clara River (MV Conservation Easement to | Center for Natural Lands At completion of Mission

Phase 2) CDFG Management (CNLM) Village TTM Development -
Middle Canyon Spring
Area

Santa Clara River (MV Conservation Easement to | Center for Natural Lands At completion of Mission

Phase 3) CDFG Management (CNLM) Village TTM Development -
Commerce Center Bridge
Area

Santa Clara River (UC Conservation Easement to | Center for Natural Lands At completion of Utility

Phase 1) CDFG Management (CNLM) Corridor Construction

between Chiquito and San
Martinez Grande drainages
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Santa Clara River (UC Conservation Easement to | Center for Natural Lands At completion of Utility

Phase 2) CDFG Management (CNLM) Corridor Construction west
of San Martinez Grande

Santa Clara River (WRP) Conservation Easement to Center for Natural Lands At completion of Newhall

CDFG Management (CNLM) Ranch Wastewater

Reclamation Plant (WRP)
construction

Santa Clara River (HS) Conservation Easement to Center for Natural Lands At completion of

CDFEG

Management (CNLM)

Homestead Village South
TTM Development

Santa Clara River (Pot)

Conservation Easement to
CDFG

Center for Natural Lands
Management (CNLM)

At completion of Potrero
Village TTM Development

Tributary

Drainages

Mission Village Preserved
& Lion Canyon Drainages

Conservation Easement to
CDFG or Deed Restriction

Center for Natural Lands
Management (CNLM)

At completion of Mission
Village TTM Development

Homestead Village South
Preserved and Long
Canyon Drainages

Conservation Easement to
CDFG or Deed Restriction

Center for Natural Lands
Management (CNLM)

At completion of
Homestead South Village
TTM Development

Homestead Village North
Preserved, Chiquito, San
Martinez Grande Drainages

Conservation Easement to
CDFG or Deed Restriction

Center for Natural Lands
Management (CNLM)

At completion of
Homestead North Village
TTM Development

Potrero Canyon Drainage
and CAM Mitigation Site

Conservation Easement to
CDEFG or Deed Restriction

Center for Natural Lands
Management (CNLM)

At completion of Potrero
Village TTM Development

Note: In addition, Newhall may not begin work in waters of the United States for any Pre-Construction
Notification area, including the advance mitigation areas (the 19.3-acre wetland mitigation area in lower
Potrero Canyon, the 15.9 acres of wetlands mitigation in the Santa Clara River at Mayo Crossing, and the 19.7
acres of habitat enhancement in portions of the upper Salt Creek watershed), until it has made an irrevocable
offer of dedication to the Corps of a Deed Restriction or Conservation Easement within the Pre-Construction
Notification area in a manner consistent with Master Streambed Alteration Agreement No. 1600-2004-0016-R5
and that permittee may not sell, transfer assign or otherwise divest itself of fee title for any real property
within a future Conservation Area with first recording a deed restriction or conservation easement over the

area.
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LEDPA CONSERVATION LANDS ILLUSTRATIVE
Fee Ownership & Conservation Instruments

Newhall Ranch Resource Managment and Development Plan Boundary
High Country Recreation & Conservation Authority (Fee Ownership)
Center for Natural Lands Management (Fee Ownership)

Additional Restrictive Covenant Floodplain Area: 119.25 acres
Conservation Easement to CDFG*

Tributary Jurisdiction (Preserved)
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December 3, 2010

#\_ Santa Clara River Bank Stabilization
Q ~3 RMDP Project Area

Landmark Village-Phase 1 (171 acres) ﬂ Utility Corridor-Phase 1 (29 acres)
Landmark Village-Phase 2 (25 acres) a Utility Corridor-Phase 2 (83 acres)
Landmark Village-Phase 3 (11 acres) ﬂ WRP (129 acres)

Mission Village-Phase 1 (146 acres) ﬂ Homestead South Village1 (191 acres)
Mission Village-Phase 2 (2 acres) - Potrero Village (47 acres)

Mission Village-Phase 3 (43 acres)

Name: RiverCorridorDedicationPhasingbyVillage_Ver3

FIGURE 13
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