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SYLLABUS

This Supplemental Detailed Project Report concerns the South Fork of the
Santa Clara River. The main stem of the South Fork flows generally northward
for a distance of about 6 miles through unincorporated areas in the Santa
Clarita Valley in northern Los Angeles County before it joins the Santa Clara
River.

Flooding is the major water resource-related probles in the study area.
The existing temporary flood control channel provides only about 5-year
protection to the residents along the South Fork.

\S'nus report is a supplement to the Final Detailed Project Report (DPR)
dated January 1983. The DPR recommended a plan that included a deposition
area and 0.8 miles of concrete channel. The land selected for the deposition
area is located just downstream of I-5, where an existing mule farm now
exists. Subsequent to the Final DPR, the loocal sponsor, the Los Angeles County
Flood Control District, requested a design change. Acquisition of rights-of-
way for the deposition area had become too cost prohibitive. The County
therefore suggested going back to a plan similar to Plan A that was
recommended in the 1976 Feasibility Study. The plan consists of a debris
basin upstream of I-5 at the junction of Towsley and Wiley Canyons rather than
a deposition area downstream of I-5.

The plan recommended herein (plan A) is economically justified, provides
Standard Project Flood protection, and is strongly supported by the local
sponsor. The selected plan consists of a debris basin upstream of I-5 that
outlets via a spillway into 1.2 miles of rectangular concrete channel. Also
included is the construction of seven bridges and the raising of the existing
channel walls downstream of Lyons Avenue to SPF levels. - —

The Corps recommends, subject to certain conditions of non-Federal
cooperation as outlined in this report, that the proposal for flood control be
approved for construction. The total cost of the plan, in August 1964
dollars, is estimated at $11,391,000. The Federal share of the estimated cost
is $4,000,000, and the non-Federal share would be $7,391,000, of whioh
$4,675,000 is for construction and $2,716,000 is for easements, rights-of-way,
and relocations.

Annual charges for the recommended plan are estimated at $1,0u3,000.
Annual benefits are estimated at $1,107,000 and the benefit-to-cost ratio is
1.1. Pollowing oonstruction, non-Federal interests would be required to
operate and maintain all project features. Included in the annual charges are
annual operation and maintenance costs, currently sstimated at $85,000.

It should de noted that on January 1, 1985, the Los Angeles County Flood
Control Distriot (local sponsor) was reorganized under County government, and
is now officially referred to as the County of Los Angeles Department of
Pudlic Works. Por the purpose of consistency throughout this report, however,
reference will still be made to the Los Angeles County Flood Control Distriot.
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INTRODUCTION

This supplemental report was prompted by a request from the local sponsor,
the Los Angeles County Flood Control District, for a design change to the plan
recommended in the Final Detailed Project Report (DPR) dated January 1983.

The requested change is to recommend a plan similar to the one previously
studied and recommended in the 1976 Feasibility Study (Plan A). It consists
of locating a debris basin at the junction of Towsley and Wiley Canyons,
upstream of Interstate 5, rather than a debris deposition area downstream of
Interstate 5.

This change was brought about by the inoreasing political and financial
pressures in acquiring rights-of-way for the parcel that was to be used for
the deposition area in the previously recommended plan. The Los Angeles
County Flood Control District considers acquisition of this parcel too cost-
prohibitive and desires implementation of Plan A, (see Appendix A, Exhibit 1).

The main objective of this report is to document the modifications
required to make the design change. This report is a supplement to the Final
Detailed Project Report, and as such, presents that material needed to
document and support the revised project. For more detailed discussion of
project background and alternative solutions, please refer to the Final DPR.

AUTHORITY

In an attempt to reduce flood damage along the South Fork of the Santa
Clara River, the Los Angeles County Flood Control District requested that a
study be accomplished under the Continuing Authority of Section 205 of the
1948 Flood Control Act, as amended (Small Project).

PURPOSE

The purpose of the overall South Fork of the Santa Clara River study is to
determine the flood control and water resources needs of the area, and to
recomaend an implementable plan for meeting these needs. The purpose of this
Supplemental Detailed Project Report is to make a design change to the plan
recommended in the Final DPR dated January 1983 as requested by the Flood
Control District. This report presents the new plan, Environmental
Assessment, and technical appendixes to document and support the change.

SCOPE OF THE STUDY

The South Fork of the Santa Clara River originates in the Santa Susanna
Mountains and flows generally northward to its confluence with the main stem
of the Santa Clara River. This report is principally concerned with water-
related problems in the 298-acre, highly-developed area within the Standard
Project Flood (SPF) plain along a 3-mile reach of the South Fork. This reach
extends from the junction of Wiley and Towsley Canyons downstream to the end
of the existing flood oontrol improvements near the junotion with Newhall and
Placerita Creeks (see Plate 1). Studies were conceived and performed to
provide information to determine functionality and justifiocation, and to
perait seleotion of a plan of action to meet the needs of the people involved.
Detailed evaluations of the economic, engineering, social, and environmental
effects of the recommended plan were sade before selecting it.
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PROJECT HISTORY

In December of 1971, an "Interim Review Report for Flood Control, Newhall,
Saugus, and Vicinity, Santa Clara River and Tributaries", was prepared by the
Distriot Engineer. As a result of the report, it was decided with the
Los Angeles County Flood Control District, that the Army Corps of Engineers,
LAD, would study improvements to a portion of the tributaries including the
South Fork of the Santa Clare River, and the LACFCD would be responsible for
improving other tributaries including Newhall Creek and Placerita Creek.

Subsequently, a Feasibility Report for Flood Control and Recreational
Development of the South Fork of the Santa Clara River was completed in July,
1976. The report recommended a debris basin upstream of Interstate 5 leading
into about 1.2 miles of channel. Following the 1976 report, the Los Angeles
County Flood Control District determined that rights-of-way acquisition for
the debris basin upstream of Interstate 5 would be too cost prohibitive due to
a residential development that had been planned for the area. The Flood
Control District requested a restudy to determine if, instead, a debris
deposition area would be feasible at a location just downstream of I-5.
Subsequently, a Detailed Project Report for the South Fork of the Santa Clara
River was completed in January of 1983. The 1983 DPR presented the results of
the restudy and recommended construction of a debris deposition area just
downstream of I-5 followed by a 0.8 mile-long concrete channel.

Following the completion of the DPR, the County requested the design
change reported herein. The change consists of returning to the plan
presented in the 1976 Peasibility Report, that is, having a debris basin
upstream of I-5 (Plan A). During the years between the two reports, private
plans for developing the upstream area for residences were abandoned, thereby
allowing leas expensive acquisition of rights-of-way than previously
existed. Conversely, the area recommended for a debris deposition area
downstrean of I-5 became politically and financially less desirable for use as
a flood control feature.

PREVIOUSLY CONSIDERED ALTERNATIVES

Four structural, rfive combination structural-nonstructural solutions, and
two nonstructural solutions were considered for the South Fork in the January
1983 Pinal Detailed Project Report. They are listed and briefly described
here. For more detailed discussion of the alternatives, and the criteria that
they must meet, please refer to the Final Detailed Project Report dated

January 1983.
STRUCTURAL ALTERNATIVES

Plan A. A oconcrete channel with a debris basin at the junction of Wiley
and Towsley Canyons to proteot againat the Standard Project Flood.

Pian B. A ooncrete channel with a debris basin at the junotion of Wiley
and Towsley Canyons to protect against the 100-year flood.
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Plan C. An earth-bottom channel with debris basin to protect against the
100-year flood.

Plan D. An earth-bottom and concrete channel with debris basin to protect
against the 100-year flood.

Plan F. A concrete channel and retention dam to protect against the
Standard Project Flood.

COMBINATION OF STRUCTURAL AND NONSTRUCTURAL ALTERNATIVES

Plan E-1. An open area and concrete channel with debris basin to protect
against the Standard Project Flood.

Plan E-2. An open area and concrete channel with debris basin to protect
against the 100-year flood.

Plan E-3. A debris deposition area downstream of I-5 and concrete channel
to protect against the Standard Project Flood. This was the plan recommended
in the Final DPR dated January 1983,

Plan E-4. A debris deposition area downstream of I-5 and concrete channel
to protect against the 100-year flood.

NONSTRUCTURAL ALTERNATIVES
Plan G. Flood plain management to protect against the 100-year flood.
NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE
No Federal involvement or assistance in solving the flood problem.
RECOMMENDED PLAN MODIFICATIONS

The previously recommended plan (Plan E-3) would be changed by extending
the channel upstream of Interstate 5; and creating a debris basin upstream of
I-5 instead of a debris deposition area downstream of I-5. A4s such, the
recommended plan would be configured much like the Plan A of previous reports
and will therefore be referred to as Plan A. The recommended plan would
provide a high level of flood protection and would consist of (1) a debris
basin at the junction of Towsley and Wiley Canyons; (2) a rectangular concrete
channel 600 feet long, 25 feet wide, and 9 feet deep from the downstream end
of the debris basin spillway to The 0l1d Road crossing; (3) a rectangular
concrete channel 1.2 miles long, 28 to 38 feet wide and 11 to 15.5 ft. deep from
Calgrove to Lyons Avenue, designed for a discharge of 12,000 to 13,000 of's;
and (4) raising the walls of the existing floou control channel to the SPF
level of protection. The existing earth-bottom channel has concrete lined
slopes, a base width of 140 feet and a depth from 12 to 16 feet. Bridges
would be needed at De Wolfe Road and Atwood Boulevard and Lyon's channel to
replace the existing dip crossings. Bridges would also be built where the new
route of Wiley Canyon Road crosses the channel 2100 feet downstreaa of I-5 and




vhere it crosses Lyon Canyon channel (see Plate 4). Additionally, a crossing
would be added at the end of the spillway, and the Calgrove Boulevard bridge
would be reconstructed.

CHANGES IN SCOPE OF PROJECT

The design capacity of Plan A, as compared to the previously recommended
Plan E-3, has not changed; the level of protection remains at Standard Project
Flood.

CHANGES IN PROJECT PURPOSE

The project purpose has not changed. It remains the same, that 1s, to
provide flood control.

CHANGES IN LOCAL COOPERATION REQUIREMENTS

The local sponsor, the Los Angeles County Flood Control District, is
strongly in favor of this project. In order to maintain the construction
start of Spring 1985 identified in the Final DPR, the County has agreed to aid
in the design efforts during the Plans and Specifications phase of the
project,(see Appendix A, Exhibit 2).

CHANGES IN LOCATION OF THE PROJECT

The only shift in project location is that the deposition area located
east of Interstate 5 in plan E-3 has been changed to a debris basin west of
I-5 at the confluence of Towsley and Wiley Canyon Creeks.

DESIGN CHANGES

The major design changes are (1) location of a debris basin west of
Interstate 5 at the junction of Towsley and Wiley Canyons, instead of placing
a deposition area downstream of I-53 (2) construction of a channel from the
downstream end of the debris basin spillway to The Old Road Crossing;

(3) incorporation and/or replacement of the existing concrete channel and
culverts between the debris basin site and the downstream end of the freeway;
and (4) extending the inside walls of the existing I-5 triple box culvert
upstream around the curve to get a better distribution of flow before entering
the freeway culvert.

CHANGES IN PROJECT ECONOMICS

An economic comparison of Plans A and E-3 may be found in Table 1. The
table also displays the National Economic Development (NED) Plan which is
currently Plan B. These costs differ from the financisl costs shown in
Table 2, due to the inclusion of interest during construction, and the
exolusion of funds used to complete the Detailed Project Report.

It should be noted that Plans A and E-3 continue to be economically
Justified. Additional bridge ocosts, and an increase in right-of-way costs,
has resulted in Plan E-3 having lower net benefits than reported in January
1983, Similarly, an increase in the value of land has resulted in an increase
in location benefits and therefore net benefits for Plan A.




Table 1. Comparison of Changes in Project Eeconomics.
(Thousands of August 1984 Dollars, 8-3/8%,
100-Year Project Life)

Plan B
Plan A (NED Plan) Plan E-3

FIRST COSTS

Construction 8,215 7,203 5,060

Interest During Construction 504 4u8 155

Relocations, Bridges 1,150 1,150 1,280

Rights-of-Way 1,566 1,540 1,550

Mitigation 102 102 0
TOTAL FIRST COST 11,435 10,1443 8,005
ANNUAL CHARGES

Interest and Amortization 958 875 671

Operation, Maintenance, & Repair 80 80 70

(flood control)
Operation, Maintenance, & Repair 5 5 0
(mitigation)

TOTAL ANNUAL CHARGES 1,043 960 T41
ANNUAL BENEFITS

Damages Prevented 705 673 706

Reduced Channel Maintenance 50 50 1]

34 34 0

Location Benefits 318 318 0
TOTAL ANNUAL BENEFITS 1,107 1,075 751
B/C FUTURE CONDITION 1.1 1.1 1.01
NET BENEFITS 64 115 10

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS IN RECOMMENDED CHANGES

There will be some negative environmental impacts on the project area
resulting from the construction of Plan A. The construction of a debris basin
at the jJunction of Towsley and Wiley Canyons would eliminate about 1.8 acres
of grassland habitat, about 0.5 acres of riparian habitat, and would disturd
about 4.5 acres of ocak-walnut hadbitat. In addition, construction of a
concrete channel downstream of the basin would cause the loss of 1.5 acres of
riparian habitat and 2 acres of prime and unique farmland.

Mitigation measures for the revised plan include the maintenance and
preservation of about 8.3 acres of riparian, 2.7 acres of walnut woodland, and
3.5 acres of coastal sage habitat within project right-of-way adjacent to and
upstream of the debris basin, and installation of nest boxes. Following
construction, these measures will be monitored for two years by the Los
Angeles County Flood Control Distrioct. This mitigation package was developed
by the Corps of Engineers in coordination with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, the California Department of Fish and Game, and the Los Angeles
County Flood Control Distrioct.




RATIONALE FOR RECOMMENDING PLAN A

Plan A is recommended over Plan E-3, the previously recommended plan, and
Plan B, the national economic development (NED) plan. It offers a high level
of protection, and is highly favored by the local sponsor, as well as local
residents.

Although Plan A would not maximize NED,it would increase NED values
significantly by controlling future flood damages, both direct and indirect.
By comparison, Plan A would improve national economic efficiency by $64,000 as
compared to $115,000 for Plan B (NED). However, Plan B fails to offer the
level of flood protection desired by the County, while Plan A does.

Once economically and politically favorable, Plan E-3 is now neither, due
to increased costs of rights-of-way required for it. By comparison, Plan A
offers higher net benefits and a higher B/C ratio.

Selection of Plan A is also consistent with the Corps' practice of
providing a high level of protection for urban areas. The characteristics of
flooding in the area are such that SPF protection is judged to fulfill the
requirement of adequacy. These characteristics include short warning times of
10-40 minutes; flooding, debris deposition, and time consuming interruption of
traffic on Interstate S5--the main north/south artery for the delivery of goods
and services; and the land-locked nature of several of the streets in the
flood plain. This last characteristic has particular relevance to the
likelihood of loss of life; emergency access and egress is impossible on
several streets due to flooding.

The area to be protected by the recommended plan contains a public
elementary school that would be imminently endangered by floodflows. Other
public services that would be endangered include areas of community recreation
activities, markets, and the main transportation artery for goods and services
between northern and southern California.

Since the Federal Government is currently limited to $4 million in
expeunditures for projects recommended under the Section 205 Authority,
implementation of the recommended plan rather than the NED plan would not
result in additional Federal expenditures. The additional local cost between
the two plans, totaling $936,000, would be willingly paid by the local sponsor
for the additional protection that Plan A would offer (see Appendix A,

Exhibit 2).
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IMPLEMENTATION RESPONSIBILITIES

Legislative and administrative policies have established the basis for the
division of Federal and non-Federal responsibilities in the construction and
operation and maintenance of Federal water resource projects.

COST ALLOCATION

All monies allotted for this project are required for the purpose of flood
control.

COST APPORTIONMENT

Federal legislation pertaining to local protection projects requires that
local interests provide all necessary rights-of-way, bear the expense of all
relocations, and maintain and operate all features of the project after
construction. However, because the project is being pursued under the Small
Project Authority, the Federal share for construction costs, which includes
all study costs, cannot exceed the current Federal limit of $4,000,000.

Table 2 shows the apportionment of the first costs between Federal and
non-Federal interests for the selected plan. These cos-3 differ from the
costs used to compute the benefit-cost ratio (referred to as the economic
cost) due to the inclusion of the funds used to complete the Detailed Project
Report, and the exclusion of interest during construction figures.

Table 2. Cost Apportionment.
(August 1984 dollars)

Federal Non-Federal
Item First cost share share
Flood control
Construction $8,675,000 * $4,000,000 $4,675,000
Relocations & Utilities 1,150,000 0 1,150,000
Rights-of-way 1,566,000 0 1,566,000
Total $11,391,000 $4,000,000 $7,391,000

%includes $460,000 for Detailed Project Report (pre-authorization studies)
FEDERAL RESPONSIBILITIES

The Federal share of the estimated total first cost of the project is
$4,000,000.

In addition to its financial responsibilities, the Federal Government

would design and prepare detailed plans and administer contracts for the
construction of the project after authorization of funding and receipt of

e~ A y 4 \(‘_ " .




non-Federal assurances. In order to maintain the construction start date of
spring 1985, the Los Angeles County Flood Control District will assist in the
design effort during the plans and specifications phase of the project.

NON-FEDERAL RESPONSIBILITIES

The local sponsor for the project is the Los Angeles County Flood Control
District. This agency was officially renamed the County of Los Angeles
Department of Public Works on January 1, 1985. For the purpose of consistency
throughout this report, however, reference will still be made to the Los Angeles
County Flood Control District. As the local sponsor, they requested the
design change recommending Plan A, and strongly support it as well, (see
Appendix A, Exhibits 1 and 2).

Requirements of local cooperation are:

1. Provide without cost to the United States all lands, easements, and
rights-of-way, including suitable borrow and spoil disposal areas,
necessary for n~onstruction of the project.

2. Where Federal costs for the entire project exceed the limitation
expressed in Section 205 of the 1948 Flood Control Act (PL 80-858) and
its amendments, provide a cash contribution for the amount of the
excess. See Table 2.

3. As made necessary by construction, accomplish, without cost to the
United States, all alterations and relocations of buildings,
transportation facilities, storm drains, utilities, and other
structural and improvements. This provision excludes railroad bridges
and approaches, and facilities necessary for the normal interception
and disposal of local interior dralnage at the line of protection.

4. Maintain and operate all the work after completion in accordance with
regulations prescribed by the Secretary of the Army, at an annual cost
now estimated at $85,000.

5. Prescribe and enforce regulations to prevent obstruction or
encroachment of flood control works that would reduce their flood-
carrying capacity or hinder maintenance and operation, and control
development in the project area to prevent an undue increase in the
flood damage potential.

6. Publicize flood plain information in the areas concerned and provide
this information to zoning and other regulatory agencies for their
guidance and leadership in preventing unwise future development in the
flood plain.

7. Hold and save the United States free from damages including water
rights claims caused by construction, operation, and maintenance of
the project, excluding damages that are due to the fault or negligence
of the United States or its contractors.
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A letter from the Los Angeles County Flood Control District supporting the
project and agreeing to provide all items listed above as required of the
local cooperating agency is included in Appendix A (Exhibit 2). Prior to
start of construction, the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors would be
required to enter into an agreement with the Federal Government that it would

comply with Section 221 of the Flood Control Act of 1970, Public Law 91-611.
A draft of the 221 agreement is inclosed in Appendix A.
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CONCLUSIONS

This report is a supplement to the Final Detailed Project Report for the
South Pork of the Santa Clara River, dated January, 1983. This study was
prepared under the continuing authority of Section 205 of the 1948 Flood
Control Act.

This report documents the viability of making changes to the plan
recommended in the Final Detail Project Report dated, January 1983. The
changes consist of placing a debris basin at the junction of Towsley and Wiley
Canyons rather than a deposition area downstream of I-5. The changes were
requested by the local sponsor when it became apparent that acquisition of the
rights-of-way for the deposition area would be cost-prohibitive.

In evaluating the design changes, economic justification, environmental
effects, social effects, degree and completeness of protection, and implement-
ability were considered. The revised plan offers positive net benefits, as
well as Standard Project Flood protection, mitigates for enivornmental
effects, and has the support of the local sponsor.

The revised plan begins with a debris basin at the junction of Towsley and
Wiley Canyons and leads into 1. 4 miles of rectangular concrete channel.
Included as part of the plan is the construction of seven bridges and the
raising of existing channel walls downstream of Lyons Anvenue to SPF levels.
The total cost of the plan in August 1984 dollars, is estimated at
$11,391,000. The Federal share of the estimated cost would be $4,000,000 and
the non-Federal share would be $7,391,000, of which $4,675,000 is for
construction and $2,716,000 is for easements, rights-of-way, and relocations.

Annual charges for the recommended plan are estimated at $1,043,000;
annual benefits are estimated at $1,107,000; and the benefit to cost ratio is
1.1. Following construction, non-Federal interests would be required to
operate and maintain all project features. Annual operation and maintenance
costs are currently estimated at $85,000.

The local sponsor of the project is the Los Angeles County Flood Control
District.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

Pursuant to Section 205 of the 1948 Flood Control Act as amended, I
recommend approval for construction of the selected plan for flood control
described in this report. The first cost is now estimated at $11,391,000.
The Federal share of the estimated cost would be $4,000,000 under current
authorities and policies.

S F) BUTLER

Colonel, CE
Commanding

n
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Finding of No Significant Impact

Proposed Flood Control Project for the South Fork,
Santa Clara River, los Angeles County, California

1 have reviewed the attached envirommental assessment that has been prepared
for the proposed Flood Control Project on the South Fork, Santa Clara River,
los Angeles County, California. The significant resources that could be
affected by the action include ecological and cultural resources. The
proposed action includes minor losses of riparian habitat, prime and unique
farmland, grassland habitat, and walnmut woodland and assoclated shrubland.
These losses have been fully mitigated as described in the final environmental
assessment, dated January 1985,

I have considered the available information in the envirommental assessement
and it 18 my determination that the impacts resulting from the proposed action
will not have a significant effect on the enviromment or the quality of the
human environment, and that an Eanvironmental Impact Statement is not required.

Seeed i

COL, CE
Commanding
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SUMMARY
1.01 Various elements of this study are summarized below.
MAJOR CONCLUSIONS AND FINDINGS

1.02 This Final Environmental Assessment (FEA) supplements the January 1983
Final Supplemental Envirommental Impact Statement (FSEIS) prepared for the
South Fork flood control project. Wherever possible, it references the
current Detailed Project Report (DPR) to avoid duplicating information. Six
flood control alternatives were studied in detail for the DPR, and sections
"Alternatives Considered Further" and "Assessment and Evaluation of Detailed
Plans" of the DPR provide details on the alternatives and on the rationale for
their selection. Chapters 4 and 5 of this FEA describe the significant
environmental resources in the project area and the impacts of each project
alternative on those resources.

1.03 In 1976, plan A was the tentatively selected plan, and it was endorsed
by the area residents and the local sponsoring agency (The Los Angeles County
Flood Control District). The Los Angeles County Flood Control District
withdrew its support for the selected Plan in 1977, raising questions on the
viability of the proposed debris basin at the junction of Wiley and Towsley
Canyons. Local developers planned to develop low-density housing within the
proposed debris basin area. This would raise the area's real estate value,
making the right-of-way acquisition for the debris basin uneconomical.

1.04 Plan E-3 was then developed and tentatively selected as the recommended
plan in the 1983 FSEIS. It involved the purchase of a mule ranch near the
proposed inlet structure, levee, and deposition area. Many area residents
preferred Plan A because they did not want to disturb the operation of the
mule ranch. The ranch was built in an open field area that previously had
been used for dumping and was an eyesore as well as a hazardous play area for
children. Residents were concerned that the area might become an eyesore
again if this land was purchased for flood control purposes; however, it was
anticipated that this constraint would be overcome by leasing the land back to
the owner so that he could continue operating the ranch.

1.05 1In 1983, the local sponsor requested that Plan A be re-studied due to a
lack of local support for Plan E-3. Plans for developing the upstream area
for housing have been abandoned, thereby allowing the acquisition of rights-
of-way to be more economically feasible. In addition, acquisition of rights-
of-way for the 25-acre parcel that was recommended for a debris deposition
area downstream of I-5 became too cost prohibitive for the County to continue
supporting Plan E-3. Plan A is currently the recommended plan and has been
modified slightly from the Plan A that was presented in the January 1983
FSEIS. The low-flow diversion channel that was included as mitigation in the
previously described Plan A (1983 FSEIS) has now been deleted from the current
plan and a new mitigation plan has been developed to compensate for the loss
of wildlife habitat that would result from the implementation of Plan A. The
new mitigation plan has been fully coordinated with concerned agencies. The
low-flow diversion channel was deleted from the project description because
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plans by the County of Los Angeles to realine Wiley Canyon Road were in
conflict with the diversion channel plans. In addition, the construction of a
600-foot-1ong rectangular concrete channel extending from the downstream end
of the debris basin spillway to The 0ld Road crossing, and seven bridges are
included in the newly proposed Plan A.

1.06 Plan A provides an acceptable balance between the need to enhance and
preserve the enviromment and the need to protect the residents of the area
from flood hazards.

1.07 Positive environmental aspects of the plan include the following:

1. The preservation of 14.5 acres of land within the project right-of-
way adjacent to and upstream of the proposed debris basin.
Approximately 6.1 acres of riparian, 2.4 acres of walnut-oak
woodland and .5 acres of coastal sage scrub of the 14.5 acres will
be enhanced, resulting in the preservation of 8.3 acres of riparian,
3.5 acres of coastal sage, and 2.7 acres of walnut-oak woodland
habitat.

2. The installation of 20 bird nest boxes in trees within the project
area or immediate viecinity.

3. A two-year monitoring program in which planted areas within the
14.5 acres discussed in number 1 above are monitored with respect to
wildlife usage and success of planting procedures.

1.08 The following adverse environmental effects will result from the
recommended plant

1. The loss of about 2 acres of riparian habitat, 2 acres of prime and
unique farmland, 1.8 acres of grassland habitat, and about 4.5 acres
of walnut woodland and associated shrubland (approximately 15 mature
walnut trees and 1 mature oak within the 4.5 acres would be
removed).

2. The elimination of about 7,000 feet of streambed recharge.

AREAS OF CONTROVERSY

1.09 The concerned public agencies and local interests agree on the need for
flood protection for residents and merchants along the South Fork between
Interstate 5 and Lyons Avenue. Certain aspects of the flood control plans
have been controversial and are noted below.

1.10 Residents of the channel area have expressed concern regarding the
recreational aspects of the proposed flood control project. They were
concerned about the possible invasion of privacy by equestrians and bicyclists
using the trails and the health and sanitation problems associated with having
horse trails so near their homes. The recreation element has been deleted
from the project, but the project, as designed, would accommodate recreation
trails if the community wants them at a later date.

EA-2
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UNRESOLVED ISSUES

1.11 The only issue that remained unresolved in the 1983 FSEIS was resolved
during the preparation of this report. Because the Los Angeles District felt
that the previously proposed plan (Plan E-3) would not affect the potential
habitat area for the slender-horned spineflower (Centrostegia l:ptoceras), a
category 1 Federal candidate species, the District maintained that the
botanical survey for this species that was recommended by the USFWS in their
Final Coordination Act Report (July 1981) was not necessary. Upon the re-
study of Plan A, the project area was surveyed for the presence of the
spineflower in May 1984 by a Corps botanist and biologist. No suitable
habitat and/or specimens of Centrostegia leptoceras were found within the
project area.

RELATIONSHIP TO ENVIRONMENTAL REQUIREMENTS

1.12 Consideration of environmental laws, executive orders, and other
policies in the planning process 13 noted as follows:

Federal

1.13 National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (Public Law 91-190) as amended.
All alternatives have been developed in accordance with the goals specified in
Section 101 of the Act. This draft EA supplement to the 1983 FSEIS has been
prepared in accordance with Section 102 of the Act.

1.14 The Clean Water Act of 1977 (Public Law 95-217). The District has
prepared a 404(b)(1) water quality evaluation for Plan A that is included as
Attachment A to this report.

1.15 The Clean Air Act, as amended. A copy of this draft EA supplement to
the 1983 FSEIS will be forwarded to the Regional Administrator of the
Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX, to request agency comments under
Sections 176(c) and 309 of the Clean Air Act.

1.16 Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended. As required by Section 7 of
the Act, the Los Angeles District requested a list of threatened and
endangered species in the project area by a letter to the USFWS dated 3 July
1980 during the preparation of the DSEIS, at which time Plan E-3 was the
recommended plan. FWS responded by letters of 17 July 1980 and 30 July 1980,
advising the District of 1listed, proposed, and candidate species in the
project area. An updated list of threatened and endangered species that may
occur within the project area was requested by letter of 23 January 1984 at
which time Plan A was being re-studied. FWS responded by letter dated 17
February 1984 with an updated list of listed, proposed, and candidate species
in the project area.

The Los Angeles District has initiated coordination during meetings with
the USFWS and has determined that the proposed plan (Plan A) would have no
significant impact on any proposed or listed endangered species, and 1is
therefore in compliance with this Act.
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1.17 Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, as amended. In response to the
requirements of this act, the District has conducted ongoing coordination
efforts with the USFWS during the initial and current stages of planning. The
USFWS submitted a Final Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report for the
South Fork of the Santa Clara River on July 1981. This July 1981 report
updated earlier coordination act reports (reference FSEIS, 1981), In the 1981
Final Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report the USFWS recommended that
surveys be conducted for rare, threatened, or endangered species within the
project area should either Plan A or B be selected. Surveys were conducted in
May 1984 in response to this recommendation (see above discussion under
Endangered Species Act). A draft and final supplemental Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Act Report were submitted on 22 June 1984 and 10 October 1984,
respectively, updating and reanalyzing the earlier report. The draft and
final supplemental Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Reports are included in
Appendix G.

1.18 National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended. An archeological
survey of the project area was completed by the UCLA Archeological Survey
under contract to the District in December, 1975. No cultural resources were
encountered and additional studies were not recommended. The Office of
Historic Preservation has stated in a letter dated 1 April 1976 that the
project will not affect any properties included on or eligible for inclusion
on the National Register of Historic Places. On September 17, 1984, a field
reconnaissance was made of the area included in Plan A in order to update the
survey conducted in 1975. This reconnaissance confirmed the 1975 findings.
The Office of Historic Preservation has been notified of the results of the
1984 reconnaissance by letter dated October U, 1984 and a concurrence with
these findings has been requested.

1.19 Executive Order 11988, Flood Plain Management, 24 May 1977. Under this
order, the Corps of Engineers must take action to avoid development in the
base (100-year) flood plain unless it is the only practicable alternative; to
reduce hazard and risk associated with floods; to minimize the impact of
floods on human safety, health, and welfare; and to restore and preserve the
natural and beneficial value of the base flood plain. A determination has
been made that no practicable alternative exists to locating the project in
the flood plain of the South Fork of the Santa Clara River. Approximately
8.3 acres of riparian habitat, 2.7 acres of walnut-woodland, and 3.5 acres of
coastal-sage habitat would be preserved as open space under Plan A (fig. 1).
The flood control alternatives considered in detall were similarly examined as
noted in the GIM with regards to the objectives of Executive Order 11988, but
construction of the proposed debris basin and flood control channel was
determined to be the most practicable alternative.

1.20 Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands. In developing the flood
control alternatives, the Corps considered the project's effect on the
survival and quality of wetlands. Implementation of Plan A would involve the
destruction of about 2 acres of riparian habitat. Mitigation plans include
the preservation from future development of approximately 14.5 acres of land
within the project right-of-way adjacent to and upstream of the proposed
debris basin. Approximately 6.1 acres of riparian habitat, 2.4 acres of
walnut-oak woodland and .5 acres of coastal sage scrub of the 14.5 acres will
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be enhanced to increase its wildlife value, resulting in the preservation of
8.3 acres of riparian habitat, 3.5 acres of coastal sage scrub, and 2.7 acres
of walnut-cak woodland habitat as part of Plan A. By acquiring these areas,
the Corps is in compliance with the goals of this Executive Order. All
alternatives were considered with the goals and objectives of Executive Order
11990 in mind. The Corps has prepared a 404(b)(1) water quality evaluation
(Attachment A) which discusses impacts of the proposed project on wetlands
within the project area.

1.21 Analysis of Impacts on Prime and Unique Farmlands in EIS, CEQ Memorandum,
11 August 1980. By letter of 22 April 1981, the Soil Conservation Service
(SCS), Escondido, has identified 22 acres in the project area as prime farm-
land. The information provided by the SCS is sufficient for all alternatives
considered in detail, and the SCS letter is included in appendix G. The
information provided in the SCS 1981 letter 1s still accurate and applicable to
the proposed project (personal communication, SCS, 6 September 1984). The
recomnended plan (Plan A), would impact about 2 acres of prime and unique
farmland. Paragraphs 3.18 and 4.16-4.18 discuss project effects on prime and
unique farmland.

1.22 The following environmental statutes were determined to be not applicable
to the South Fork of the Santa Clara River: Coastal Zone Management Act, as
amended; Estuary Protection Act; Federal Water Project Recreation Act, as
amended; Land and Water Fund Conservation Act of 1965, as amended; Marine
Protection, Research and Sanctuaries Act of 1972, as amended; Wild and Scenic
Rivers Act, as amended.

State

1.23 California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The proposed alternatives
are in compliance with the goals of CEQA.

Local

1.24 Local Ordinances and Policies. The proposed alternatives are not in
conflict with local ordinances.

PREVIOUSLY PREPARED ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENTS

1.25 The Corps of Engineers prepared a draft environmental statement (DES) for
Newhall, Saugus, and Vicinity, Los Angeles County, Santa Clara River and
Tributaries, California, in April 1972. It was filed with the Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) on May 3, 1972 and finalized in September 1972. A
draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) which recommended Plan
E-3 was prepared in June 1981, and was finalized in January 1983. This final
EA supplements the January 1983 Final Supplemental EIS and recommends Plan A.
Copies of previously prepared environmental statements are on file at the Los
Angeles District Office.
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NEED FOR AND OBJECTIVES OF ACTION

2.01 The need for a flood control project and the project's objectives are
discussed below.

STUDY AUTHORITY

2.02 The study to determine the need for flood protection was authorized by a
resolution of the Committee on Public Works of the United States Senate,
adopted June 18, 1963. The DPR provides detailed project authorization
information under the heading "Authority."

PUBLIC CONCERNS

2.03 A Citizens Advisory Committee was formed in September 1975 to express
local desires and assist in project formulation. The major public concern was
development of a plan to control flooding on the South Fork of the Santa Clara
River. The public initially preferred Plan A in 1976 when a plan for flood
control for the South Fork was being recommended; however, the cost of
acquiring the right-of-way for the debris basin upstream of I-5 was prohibitive
and in 1983 Plan E-3 became the recommended plan. The change from Plan A to
Plan E-3 caused some public controversy because plan E-3 involved buying a
mule ranch at the proposed inlet structure and many citizens expressed concern
that an open space area at the inlet would become an illegal dump site for
trash and an eyesore. The 25-acre parcel of land that was recommended for a
debris deposition area downstream of I-5 under Plan E-3 has now become less
desirable for use as a flood control feature because right-of-way costs would
be prohibitive because of the land's prime location and possible future uses.

PLANNING OBJECTIVES

2.04 The project planning objectives are enumerated as follows in the main
report under the heading "Recommended Plan Modifications." They are:

a. Provide flood control to residents of the South Fork flood plain,
from the junction of Wiley and Towsley Canyons to Lyons Avenue.

b. Maintain existing environmental conditions in the project area through
mitigation measures.
ALTERNATIVES
3.01 The various flood control alternatives are discussed below.
PLANS ELIMINATED FROM FURTHER STUDY
3.02 A number of plans were conaidered during the preliminary planning
process but were eliminated because of alternative benefit/cost ratio and

local economic and social considerations. These alternatives are outlined
briefly in the following subparagraphs.
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Plan C

3.03 This plan would use a debris basin at the junction of Towsley and Wiley
Canyons, and a 100-year earth-bottom trapezoldal channel between I-5 and Lyons
Avenue to protect the area from floods. This alternative was rejected because
of unfavorable economics and because it would involve the relocation of

25 homes and 2 businesses. The Oakridge Estates Homeowners Association was
concerned that a trapezoidal channel, which would be about 100 feet wider than
a comparable rectangular concrete channel, would be a conspicuous eyesore.

Plan D

3.04 This plan would use a debris basin like that of plan C, as well as a
combination trapezoidal earth-bottom channel and rectangular concrete channel
between I-5 and Lyons Avenue. These channels would protect the area from the
100-year flood. This plan was no longer considered because it would provide
less net benefits than plan B with the same flood protection. 1In addition,
the homeowners association was concerned that a trapezoidal earth-bottom
concrete channel would be an eyesore.

Plan E-1

3.05 This plan would protect the area from the standard project flood through
the following: construction of a debris basin at the junction of Towsley and
Wiley Canyons; a floodwall parallel to Wiley Canyon Road; construction of a
levee along the south side of a mobile home park to contain floodflows in the
open-space floodway; construction of a low-flow earth channel from I-5 to a
point about 800 feet upstream from Wiley Canyon Road; and construction of a
rectangular concrete channel from the downstream end of the open-space
floodway to Lyons Avenue. This alternative was rejected because of marginal
economic justification and community opposition. Residents say that the open
space would be an eyesore and a hazardous play area for children.

Plan E-2

3.06 This plan would protect the area through construction of similar
elements to those in plan E-1, except that it would be scaled down to
accommodate a 100-year discharge. No modifications would be necessary on the
existing flood control channel downstream from Lyons Avenue. The plan was
rejected for the same reasons as for plan E-1.

Plan F
3.07 This plan would protect the area from the standard project flood through
construction of a retention dam at the junction of Towsley and Wiley Canyons,

and a smaller rectangular concrete channel between I-5 and Lyons Avenue. This
plan was rejected because of high cost and lack of economic justification.
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WITHOUT CONDITIONS (NO ACTION)

3.98 Without any Federal project, the flood plain of the South Fork will
continue to be subject to flooding. The Los Angeles County Flood Control
District, because it has limited funds for channel improvement, would probably
implement flood plain management in the project area under the direction of
the Federal Flood Insurance Administration. The subdivision that was
tentatively planned in the viecinity of Towsley and Wiley Canyons which
consisted of a residential tract of 48 dwelling units on 2U1.58 acres of land
is no longer planned (personal communication, Los Angeles County Regional
Planning, Subdivision Section, 13 September 1984). No changes are expected to
occur downstream along the mule ranch or in the residential area upstream from
Lyons Avenue, although the area between I-5 and the Wiley Canyon Road crossing
is zoned medium-density residential (3.4 to 6.6 dwelling units per acre)
(Santa Clarita Valley Areawide General Plan, Adopted February 16, 1984, Los
Angeles County Department of Regional Planning).

PLANS CONSIDERED IN DETAIL

3.09 Four structural plans passed the preliminary screening and were carried
forward into plan-formulation studies. Each includes an esthetic treatment
plan consisting of about 2.5 acres of hydroseeding of native grasses and
ground cover along the channel, and the planting of native shrubs and trees.
A more detailed description of this program and a listing of the recommended
plant species 13 presented in paragraphs 4.22-4.27 of this report and in
Appendix G. Plan H, the "no action" plan and plan G, the flood plain
management plan, were also studied in more detail. These plans are summarized
in the following subparagraphs (the main report discusses details of
implementation responsibilities for each plan under the heading, "Project
Alternatives."

Plan A

3.10 Plan A is the recommended plan and would provide standard project flood
protection. Plan A consists of the following features (see pl. D-1 in DPR):

a. A debris basin at the junction of Towsley and Wiley Canyons;

b. A rectangular concrete channel approximately 600 feet long, 25 feet
wide, and 9 to 12 feet deep extending from the downstream end of the
debris basin spillway to The 01d Road crossing;

¢. A rectangular concrete channel approximately 1.2 miles long,
28-38 feet wide and 11.0 to 15.5 feet deep extending from Calgrove

downstream to Lyons Avenue;

d. Addition of two feet of freeboard to the existing flood control
channel downstream of Lyons Avenue for a distance of 3050 feet;

e. Replacement of dip crossings at Atwood Boulevard, DeWolfe Road and at
Lyon channel U400 feet upstream from its confluence with the South Fork
channel. Construction of three new bridges, one at the end of the
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debris basin spillway and the other two where the future route of
Wiley Canyon Road crosses Lyon channel and the South Fork channel.
Also included is the reconstruction of the existing bridge at Calgrove
Boulevard.

3.11 The County of Los Angeles is currently planning to straighten Wiley
Canyon Road, and any impacts resulting from this project would be addressed in
an environmental report prepared by the County.

3.12 Environmental measures for Plan A include the preservation from future
development of approximately 14.5 acres of land within the project right-of-
way adjacent to and upstream of the proposed debris basin. Approximately 6.1
acres of riparian habitat, 2.4 acres of walmut-oak woodland and .5 acres of
coastal sage scrub of the 14.5 acres will be enhanced to increase its wildlife
valve, resulting in the preservation of 8.3 acres of riparian habitat.

3.5 acres of coastal sage scrub, and 2.7 acres of walnut-oak woodland habitat.
Also part of the envircnmental measures for Plan A would include the
installation of nest boxes, and a two-year monitoring program. Refer to
section 5.05 of this report for a more detailed description of the proposed
environmental measures.

Plan B

3.13 This plan is essentially the same as plan A except that it has been
scaled down to accommodate the 100-year flood. The mitigation measures are
also the same as for plan A. Plan B has the highest benefit/cost ratio and it
is the National Economic Development (NED) plan.

Plan E-

3.14 The environmental quality (EQ) plan is that plan that will address the
problem of reducing flood damages while maximizing contributions to esthetie,
ecological, and cultural values., Plan E-3 is designated the environmental
quality plan. Of the plans considered, this plan provides the greatest
opportunity for maintaining streambed habitats, and still meets the basic
objectives of providing of a high degree of flood protection. E-3 is designed
to contain flows from the standard project flood. It would provide for a
debris deposition area between I-5 and the channel inlet structure,
construction of an inlet structure 600 feet upstream from the Wiley Canyon
Road bridge, and construction of a 4200-foot-long rectangular concrete channel
from the inlet to Lyons Avenue. A 600-foot-long levee would be built from the
inlet structure to I-5 and new bridges would be built to replace dip crossings
at Atwood Boulevard and DeWolfe Road. An additional flood control feature 1is
a low-flow channel which would serve to support the existing riparian growth
between I-5 and the inlet structure. Esthetic treatment for this plan
includes planting a greenbelt of native drought-tolerant plant species

along the proposed channel right-of-way from the inlet structure to Lyons
Avenue.

Plan E-i

3.15 This plan is essentially the same as plan E-3 except that it has been
scaled down to accommodate the 100-year flood.
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Plan G

3.16 This flood plain management plan was carried forward as a nonstructural
solution. Floodwalls would be built around existing structures to prevent
damages from the 100-year flood. This plan would also involve flood insurance
and restrictions on future development in the 100-year flood plain. A flood
warning system would be installed in the upper watershed to give advance
warning of flood. No mitigation requirements are anticipated with this
alternative.

Plan H

3.17 Plan H i3 the "no action" plan. Flood insurance would be considered as
compensation for flood damage suffered by property owners. The Flood
Insurance Program would require that new development be elevated or otherwise
protected from a 100-year flood. Existing development would undergo no
structural protective measures and would remain subject to flood damage. No
mitigation requirements are anticipated with the "no action" alternative.

COMPARATIVE IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES

3.18 The impacts of the detailed plans on significant resources in the
project area (as defined by the "Council on Environmental Quality Regulations
for Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental
Policy Act", 40 CFR Parts 1500-1508, November 19, 1978) and the plan economics
are summarized in table EA-1. The significant resources shown in the table
are described in section 4, "Affected Environment,"” and the effects of each
alternative on those resources are discussed in section 5, "Environmental
Effects.”

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS

4,01 The South Fork of the Santa Clara River is an intermittently flowing
stream that originates in the San Gabriel and Santa Susana Mountains. It
passes through unincorporated land in the Santa Clarita Valley. The project
area lies at the east edge of the Ventura Basin, with most of the drainage
area of the South Fork consisting of steep barren mountains. Overlapping the
older sediments on the northern flank of the Santa Susana Mountains are older
Pleistocene sediments composed of sandstones and conglomerates. Blanketing the
South Fork area are alluvium--consisting of poorly bedded, unconsolidated
gravel, sand, and silt--and Pleistocene terrace deposits-~consisting of
crudely stratified gravel, sand, and silt, The project area is within 20
miles of two active faults, the San Andreas and the San Fernando-Sierra
Madre. These faults can produce a maximum credible event of a Richter
magnitude between 7.3 and 8.5.
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Plan Biological Resources Endangered Species Paleont
Base Grassland, coastal sage No threatened or endan- Fossil
condition scrub, and riparian habitats gered species were around
dominant the upstream reach, observed in the project
above I-5. Between I-5 and area, but the potential
wiley Canyon Road, there is exists for Centrostegia
a thick growth of riparian leptoceras and/or Vireo
habitat with an old field bellii pusillus (Cali-
east of the stream. Below fornia least Bell's
Wiley Canyon Road, the Vireo).
biological community has
been modified by flood
control improvements.
"No Action,” No impact No impact on any No impa
plan H threatened or endangered
species,
Floodproofing, Would not destroy existing No impact on any No impa
plan G riparian habitat and ruderal threatened or endangered
vegetation in and along species,
stream channel, and would
not displace wildlife.
Plan E-3 5 Acres of sparsley vegetated No impact on any No impa
earthen channel will be threatened or endangered
converted to a rectangular species.
concrete channel, and
approximately 1 acre of
riparian habitat and 3 acres
of pastureland will be
destroyed by construction of
the inlet structure and levee.
Very little wildlife would
be displaced by the channel,
and planting native species
along the channel would
minimize any impacts,
Plan E-4 Same as E-3 Same as E-3 Same a




TABLE !
Cultural and

Ei Species Paleontological resources Ground water resources Developable lands Esthet
'ned or endan- Fossil sites in and 1.3 miles of earth- 40 acres of open space The 1«
‘ies were around Towsley Canvon. hottom channel with between 1-5 and Wiley downs!
:n the project average annual ground Canyon Road available Canvol
he potential water recharge from for medium density devel
Centrostegia streambed infiltration residential development, ident
and/or Vireo of 2200 acre-feet, Area at junction of atmos
11lus (Cali- There are 2 operating Towsley and Wiley a mul
st Bell's wells within 2 miles of Canyons is zoned for eques
the proposed project, flood control. upstri
n any No impact Would not eliminate or Construction would be No im

or endangered reduce existing recharge regulated in the 100-year

capability of streambed. flood plain.

n any No impact Would not eliminate or Would restrict construc- Flood
or endangered reduce existing recharge tion in the 100-year struc
capability of streambed. flood plain. esthe
unapp
n any No impact Would eliminate 4200 feet Would preclude development 4200
or endangered of existing recharge of 40 acres between 1-5 gular
capability of stream. and Wiley Canyon Road. will
This would cause a loss This area would be esthe
of about 28 acre feet naintained as an speci
ground water recharge open-space floodway. chann
per year. this
B Same as E-3 Same as E-3 Same as E-3 Same
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TABLE EA-1. Comparative Impacts of Alternatives.
(South Fork, Santa Clara River,
California)
Plan
surces Developable lands Esthetics economics
o
th- 40 acres of open space The lower reach Not applicable.
ith between I-5 and Wiley downstream of Wiley
round Canyon Road available Canyon Road mostly
rom for mediun density developed with res-
ation residential development, idential structures,
E. Area at junction of atmosphere. There is
ting Towsley and Wiley a mule ranch and an
Kles of Canyons is zoned for equestrian center
Ject, flood control. upstream,
'
)
r
hte or Construction would be No impact. Costs = $0.
recharge regulated in the 100-year B/C ratio = none.
reambed. flood plain. Net benefits = $O0.
ate or Would restrict construc- Flood walls around Cost = $8,280,000
recharye tion in the 100-year structures would be B/C ratio = 0.7
reanbed. flood plain., esthetically Net benefits = -$227,000
; unappealing.
1200 feet Would preclude development 4200 feet of rectan- Costs = $7,850,000
arge of 40 acres between I-5 gular concrete channel B/C ratio = 1.0l
ream. and Wiley Canyon Road. will alter the Net benefits = +$10,000
a loss This area would be esthetics but planting
feet naintained as an species along the
harge open—-space floodway. channel will minimize
this impact.
Same as E-3 Same as E-3 ‘Costs = $ 6,750,000

B/C = 1.1

Net benefits = + $72,000
]
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Plan

Biological Resources

Endangered Species

Cultural an

Paleontological r

Plan A, plan B,
debris basins*

Debris dam would destroy 1.8
acres of grassland, and about
.5 acres of riparian habitat
and disturb about 4.5 acres of
oak-walnut woodland reducing
the wildlife carrying capacity
by 5 percent. 1.5 acres of
riparian habitat and 2 acres
of old-field habitat would be
destroyed during construction
of the channel. Mitigation
measures such as revegetating
with native riparian species
adjacent to the debris basin,
bird nesting boxes, and
planting native species along
the channel would minimize
these impacts.

Surveys were conducted for
Centrostegia leptoceras,

Hemi zonia minthornii,

vireo bellii pusillus,
Polioptila melanura and

gasterosteus aculeatus
williamsoni in May [9&4,

No rare, threatened or

endangered species were
observed in the project
area,

Closest known sit
a hillside north
Towsley Canyon.
proposed debris d
approximately 100
south of this sit
impact.

* The impacts of Plans A and B are essentially the sane,
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Cultural and

Paleontological resources

Ground water resources

Developable lands

Esthetics

Closest known site is on
a hillside north of
Towsley Canyon, The
proposed debris dam is
approxinately 1000 feet
south of this site. No
impact.

Would eliminate 1.3 miles
of existing recharge
capability, which would
result in an average
annual loss of about 37
ac-ft recharge.

Would preclude any
developuent upStream
of the proposed debris
basin. Would permit
development of area
downstream of proposed
debris basin within
South Fork watershed.

The debris basin
1.3 miles of rec
concrete channel
alter the esthet
from a modified
environment to &
then dam and cor
channel, Planti
native species ¢
dam face and alc
channel will mir
this impact.




Table EA-1. Continued
Plan
rces Developable lands Esthetics economics
3 miles Would preclude any The debris basin and Plan A
e developuent upStream 1.3 miles of rectangular Costs = $10,931,000
yould of the proposed debris concrete channel will B/C ratio = 1.1
se basin., Would permit alter the esthetics Net benefits = +564 000
it 37 development of area from a modified natural

downstream of proposed
debris basin within
South Fork watershed,

environment to an ear—
then dam and concrete
channel. Planting
native species on the
dam face and along the
channel will minimize
this impact.

Plan B

Costs + $9,995 000

B/C ratio =11

Net benefits = + $115 000
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4.02 The climate of the Santa Clara River basin is generally mild and has
long, dry summers, and short, mild winters. Rain averages 12 to 18 inches a
year and falls mostly in winter. The Louth Fork 1s in the South Coast Air
Basin, a highly urbanized area, and some photochemical smog is present during
most of the summer and fall. Most of the project area is within 4000 feet of
the Golden State Freeway (I-5), a major north-south route, and the upper
reaches are within the 60-decible Noise Impact Management Areas (Santa Clarita
Valley, Areawide General Plan, February 16, 1984). The sediments immediately
underlying the South Fork are Recent and Pleistocene alluvial sands and
gravels containing important aquifers at various depths.

4.03 The upper reach of the study area, at the junction of Wiley and Towsley
Canyons, 1is still mostly undeveloped. Limited riparian habitat occurs along
the creekbeds, with grassland covering the flat open areas. Coastal sage
scrub and oak woodlands cover the hillsides with mixed conifer stands at
higher elevations. There is a dense band of riparian habitat along the creek
between I-5 and the Wiley Canyon Road crossing, and there is an open field
between commerclal and residential areas. The downstream reach of the river,
between Wiley Canyon Road and Lyons Avenue, flows through a residential area
in an earth-bottom channel. The biological community in this reach has been
modified by flood control improvements built by the Los Angeles County Flood
Control District, and most of the vegetation 1s composed of weedy annual
specles.

4,04 The lower reach, downstream from Wiley Canyon Road, is largely developed
with residential and commercial structures, while the upstream reaches are
still rural. The mule ranch 18 north of I-5, just south of the Wiley Canyon
Road Bridge, and an equestrian center 1is at the junction of Wiley and Towsley

Canyons,

SIGNIFICANT RESOURCES

4.05 Resources within the project area that are considered to be significant
are discussed in detail in the following paragraphs.

Biologlical Resources

4,06 The study area along the South Fork has been divided into three reaches
to facilitate discussion of the biological communities. Reach 1 extends from
about 2300 feet upstream of the proposed debris basin to the Golden State
Freeway (I-5); reach 2 extends from I-5 downstream to a point approximately
600 feet upstream from the Wiley Canyon Road crossing and reach 3 extends from
a point approximately 600 feet upstream from the Wiley Canyon Road crossing
downstream to Lyons Avenue. Reach 1 has been modified from the 1983 FSEIS to
include the right-of-way area upstream of the propnsed debris basin. See
figure 2 for a map of the biological reaches. Indicator species are listed
for each community; a more complete 1ist and field notes are found in
Appendix G.

4.07 REACH 1. This reach is approximately 4700 feet from the upstream end of

the right-of-way area downstream to I-5. A privately owned ranch and
equestrian center is located in this area. Oak-walnut woodland communities
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occupy the low, north-facing slopes, while there 1is coastal sage scrub habitat
on the south-facing slopes and on higher slopes. Grassland habitat occupies
the flatter portions of the canyons and limited riparian habitat exists in and
along creeks in the canyons.

4.08 The oak-walnut woodland community forms a transition from coastal sage
scrub that grows on the higher and drier slopes and riparian communities below.
Juglans californica (California walnut) and Quercus agrifolia (coast live oak)
are common associated species. There are local patches of coastal sage scrub
species such as Salvia leucophylla (purple sage), Rosa californica (California
wild rose), and Artemisia californieca (California sagebrush) in the oak
woodland. Herb cover is typically heavy throughout the woodland, indicating
that good soil moisture is available, The more arid slopes are dominated by a
coastal sage scrub community. Representatives observed in this community
include Salvia mellifera (black sage), Artemisia californica (California
sagebrush), Eriogonum fasciculatum (California buckwheat), and Eriodictyon
crassifolium (Yerba Santa). Open grassy areas at the junction of the two
canyons and downstream to I-5 are covered by exotic weedy species. Eremocarpus
setigerus (turkey mullein) indicates the area has been overgrazed; Erodium spp.
(folaree), Malva parviflora (cheeseweed), and Brassica spp. (mustard) are all
common in this area. There i1s a poorly developed riparian community along the
creeks in the canyons. The most widespread and characteristic riparian species
is Baccharis glutinosa (mulefat). Scattered sycamore, elderberry, and coast
live oak trees grow along the channel, and the banks are typlcally lined with
remnants of the coastal sage scrub community.

4,09 Basin habitat supports mammals (such as mule deer, coyote, Audubon
cottontail, and California ground squirrel), and birds (such as scrub jay,
California quail, American Kestrel, red-tailed hawk, mourning dove, and brown
towhee). Aquatic habitats along the creeks appear to be very poorly developed,
however, some amphibians and reptiles live in and along the channel.

4,10 REACH 2. A riparian community dominates this reach (approximately

2050 feet), which is bounded by I-5 on the west and Wiley Canyon Road on the
east. Along the stream on the southernmost portion of this reach is a band of
dense riparian habitat, approximately 2000 feet long, and the growth is very
thick, uniform in height, and relatively immature. Diversity of vegetation in
this reach 1s high, and includes cottonwoods, willows, sycamore, mulefat,
elderberry, cattail, and giant reed. There is a sandy wash area between the
riparian habitat and I-5 and there is a disturbed upland habltat between the
stream and Wiley Canyon Road. Some species observed in this area were chamise,
Russian thistle, telegraph weed, white sage mustard, and coyote brush.
Vegetation south of Lyon Canyon Creek consists of grassy flelds (22.8 acre
mule ranch) used mainly for grazing. The riparian community 1s scarcer and
more disturbed at the northern end of Reach 2.

4.11 The riparian community provides good habitat for cottontail, California
quail, mourning dove, ground squirrels, raptors, and a variety of passerine
birds. Several species of reptiles and amphibians also were observed in and
near the stream channel. Pacific tree frog, western toad, and several skinks
were seen in the area. Outside the riparian 2zone, the upland areas support an
old field community of relatively low value to wildlife.
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4,12 REACH 3. From a point approximately 600 feet upstream from the Wiley
Canyon Road crossing downstream to Lyons Avenue (approximately 3950 feet), the
stream flows through an earth-bottom pipe and wire-revetted flood control
channel with residential development along both sides. The biological
community along this reach has been modified by flood control improvements
built in 1970 by the Los Angeles County Flood Control District. There are a
few young cottonwood trees in and along the channel near Lyons Avenue, but the
channel supports mainly weedy opportunistic specles. English sparrow, house
finch, and common crow were the only wildlife observed during field
investigations for the project.

Threatened and Endangered Species

4.13 Pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended,
the Los Angeles District requested a 1list of threatened and endangered species
in the project area by a letter to the USFWS (Sacramento Endangered Species
office) dated 3 July 1980 during the preparation of the DSEIS, at which time
Plan E-3 was the recommended plan. FWS responded by letters of 17 July 1980
and 30 July 1980 (Reference FEIS 1983, Appendix G), advising the District of
listed, proposed, and candidate specles in the project area. An updated list
of threatened and endangered species that may occur within the projec area was
requested by letter of 23 January 1984 at which time Plan A was being re-
studied. FWS responded by letter dated 17 February 1984 (Appendix G) with an
updated 1list of listed, proposed, and candidate species in the project area.
The February 17, 1984 1listing contained: Listed endangered species: unarmored
threespine stickleback (Gasterosteus aculeatus williamsoni); and candidate
category 1 species: slender-horned spineflower (Centrostegia leptoceras).

The July 30, 1980 FWS Endangered Species list contained the California Condor
(Gymnogyps californianus) an endangered species and the Least Bell's vireo
{Vireo bellii pusillus) a candidate category 1 species plus the slender-horned
spineflower also a candidate category 1 species. The difference in the two
lists was brought to the attention of the FWS (Sacramento Endangered Species
office). FWS responded (telephone conversation record Sept. 19, 1984) that
the difference was due to reevaluation of the involved species by their
endangered species specialist. FWS felt the distribution of the California
condor and the least Bell's vireo would not occur within the project area.
However, during informal discussions with FWS (Laguna Niguel) the COE agreed
to survey for the February 17, 1984 mandated species plus the least Bell'’s
vireo a species FWS (Laguna Niguel) felt might occur within reach 2 of the
project area. In addition, the black-tailed gnatcatcher (Polioptila melanura)
and Santa Susanna tarweed (Hemizonia minthornii were also surveyed for. The
black-tailed gnatcatcher 1s a species FWS believes will soon be proposed for
listing on the Federal Threatened and Endangered Species 1ist. This species
is currently on the Audubon blue 1ist for species considered in jeopardy. The
Santa Susana tarweed is currently on the State of California 1ist as a rare
species. The results of the Corps surveys are discussed below.
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a. Plants. A survey was conducted in May, 1984, (MFR; 19 June 84) for
the slender-horned spineflower (Centrostegia leptoceras) and Santa Susana
tarweed (Hemizonia minthornii). The survey detected no specimen of either
species within the project area. The project area was also surveyed for any
area of suitable habitat for either species. No area of suitable hadbitat was
found to exist within the project area.

b. Birds. Least Bell's vireo (Vireo bellii usill ) was surveyed for in
October 1980 (MFR; 7 Oct. 80) and again in May 19 $ 19 June 84) along
reach 2 of the project area. FWS (Laguna Niguel) suggested the riparian
habitat within this reach might serve as the only marginal hapitat within the
project area for a few nesting pairs of least Bell's vireo. The surveys
failed to detect the presence of the species within the project area. The
riparian vegetation along reach 2 was also inspected for vireo nests or
eggshells but the survey failed to establish the utilization of the project
area by least Bell's vireo. The black-tailed gnatcatcher (Polioptila melanura)
was determined not to be found within the project areas. A telephone
conversation (6 June 84) with J. Atwood, UCLA Biologist and local expert on
the black-tailed gnatcatcher stated there are no known sightings of the
species in the Newhall, California area.

c. Fish. The unarmored threespine stickleback (Gasterosteus aculeatus
williamsoni) does not occur within the project area. The South Fork of the
Santa Clara River is an intermittent stream with surface flow occurring only
sporadically during the winter and spring months. Consequently the project
area affords no suitable habitat for this species and no fish of any kind have
been observed in the project area during site visits.

Paleontological and Cultural Resources

4.14 There are many fossil sites in the study area. Numerous white fossil
\ shells of clam, scallop, oyster, and turritellas, along with other debris, may
be found cemented into the yellow sandstone conglomerate. Marine inverte-
brate fossils of the Tertiary age can be collected from certain outerops of
Eocene sandstone found in a small area in Elsmere Canyon, as well as from the
y Miocene Topanga sandstone and the Modelo shale found near the crest of the
) Santa Susana Mountains in Aliso and Rice Canyons. Fossil areas are in the
$ upper Miocene Towsley sandstone and mudstone found in and around Towsley
E Canyon on the north drainage of the Santa Susana Mountains. The most abundant
1 { fossil areas are from exposures of the Pliocene Pico siltstone and sandstone
} found throughout most of the Ventura Basin. The upper Pliocene-lower
Pleistocene sandstone and conglomerate yield occasional fossils from outcrops
{ between Towsley Canyon and Newhall. An archeological survey of the project
f area was completed by the UCLA Archeological Survey under contract to the
District in December 1975 and a field reconnaissance was conducted on
17 September 1984 to confirm the present validity of the 1975 report and
verify that no significant historic structures exist in the project area. No
cultural resources were encountered in the project area on either the survey
or the reconnaissance; therefore, the project would have no impact on National
‘ Register eligible sites.
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Water Quality

4.15 The South Fork of the Santa Clara River is an intermittent stream. When
floodwaters occur, they are usually composed of various physical and organic
elements which are indigenous to the drainage area. These elements are
further described in paragraphs 3.01, and 3.07 to 3.12. It is not antieipated
that floodwaters would carry contaminants since the drainage area 1s
relatively free of pollutants. Please refer to Attachment A, Section
404(b)(1) Water Quality Evaluation.

Ground Water Resources

4.16 The sediments underlying the South Fork of the Santa Clara River contain
important aquifers at various depths. The main source of ground water recharge
is rainfall, and the average annual recharge from streambed infiltration of
the South Fork of the Santa Clara River is estimated at about 2200 acre-feet.
The depth to ground water in the study area varies with ground surface
elevation and season. Hydrologic data from 1974 indicates that ground water
levels measured at various wells in the study area are at their highest in

the spring while at their lowest in the fall., Depth to the ground water table
in the immediate project area downstream of the proposed debris basin was in
the 60- to 100-foot range, even during periods of greatest recharge. Trench
and test hole measurements of depth to ground water taken between April and
July 1984 in the proposed debris basin area indicate that a perched water
condition exists in that area. Depth to the ground water table in the
proposed debris basin area was in the 8- to 20-foot range.

4.17 Three companies supply water to the residents of the Santa Clarita
Valley: Newhall County Water District, Santa Clarita Water Company, and
Valencia Water Company. Ground water is the major source of municipal water
in the area; these companies are currently pumping a total of about 15,000
acre~-feet of water from the general basin area annually (personal communication,
Valencia and Santa Clarita Water Companies and Newhall County Water District,
14 September 1984). All three water companies plan to continue pumping
approximately 5,000 acre-feet of ground water each per year in the near
future; however', a significant increase in residents may result in an increase
of current ground water pumping rates. The ground water table in the general
basin area i3 generally considered to be stable at the present time. A
decrease in agriculture in the area has permitted replenishment of ground
water supplies.

Prime and Unique Farmland

4.18 Approximately 22.3 acres in the project area are currently undeveloped
and have been identified as Prime and Unique farmland by the Soil Conservation
Service (SCS) (ref. letter dated 22 April 1981 and personal communication,
8CS, 6 September 1984). A mule farm occupies 16.8 of the 22.3 acres adjacent
to the proposed flood control channel and inlet of Lyon Canyon Creek, and
there is a horse ranch on about 2 acres upstream from I-5 on the site of the
proposed debris dam. The remaining 3.5-acre area, between I-5 and the mule
farm, is ocurrently vacant.
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Developable Land

4.19 Land-use trends in the Santa Clarita Valley, north Los Angeles County,
are discussed in detail in Appendix E, "Economics."

ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

5.01 The envirnnmental effects the detailed project alternatives would have
on the significant resources in the area are discussed below.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

5.02 One nonstructural, four structural, and the "no action" alternatives
have been identified for flood control along the South Fork. The impacts of
the various alternatives on biological resources are outlined in the following
paragraphs.

5.03 The impacts of plans A and B on the biological resources in the project
area are essentially the same. Each involves construction of a debris basin
and concrete channel downstream to Lyons Avenue. Construction of a debris
basin would eliminate 1.8 acres of grassland habitat and about .5 acres of
riparian habitat, and disturb about 4.5 acres of oak-walnut woodland (about
15 mature walnut trees and one mature oak tree would be removed). Temporary
impoundment of water behind the debris dam probably would produce a small
change in habitat in the basin area, possibly eliminating a few coast live
oaks growing below the 100-year floodline. This could result in an estimated
5 percent reduction in the wildlife-carrying capacity of the wildlife habitat
within the project area (Reference FSEIS, 1983, USFWS, Draft Coordination Act
Report, 1981). About 1.5 acres of riparian habitat and 2 acres of prime and
unique farmland located at the mule ranch would be lost and replaced with a
concrete channel downstream from I-5. The loss of the riparian habitat would
greatly reduce the value of the area to wildlife, especially passerine birds
and raptors. Between Wiley Canyon Road and Lyons Avenue, about 5 acres of
sparsely vegetated earthen channel would be converted to concrete channel.

5.04 The impacts of plans E-3 and E-U4 on the biological resources in the area
are essentially the same. The plans would involve construction of a levee, an
inlet structure, and 4200 feet of rectangular concrete channel. Placement of
fill and construction of the channel would destroy about 5 acres of marginal
riparian and upland vegetation from the inlet structure to Lyons Avenue.
Approximately 1 acre of potentially valuable riparian habitat and 3 acres of
pastureland would be destroyed by construction of the inlet structure and
levee. The concrete channel would displace very little wildlife because onl

a few passerine birds and reptiles use the channe¢l. Willow, mulefat and small
cottonwood trees line the channel near the proposed inlet structure, and
elimination of this hahitat would cause a small loss of food and cover for
area wildlife. Esthetic treatment would serve to reduce the overall project-
related losses of habitat throughout the project area. The treatment would
consist of 2.5 acres of native hydroseeding of grasses and ground cover along
the channel, as well as planting native shrubs and trees (such as Rhus sp. and
Quercus agrifolia). This vegetation would provide food and cover for wildlife
in the project area and vicinity.
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MITIGATION FOR BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

5.05 Mitigation measures for Plans A and B would reduce the overall project-
related losses by preserving 14.5 acres of wildlife habitat within the right-
of -way area for the proposed debris basin. The area is composed of 2.7 acres
of ocak-walnut woodland adjacent to the southern side of the proposed debris
basin, 3.5 acres of coastal sage scrub adjacent to the northern side of the
proposed debris basin and 8.3 acres of riparian habitat upstream of the
proposed debris basin. Of the 14,5 acres preserved, 6.1 acres of riparian
habitat, 2.4 acres of walnut-oak woodland and .5 acres of coastal sage scrub
will be revegetated in an attempt to increase its wildlife habitat value (fig.
2). The features of this mitigation package have been developed by the Corps
of Engineers in coordination with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the
California Department of Fish and Game, and the Los Angeles County Flood
Control District. The above named agencies all concur with the mitigation
measures as planned. Mitigation measures are outlined below and are discussed
in greater detail in the Final Supplemental Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act
Report 10 October 1984 (Appendix G).

a. To offset the loss of 2 acres of riparian habitat, 8.3 acres of
riparian habitat will be preserved within the debris basin right-of-way. Of
the 8.3 acres of riparian habitat, 2.6 acres along the northern bank of the
streambed (riparian zone 1, fig. 1) would be graded and revegetated with
native riparian plant species such as Platanus racemosa (western sycamore),
Populus fremontii (Fremont cottonwood), Quercus agrifolia (coast live oak),

Salix lasiolepis (arroyo willow) and Sambucus mexicana (Mexican elderberry).

Included within the 8.3 acres of riparian habitat preserved, an additional 3.5
acres of riparian habitat (riparian zone 2, fig. 1) along the northern side of
the graded and revegetated area would also be upgraded by the planting of
Platanus racemosa (western sycamore), Populus fremontii (Fremont cottonwood),

Quercus agrifolia (coast 1live oak) and hydroseeding. The hydroseed mixture

would consist of Artemisia californica (California sagebrush), Eriogonum
fasciculatum (California buckwheat), Lupinus spp. (lupine) and Salvia

mellifera (black sage).

b. The disturbance of 4.5 acres of oak-walnut woodland would be offset by
replacing with a mixture of one and five gallon trees, 5 trees of Juglans

californica (California walnut) or Quercus agrifolia (coast live oak) for

every tree of either species removed. The oak-walnut planting would be
concentrated within 2.4 acres of low-density oak-walnut woodland along the
southern side of the proposed debris basin right-of-way.

c. The revegetation of 0.5 acres of coastal sage scrub would blend the
revegetated areas with the adjacent slopes to the north of the proposed debris
basin. The revegetation would consist of hydroseeding using the same mixture
discussed above.

d. To provide interim nest holes for cavity nesters, prior to the removal
of any existing vegetation, 20 nest boxes would be attached to trees within
the proposed debris basin project area or immediate vicinity.
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e. Planted and contoured areas discussed in the Final Supplemental Fish
and Wildlife Coordination Act Report would be regarded as experimental in
nature and would be monitored for 2 years with respect to wildlife usage
(reconnaissance level), and success of planting procedures.

5.06 Plan G, the nonstructural flood plain management plan, would have no
impact on the biological resources in the project area. There would be no
change 1n channel conditions; floodwalls would be built around existing
structures to prevent damages. Because Plan G would have no impact on the
biological resources in the project area, no mitigation measures for this plan
were developed.

5.07 Plan H, the "no action" plan, would have no impact on the biological
resources within the project area. Because Plan H, would have no impact on
the biological resources in the project area, no mitigation measures for the
plan were developed.

THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES

5.08 Plans E-3 and E-i would have no impact on any rare, threatened or
endangered species. The only area of suitable habitat for any of the species
listed, slender-horned spine flower and lest Bell's vireo, (FWS endangered
species office February 17, 1984 Appendix G) would be about 1500 feet upstream
from any construction. These areas would be protected in the floodway if plan
E~3 or E-l4 i3 selected. Plans A and B would involve construction of a
concrete channel through the area mentioned above. As a result of surveys
conducted in October 1980 and May 1984, the COE determined that no rare or
endangered species live in or use the project area. Plans G and H would have
no impact on any rare, threatened or endangered species.

PALEONTOLOGICAL AND CULTURAL RESOURCES

5.09 Plans A and B involve construction of a debris dam between the
hillsides of Towsley and Wiley Canyons. Although there is a fossil site in
this vicinity, it was determined that these alternatives would have no known
impact. No known cultural resources would be impacted.

5.10 Plans E-3 and E~4 would have no impact on the known paleontological
resources in the project area. The only known fossil site near the project
area is on a hillside north of Towsley Canyon and west of I-5. No known
cultural resources would be impacted.

5.11 Plans G and H, the nonstructural and "no action" alternatives would have
no impact on any known paleontological or cultural resources in the project
area.

WATER QUALITY

5.12 Since the South Fork of the Santa Clara River flows intermittently, it
is not anticipated that construction-related activity would result in
significant impacts to receiving waters and existing water quality levels.
Construction-related activity would not involve, or occur near, sources of
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pollution; also contractor-purchased materials would be pollution free. The
project would not violate water quality standards set by the State of
California or the EPA.

The Clean Water Act of 1977 requires a Federal agency to evaluate the

effects of discharge of dredged or f£ill material into waters of the United
States as a result of construction in accordance with Section 404(b)(1) of the
Act. A 404 water quality evaluation has been prepared for and is included in
this EA as Attachment A,

GROUND WATER RESOURCES

5.13 Plans A and B would impact the ground water resources in the area.
About 1.3 mile of streambed would be channelized, resulting in an annual loss
of 37 acre-feet of ground water recharge (personal communication LACFCD;

9 October 1980). This would represent a loss of 1.68 percent of the total
amount of ground water recharge from streambed infiltration in the South Fork
region. Short-term impoundment (less than 24-hours) of water behind the
debris dam would help mitigate for the loss of ground water recharge in the
proposed concrete section of channel, while avoiding vector problenms.

S.14 Channelization in plans E-3 and E-U would eliminate about 4200 feet of
streambed-recharge capability. According to a personal communication with
staff of the Los Angeles County Flood Control District, one mile of concrete
channelization in this area would result in an annual loss of approximately
28 acre-feet of ground water recharge. Plan E-3 or E-I} would therefore result
in an annual loss of less than 28-acre-feet. Since the average annual ground
water recharge from streambed infiltration in the region is 2200 acre-feet,
the annual loss would be about 1.27 percent.

5.15 Plans G and H would have no impact on groundwater resources in the area
because they do not involve channelization of any section of the streambed.

PRIME AND UNIQUE FARMLANDS

5.16 Construction of the debris basin for Plan A or Plan B would destroy
approximately 1.8 acres of grassland and would probably limit the grazing in
the area upstream from the debris basin. Plan A or Plan B would also involve
the acquisition of 2 acres of pastureland located at the mule farm downstream
from I-5. Construction of the project may also indirectly affect the remaining
18.5 acres of prime and unique farmland in the project area, as channelization
of the South Fork would reduce the 100-year flood plain to the channel and
allow development in the South Fork watershed.

5.17 Implementation of plans E-3 and E-4 would involve the purchase of the
mule farmm for construction of the levee and inlet structure. This land would
be kept as an open space floodway and it could be leasud back to the present
owner for grazing and other non-structural uses.

5,18 Plans G and H would have no impacts on any prime and unique farmland.
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DEVELOPABLE LANDS

5.19 Implementation of Plans A and B would involve construction of a debris
basin at the junction of Wiley and Towsley Canyons, which would probably
preclude further development upstream from this point. The plans for a low-
density residential development of 48 dwelling units on 240 acres in Towsley
Canyon that were discussed in the 1983 FSEIS have been abandoned (personal
communication, Los Angeles County Reglonal Planning, Subdivision Section,

13 September 1984), This area 1s currently zoned as a floodway/flood plain
(Santa Clarita Valley, Areawide General Plan, February 16, 1984), Plans A and
B would remove one of the existing constraints on development within the South
Fork watershed, as the 100-year flood plain would be reduced to the channel.
As a result, channelization of the South Fork of the Santa Clara River may lead
to increased development in the project area. Land downstream of the proposed
debris basin would probably be developed in accordance with the February 16,
1984 Area-wide General Plan for the Santa Clarita Valley., Much of the present
100-year flood plain downstream of the proposed debris basin is zoned for low-
medium-density residential (3.4 to 6.6 dwellings per acre). Implementation of
plans E-3 and E-4 would preclude development in the Y40 acres between I-5 and
Wiley Canyon Road. This area would be maintained as an open-space floodway.
This area is vacant now, but it is zoned for low-medium-density residential
development. Implementation of plan G (the flood plain management plan) or
plan H (the "no action" alternative) would restrict construction in the
100-year flood plain.

ESTHETICS

5.20 Esthetics in the area would be affected by the project alternatives, and
there would be a few temporary impacts related to construction activities.
These are discussed in the following paragraphs.

5.21 The debris basin (in plans A and B) would notably alter the

visual esthetics of the area. The earthen structure would replace the
pastoral setting. Channel improvements in undeveloped areas of the riverbed
would replace the natural stream course with an obviously artificial concrete
channel. Concrete channel improvements in the reach of existing flood control
improvements (plans A, B, and E-3 and E-4) might improve the appearance of

the area by removing unsightly debris and providing landscaping. Proposed
landscaping along the channel and on the debris dam embankment would partially
reduce the intrusiveness of the structure. The floodwalls around existing
structures in plan G could have a negative esthetic appeal. Plan H, the "mo
action" alternative, would not impact the esthetlcs of the area.

ESTHETIC TREATMENT

5.22 An esthetic treatment plan has been designed for the South Fork of the
Santa Clara River for the proposed channel and face of the debris basin

(Fig. 3). The criteria used in selecting the esthetic treatment plan is based
on the flood control project, and on environmental considerations. The plan
would continue to be coordinated with the Los Angeles County Flood Control
District and would provide the flood control project structures with the best
feasible physical appearance all along the channel. Esthetic treatment would
occur on lands acquired for the flood control purpose and would be developed
as an integral part of the flood control project design.
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ESTHETIC TREATMENT LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

5.23 Project esthetic treatment would occur on project right-of-way land
adjacent to the channel structure and service road. Esthetic treatment would
consist of landscape planting with minimal supporting irrigation. The main
landscape concept would provide a landscaped strip adjacent to the channel
through residential and undeveloped areas in the project area. The concept
purpose would be to provide the following environmental factors:

(1) Landscape screening to minimize the visual harshness of the
project channel structure.

(2) Landscape beautification in an area considered in need of visual
upgrading.

(3) Planting of native species, to re-establish the once existing
natural environment of the area and to identify with the existing surrounding
natural oak-woodland hillside terrain.

(4) Dust and erosion control.

The landscaped strip would consist of an overall low-maintenance, hydroseeded
and planted, non-irrigated reach. Additionally, selected street intersections
would be landscaped with native drought-tolerant plants. The length of the
landscaped strip, overall, would be approximately 4200 L.F. (linear feet) on
both sides of the channel while the right-of-way width would average 20 L.F.
on both sides with 16-foot wide service roads on both sides between IH-5 and
station 19+00. Downstream of station 19+00 and upstream of the freeway, a
service road will be provided.

ESTHETIC TREATMENT FEATURES

5.24 Landscape plantings would consist primarily of a native, drought tolerant,
hydroseeded mix of various grasses, groundcover, and shrubs (see partial plant
1list). Additional one-gallon shrub plantings of the same species as the seed
mix would be used to ensure plant groupings at desirable locations. Five gallon
size native coast live oak trees would be used as the dominant tree throughout
the project reach. The native plant materials, especilally the oaks, would
provide vegetation in the project area, complementing the surrounding hillsides.
The trees and shrubs would, in many instances, be planted in groups for spatial
definition and for visual screening. The plant material throughout the overall
reach would be drought tolerant requiring no irrigation other than for
establishment; also the deep rooting qualities of the material would provide
good soil stability. The reach planting would be used at a rate of one
additional one-gallon shrub per 20 L.F., and one 5-gallon tree per 40 L.F.

All overall reach plant specles would have minimal maintenance requirements
because they are capable of survival under local climatic conditions without
periodic watering.

5.25 Planting of native, drought-tolerant plants at selected areas would be
additional to the reach landscape plantings. The plant "nodes" would be
approximately 75 L.F. long by the width of the right-of-way, and be adjacent
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to selected street crossings where channel visibility is greatest to minimize
the visable harshness of the channel structure. The plant material here would
be more varied, more interesting in form and color, and larger in original
size, a mixture of 5- and 15-gallon trees would be used, in order to better
minimize the visual harshness of the channel. Primarily native, drought-
tolerant plant species would be planted; however, some non-native ornamental
plant species with esthetic and wildlife value may be used. Irrigation would
be required, although a simple quick coupler/hose watering system for plant
establishment and permanent periodic irrigating is all that would be
necessary. Deciduous California sycamore would be the dominant tree in these
areas because it 1s indigenous to the once natural streambed, and would
contrast desirably in form and color with the evergreen oak trees. The
sycamore trees would be 15 gallons in size, planted at the rate of one tree
per 30 L.F. used along with larger size typical reach shrubs, including
5-gallon Rhus (sumac) and Heteromeles (toyon) species, planted at the rate of
one shrub per 5-10 L.F. The street intersections where the plant nodes would
occur are at:

a. Lyons Avenue (On two corners-south side of street)
b. Evans Drive (All four corners)

c. Everett Drive (All four corners)

d. Atwood Boulevard (All four corners)

e. De Wolfe Road (All four corners)

f. Fourl Road (All four corners)

Additionally, again to minimize the visual harshness of the channel, the nodal
plantings would extend the entire distance where the channel right-of-way
parallels adjacent roads. This situation occurs along the channel's east side
next to Vermont Drive, and on the channel's north side next to Powell Drive
between De Wolfe Road and Atwood Boulevard.

5.26 All landscape plantings along the channel would meet engineering
requirements specified in EM 1110-2-301, "Landscape Planting at Floodwalls,
Levees and Embankment Dams," dated 29 December 1972. These requirements
specify a minimum root-free zone of 3 feet from the channel.

5.27 The project esthetic treatment concepts described have been coordinated
with the Los Angeles County Flood Control District. Coordination and loecal
agency concurrence with the plan will be completed during review of this draft
report. Operation, maintenance, and replacement would be a local
responsibility.
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RECOMMENDED PLANT LIST

The following is a list of the plant species intended for esthetic
treatment and erosion control for the South Fork Flood Control Project. The
species selected are drought-tolerant California natives suited for survival
in this region. Actual sizes, quantities or species of plants may change
depending on availability. Any substitution or changes will need to be
coordinated with the project manager to insure appropriateness for the

project.
Trees:

Platanus racemosa
Populus fremontii
Quercus agrofolia
Juglans californica

Shrubs (large):

Heteromeles arbutifola
Rhus ovata
Rhus laurina

Shrubs (small):

Arctostaphylos densiflora

Artemisia californica
Eriogonum fasciculatum

Lupinus sp.
Salvia mellifera

Hydroseed Mixture:

Rhus Ovata

Artemisia californica
Eriogonum fasciculatum
Lupinus sp.

Salvia mellifera

Stipa pulchra
Eschscholzia californica
Baccharis pilularis

California Sycamore
*Fremont Cottonwood
Coast Live Oak
California Walnut

Toyon
Sugar Bush
Laural Sumac

Vine Hill Manzanita
California Sagebrush
®California Buckwheat
Lupine

Blacksage

Sugar Bush
California Sagebrush
#California Buckwheat
Lupine

Blacksage

Purple Stipa
California Poppy
Dwarf Coyote Brush

®To be used in mitigation area only.

SHORT-TERM CONSTRUCTION

5.28 Construction would take approximately 18 months. The construction phase
of the project would cause temporary air pollution in the form of increased
particulates such as dust. This impact would be minimized, however, because
the construction specifications will require ‘hat the contractor comply with
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Federal, State, and local laws and regulations for control of dust.
Stabilization methods include sprinkling, chemical treatment, light bituminous
treatment, or similar measures. Temporary noise pollution, such as the

loud noise made by large earthmoving equipment, would also occur during
construction. Wildlife might be stressed and displaced by the noise of heavy
construction equipment. The human inhabitants from nearby developed areas may
also find the noise of heavy construction highly objectionable. Materials and
construction equipment may need to be stored, and storage areas close to the
construction site would be desirable. These areas would be on or near the
construction site. Construction equipment and travel by workers would
increase traffic near the construction site; and detours around bridge
construction would increase traffic congestion along the detour route.

Traffic would be rerouted through those roads remaining open (Everett Drive,
Atwood Blvd., De Wolfe Road) while work on each bridge takes place. Excess
material that would not be required for construction would be disposed of at
an existing landfill or at a site selected by the contractor and approved by
the Corps. An environmental assessment would be prepared prior to approval of
a disposal site other than existing landfills. The perched water table in the
proposed debris basin area should not cause problems during excavation or
construction, as normal dewatering techniques should be sufficient to control
the inflow.
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LIST OF PREPARERS

6.01 The persons primarily responsible for the preparation and/or review of
this final EA supplement to the 1983 Final Supplemental Environmental Impact

Statement are listed in Table EA-2,

Table EA-2. List of Preparers.
Role in preparation
of final
EA supplement
Name Expertise Experience to the FSEIS
Terry Breyman Ecology Senior Ecologist, Review of biological
Corps 3 years sections.
Joe Donaldson Landscape Landscape Provided input on
Architect Architect, Corps, esthetic treatment
2 years plans
John Ferguson Geology Geologist, Corps Provided geological
25 years information.
Lois Goodman Botany Botanist, Corps Assisted in
4 years botanical survey.
Karen Helbrecht Geography Geographer, Corps Assisted in
3 years Coordination
John Kennedy Geography- Geographer, Corps Supervisory Review
Community 9 years
Planning
Gloria Lauter Archeology Archeologist, Corps Surveyed project

Adolfo Reyes

B1ll Porter

Mark Tabor

Civil Engineer

Ecology

Landscape
Architect

Ll

2 months

Civil Engineer, Corps
8 months

Ecologist, Corps
6 months

Landscape Architect,
Corps, 1 year
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area and wrote
cultural resource
sections.

Provided information
on project alter-
natives.

Coordinated
mitigation plans and
wrote biological
sections of DEA.

Preliminary design
of mitigation plan
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Table EA-2. List of Preparers (Continued)

Role in preparation

of final
EA supplement
Name Expertise Experience to the FSEIS
Laura Tschudi Geography Geographer, Corps Technical Review
9 years Role in preparation
of draft
EA supplement
Julia Witz Geography Geographer, Corps Coordinated and
1-1/2 years wrote DEA.

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT
7.01 The public's involvement in project planning is discussed below.
PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PROGRAM

7.02 A South Fork Citizens Advisory Committee was formed on 29 September 1975
to help the Corps in developing alternative solutions to the flood problems
along the South Fork. All interested citizens were invited to join the
committee. Most committee members were residents of the Newhall and Valencia
areas. Eight workshop meetings were held from 1975 to 1980 and information
brochures were distributed to the public in December 1975 and in February 1980
to describe the alternatives. 1In 1977 the local sponsoring agency (The Los
Angeles Flood Control District) withdrew its support for Plan A. Plan E-3 was
then developed and tentatively selected as the recommended plan in the 1983
FSEIS. In 1983, the local sponsoring agency requested that Plan A be
re-studied due to a lack of local public support for Plan E-3, Through this
process, plan A (the debris basin/concrete channel plan) was tentatively
selected as the recommended plan. The public involvement program 1s discussed
in more detail in Appendix A FSEIS, 1983 entitled, "Public Involvement and
Coordination with Other Agencies."”

REQUIRED COORDINATION

7.03 The draft EA supplement to the 1983 FSEIS was distributed to Federal,
State, and local govermments, envirommental groups, and interested individuals
for review and comment in November 1984. This review process included the
Envirommental Protection Agency, the State Regional Water Quality Control
Board (404(b) evaluation), the State Historic Preservation Officer (cultural
resources), and resource agencies (wildlife mitigation and operation and
maintenance programs). The draft and final supplements to the July 1981 final
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report with Fish and Wildlife Service
recommendations, are contained in Appendix G. The Corps and LACFCD concur
with the recommendations for the recommended Plan A.
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STATEMENT RECIPIENTS

7.08 Agencles, groups, and individuals to whom the draft EA supplement to the
1983 FSEIS was sent for review and comment are listed below. Comments
received during the public review period were responded to, and incorporated
into the final EA supplement to the 1983 FSEIS where practicable. Comments
that have been received by the Corps of Engineers are included in Appendix A.

Federal

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Council on Environmental Quality

Department of Agriculture
Soil Conservation Service
District Conservationist
Area Conservationist
River Basin Planning Staff
Forest Service

Department of Commerce
National Weather Service
Deputy Assistant Secretary and Director for Environmental Affairs
National Marine Fisheries Service

Department of Defense

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, South Pacific Division

Department of Energy
Office of Electric Power Regulation
Representative, Region IX
San Francisco Operations Office
Secretary of Energy

Department of Health and Human Services
Assist. Secretary
Centers for Disease Control
Regional Director

Department of Housing and Urban Development
Administrator, Region IX
Director, Los Angeles Area
Federal Disaster Assistance Administration
FIA
Office of Comm. Planning and Development

Department of the Interior
Bureau of Land Management
Bureau of Outdoor Recreation
Bureau of Reclamation
Director, Office of Environmental Project Review
Office of the Commissioner
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Fish and Wildlife Service
Area Manager
Field Supervisor
Geological Survey
Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service, Pacific Southwest Region

Departaent of Transportation
Administrator Region IX
Coordinator for Water Resources
Federal Highway Administration

Envirommental Protection Agency
Administrator, Region IX
Office of Envirommental Review

Federal Emergency Management Agency

Federal Energy Administration

General Services Administration

Small Business Administration
State

Clearinghouse. The following state agencies, departments, and commissions
are among the State offices to receive copies of the DEA through distribution
from the clearinghouse and the State Resources Agency.

California Water Commission
Department of Fish and Game
Department of Parks and Recreation
Departaent of Water Resources
Historic Resources Committee

Public Utilities Commission

Reglonal Water Quality Control Board
State Lands Commission

Southern California Associations of Govermments

Los Angeles County

Flood Control District
Forester and Fire Warden
Parks and Recreation
Regional Planning Commission
Road Department

Other Agencies

Castaic Lake Water Agency

Newhall County Water District

Santa Clarita Water Company
Southern California Edision Company
Southern California Gas

Southern California Water Company

Upper Santa Clarita Valley Soil Conservation District
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Interested Groups and Individuals

Andel Engineering
Audubon Society
California Tomorrow
California Water Pollution Control Assn.
California Wildlife Federation
Canyon Country Chamber of Commerce
Friends of the Earth
League of Women Voters
The Nature Conservancy
Oakridge Homeowners Association
01d Orchard Homeowners Association
Placerita Canyon Nature Center

¢ Sierra Club

) Sam Smiser
Taylor Enterprises

Libraries

Bethlehem Lutheran Church
First Christian Church of Solemint
Housing and Urban Development Library
Library of Congress
Los Angeles Baptist College
Los Angeles County Library
Placerita Junior High School
State of California Library, Govt. Publications Section
University of California, Los Angeles
| Water Resources Center Archives
University Research Library
Vietor Gruen Center for Environmental Planning

Media

The Newhall Signal
Valley News

ety
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ATTACHMENT A

SECTION 404(b)(1)
WATER QUALITY EVALUATION

TO ACCOMPANY THE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL
ASSESSMENT WHICH SUPPLEMENTS THE
SOUTH FORK, SANTA CLARA RIVER DETAILED PROJECT REPORT
FINAL SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

EA-42




T T e -y

THE EVALUATION OF THE EFFECTS
OF THE DISCHARGE OF DREDGED OR FILL MATERIAL
INTO THE WATERS OF THE UNITED STATES
SOUTH FORK, SANTA CLARA RIVER
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

INTRODUCTION. The following evaluation is provided in accordance with Section
404(b)(1) of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972
(Public Law 92-500) as amended by the Clean Water Act of 1977 (Public Law

95-217).
1. PHYSICAL AND CHEMICAL COMPONENTS OF THE SITE.

a. Description of the proposed discharge of dredged or fill materials.
The fill material would consist of poorly bedded unconsolidated gravel, sand
and silt; and construction grade, pollution free, materials such as concrete.
Approximately 118,000 cubic yards of material would be excavated from the
1.3 miles of channel. It 1s estimated that 75,000 cubic yards of this earth
f111 would be used as backfill for the channel. The remaining 43,000 cubic
yards would be disposed of by the contractor. The contractor would be
responsible for evironmental clearance of the selected site. About 11,500
cubic yards of concrete would be needed for construction of the channel, and
this material would be purchased from nearby suppliers. About 208,000 cubic
yards of earth 111 would be needed for the debris basin embankment.

b. Description of the proposed discharge sites for dredged or fill
material. The proposed flood control project would be constructed on the
South Fork of the Santa Clara River, which only flows intermittenly. The
project area is located in Los Angeles County, California. The local flood
control features would be replaced by a debris basin at the junction of
Towsley and Wiley Canyons; a rectangular concrete channel about 650 feet in
length, from the downstream end of the proposed debris basin spillway to the
01d Road crossing; a rectangular concrete channel about 1.2 miles long from
I-5 downstream to Lyons Avenue; the addition of two feet of freeboard to the
existing flood control channel downstream of Lyons Avenue for a distance of
3050 feet; new bridges at Atwood Boulevard and DeWolfe Road which would be
built to replace dip crossings; and additional bridges at Lyons Channel and
where the new route of Wiley Canyon Road crosses the channel 2100 feet
downstream of I-5. The discharge sites for fill material would be the debris
basin embankment and backfill for the proposed concrete channel. The fill
material would be discharged by conventional methods and construction will
take approximately 18 months. The discharge sites should require no future
modifications after completion of the proposed project.

2., POTENTIAL IMPACTS ON BIOLOGICAL CHARACTERLSTICS OF THE AQUATIC ECOSYSTEM.

Construction of the proposed flood control project (Plan A) would involve
construction of a debris basin and concrete channel downstream to Lyons Avenue
(see fig. 2). Construction of a debris basin would eliminate 1.8 acres of
grassland habitat, and about .5 acres of riparian habitat and disturd about
4.5 acres of oak-walnut woodland (about 15 mature walnut trees and ! mature
oak tree would be removed). Temporary impoundment of water behind the debris
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dam probably would produce a small change in habitat in the basin area,
possibly eliminating a few coast live ocaks growing below the 100-year
floodline. This could result in an estimated 5 percent reduction in the
wildlife-carrying capacity of the habitat. About 1.5 acres of riparian
habitat and 2 acres of prime and unique farmland located at the mule ranch
would be lost and replaced with a concrete channel downstream from I-5. The
loss of the riparian habitat would greatly reduce the value of the area to
wildlife, especially passerine birds and raptors. Between Wiley Canyon Road
and Lyons Avenue, about 5 acres of sparsely vegetated earthen channel would be
converted to concrete channel. No fish are known to exist in the South Fork
of the Santa Clara River within the project area, but there are several
species of amphiblans and reptiles. Coyote, mule deer and several species of
rodents inhabit the overall project area. Loss of the riparian vegetation
that would be destroyed during construction of the channel would have an
adverse impact on the surrounding biological environment but can be offset by
mitigation. Esthetic and mitigation treatments would reduce the overall
project-related losses of habitat throughout the project area. The esthetic
treatment would consist of approximately 2.5 acres of native hydroseeding of
grasses and ground cover along the channel, as well as planting native shrubs
and trees (such as Quercus agrifolia and Rhus sp.). Mitigation measures for
Plan A include the preservation of about 8.3 acres of riparian, 2.7 acres of
walnut woodland, and 3.5 acres of coastal sage habitat within the project
right-of-way adjacent to and upstream of the debris basin. Of this area,

6.1 acres of riparian habitat, 2.4 acres of walnut-oak woodland and .5 acres
of coastal sage scrub would be enhanced to increase its wildlife value.
Mitigation measures also include installation of nest boxes, and a two-year
monitoring program. Refer to section VIII of this report for a more detailed
description of the proposed mitigation measures. The esthetic and mitigation
treatments would provide food and cover for area wildlife.

3. POTENTIAL EFFECTS ON HUMAN USE CHARACTERISTICS. The proposed discharge of
fill material would have no significant impact on the municipal water supply
and there would be an insignificant impact on any informal recreation uses of
the channel (there are no formal recreation uses of the channel on this reach
of the river). Any wildlife utilizing habitat within the proposed discharge
areas would be displaced, but the esthetic treatment would probably provide
replacement habitat. The project 1s not anticipacted to have any impacts on
any threatened or endangered species of wildlife. Discharge would not be
placed on or near wetlands; no submerged vegetation of bilological signficance
would be affected by the project. There are no parks, national or historic
monuments, national seashores, wilderness areas, research sites or similar
preserves which would be impacted by this project.

4. EVALUATION AND TESTING.

a. The material proposed for discharge meets the exclusion criteria. The
earth f111 would be taken from the project area, and would be substantially
the same as the substrate at the proposed disposal sites. All earth material
would be taken from sites sufficiently removed fram sources of pollution to
provide reasonable assurance that such material has not been contaminated by
such pollution. All purchased construction materials would be pollution-free.
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b. Total sediment analysis. Not applicable.
¢. Biological community structure analysis. Not applicable.

d. Placement of fill would not violate Environmental Protection Agency or
State of California water quality standards. Use of the material would not
introduce toxic substances into the South Fork of the Santa Clara River,

e. Material meets Environmental Protection Agency exclusion criteria (see
para. 3). The earth fill is substantially the same as the material at the
deposition site.

5. ACTION TO MINIMIZE ADVERSE EFFECTS.

a. Need for the proposed activity. The proposed flood control project is
necessary to provide residents of Newhall with protection against the Standard
Project Flood from the South Fork of the Santa Clara River.

b. Alternative sites and methods of discharge were considered. Several
alternative plans for flood control solutions were evaluated by the Corps
during preliminary planning. These alternatives include dams, diversion
channels, debris deposition area, other channel configurations and a non-
structural flood plain management plan. These other alternatives either
proved too costly or did not provide significant measurable flood protection.

¢. Construction of the proposed debris basin and 1.3 miles of concrete
channel would destroy about 2 acres of riparian habitat, 2 acres of prime and
unique farmland, 1.8 acres of grassland habitat, and about 4.5 acres of walnut
woodland and associated shrubland (approximately 15 mature walnut trees and
1 mature oak within the 4.5 acres would be removed). However, the esthetic
treatment plan and mitigation plans would increase diversity of vegetation
and, as a result, provide food and cover for a varlety of wildlife specles.
The project esthetic treatment plan would occur on project right-of-way land
adjacent to the channel structure and service road. The main landscape
concept would provide a landscaped strip adjacent to the channel through
residential and undeveloped areas in the project area. The concept purpose
would be to provide the following environmental factors:

(1) Landscape screening to minimize the visual harshness of the
project channel structure.

(2) Landscape beautification in an area considered in need of visual
upgrading.

(3) Planting of native species, to re-establish the once existing
natural enviromment of the area and to identify with the existing surrounding
natural oak-woodland hillside terrain,

(4) Dust and erosion control.
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The landscaped strip would consist of an overall low-maintenance, hydroseeded
and planted, non-irrigated reach. Additionally, selected street intersections
would be landscaped with native drought-tolerant plants. The length of the
landscaped strip, overall, would be approximately 4200 L.F. (linear feet) on
both sides of the channel while the right-of-way width would average 20 L.F.
on both sides with a 16-foot wide service road on the west side only.

Mitigation plans include the preservation of approximately 14.5 acres of land
within the project right-of-way adjacent to and upstream of the proposed
debris basin. Approximately 6.1 acres of riparian, 2.4 acres of walnut-ocak
woodland and .5 acres of coastal sage scrub habitat of the 14.5 acres will be
enhanced, resulting in the preservation of 8.3 acres of riparian, 3.5 acres of
coastal sage, and 2.7 acres of walnut-ocak woodland habitat. A two-year
monitoring program and bird nest boxes are also included in the proposed
mitigation plan. Construction activities would cause a temporary increase in
turbidity as vehicles and personnel move in and along the channel. The
construction contractor would provide for onsite retention of construction
wastewater. The concrete channel would also be esthetically less pleasing
than the natural channel, but the environmental enhancement would reduce the
visual impact. Construction of the project would result in esthetic impacts,
but these would be short-term. No rare or endangered species would be
impacted by the proposed discharge of fill. The following flood control
measures were investigated during preliminary planning: (1) In 1976, plan A
was the tentatively selected plan, and it was endorsed by the area residents
and the local sponsoring agency (The Los Angeles County Flood Control
District). The Los Angeles County Flood Control District withdrew its support
for the selected plan in 1977, raising questions on the viability of the
proposed debris basin at the junction of Wiley and Towsley Canyons. (2) Plan
E-3 was then developed and tentatively selected as the recommended plan in the
1983 FSEIS, at which time a 404 water quality evaluation was prepared.

(3) In 1983, the local sponsor requested that Plan A be re-studied due to a
lack of local support for Plan E-3. Plans for developing the upstream area
for housing have been abandoned, thereby allowing the acquisiton of rights-of-
way to be more economically feasible. In addition, the 25-acre parcel of land
that was recommended for a debris deposition area downstream of I-5 under Plan
E-3, has now become less desirable for use as a flood control feature because
right-of-way costs would be prohibitive because of the land's prime location
and possible future uses. Plan A is currently the recommended plan and has
been modified slightly from the Plan A that was presented in the January 1983
FSEIS. The low-flow diversion channel that was included as mitigation in the
previously described Plan A (1983 FSEIS) has now been deleted from the current
plan and a new mitigation plan has been developed to compensate for the loss
of wildlife habitat that would result from the implementation of Plan A.

d. Impacts on water uses at proposed discharge site (40 CFR 230.5(b)(1-10)
are as follows: The proposed discharge of fill material would have no
significant impact on the municipal water supply, and there would be an
insignificant impact on any informal recreation uses of the channel (there are
no formal recreation uses of the channel on this reach of the river). Any
wildlife utilizing habitat within the proposed discharge areas would be
displaced, but the esthetic treatment and mitigation plans would probably
provide replacement habitat. The project 1s not anticipated to have any
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impacts on any threatened or endangered species of wildlife. Discharge would
not be placed on or near wetlands; no submerged vegetation of biologlecal
significance would be affected by the project.

e. Considerations to minimize harmful effects (40 CFR 230.5(c)(1-7)).
All necessary factors were considered in determining the site and disposal
conditions to minimize the possibility of harmful effects. Five alternatives
to the proposed plan were investigated, and detailed descriptions of these
plans are contained in the main report. A brief description of each follows:

(1) Plan B is essentially the same as Plan A, but the concrete
channel has been scaled down to accommodate the 100-year flood. The
mitigation measures are also the same as in Plan A.

(2) Plan E-3 is designed to contain flows from the standard project
flood. It would provide for a debris deposition area between I-5 and the
channel inlet structure, construction of an inlet structure 600 feet upstream
from the Wiley Canyon Road bridge, and construction of a 4200-foot-long
rectangular concrete channel from the inlet to Lyons Avenue. A 600-foot-long
levee would be built from the inlet structure to I-5 and new bridges would be
built to replace dip crossings at Atwood Boulevard and Dewolfe Road. An
additional flood control feature is a low-flow channel which would serve to
support the existing riparian growth between I-5 and the inlet structure.
Esthetic treatment for this plan includes planting a greenbelt of native
drought-tolerant plant species along the proposed channel right-of-way from
the inlet structure to Lyons Avenue.

(3) Plan E-4 is the Environmental Quality (EQ) plan, and is
essentially the same as plan E-3 except that it has been scaled down to
accommodate the 100-year flood. Plan E-4 has the highest benefit/cost ratio
and it is the National Economic Development (NED) plan.

(4) Plan G, the flood plain management plan, is a nonstructural
solution to the flood problem. Flood walls would be constructed around
exlsting structures and future development would be restricted in the 100-year
flood plain. The existing resources on the South Fork of the Santa Clara
River will not be affected by this plan.

(5) The no-action alternative, Plan H, will not affect the existing
resources on the South Fork of the Santa Clara River.

6. CONCLUSION AND DETERMINATIONS. An ecological evaluation has been made
following the evaluation guidance in U0 CFR 230.4, in conjunction with the
evaluation considerations in 40 CFR 230.5. Appropriate measures have been
identified and Incorporated in the proposed plan to minimize adverse effects
on the aquatic environment as a result of fill activities. Consideration has
been given to the need for the proposed activity, the availability of
alternate sites and methods of disposal that are less damaging to the
enviromment, and such water quality standards as are appropriate and
applicable by law. It was determined that the activity associated with the
£111 must have direct access or proximity to, or be located in, the water
resources in order to fulfill 1its basic purpose.
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7. FINDINGS. The fill Placement sites for the South Fork of the Santa Clara

River, Los Angeles California
application of the Section 404

project have been specified through the
{b)(1) Guidelines.
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INTRODUCTION

A detailed description of the public involvement program, including all
coordination and correspondence leading to publication of the January 1983
Final Detailed Project Report, may be found in Appendix A of that report.
Since these items remain accurate and relevant, they will not be discussed in

this supplemental appendix.

This supplement to Appendix A does address all coordination occurring
since receipt by the Corps, of the September 1, 1983 letter from the local
sponsor requesting a change in the Final DPR design. Comments and responses
resulting from public and interagency review of the Draft Supplement to Final
DPR, dated November 1984, are also included.
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COORDINATION AND CORRESPONDENCE

The following correspondence includes letters of local coordination
between the Corps and the Los Angeles County Flood Control District (Exhibits
1, 2, 4, 5), and a Draft "221" Agreement of Local Support (Exhibit 3). Public
comments and responses to the November 1984 Draft Supplement to the Final
Detailed Project Report follow the exhibits.
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HOWARD H. HAILE September 1, 1983 TewePwone  226-4105
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT

P. O. BOX 2418. TERMINAL ANNEX
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 9005t

SNTNEER

IN REPLY PLEASE REFER TO

FILe No. 337.60
Col. Paul W, Taylor Santa Clara River-South Fork
District Engineer Project Information
Department of the Army
Los Angeles District, Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 2711
Los Angeles, CA 90053

Dear Colonel Taylor:

We have reviewed the Final Detailed Project Report on the South Fork of the
Santa Clara River dated January 1983 that recammends Plan E-3. As you know,
there is an urgent need for flood control in this area and we would like to
reiterate our support for a project. Studies on this reach have been ongoing
for same time, and we are quite pleased that the report is being campleted and
definite progress is being made. As the local sponsoring agency, we would like
to assure you of both our cooperation and intent to provide whatever is possible
in order to maintain momentum towards getting this project built as soon as
possible.

In light of this, the District has been working diligently to secure local
funding so that construction may begin as soon as possible. We have also been
exploring the possibility of design modifications to Plan E-3, as indicated in
our letter of December 29, 1982. These modifications consist of extending the
channel abaut three-quarters of a mile. A debris basin would be constructed

at the junction of Wiley and Towsley Canyons. This configuration would be very
similar to Plan A as described in the Detailed Project Report., Your report
shows Plan A is economically justified, and has been coordinated amongst the
public and erwirommental agencies, the State Department of Fish and Game, and
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service., Contrary to early understandings, there are
now indications of greater support fram the surrounding residents for this plan.

This modification, as we envision it, would be compatible with the channel
work proposed in Plan E-3 and would connect to that channel. These changes
may require a revision to the Detailed Project Report and we are willing to
work with the Corps to detemmine what assistance may be needed fram us to help
expedite this process. This would include discussing the possibility of
funding any Supplemental Report. We understand that for any project considered,
the Corps' total financial contribution for design, pertinent studies, and
construction is limited to $4 million. Because this modification will increase
the overall project cost, we realize that local financial participation will
increase to account for this difference. In order to expedite the project,

we would be willing to design the upstream portion according to Corps'
standards and pursuant to your review.
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Col. Paul W. Taylor

Page 2
September 1, 1983

The benefits of adopting this modified plan include financial participation by
the local landowners that would benefit from the change. This serves to lower
the Flood Control District's cost even though the total cost of the plan is
higher than that of Plan E-3. Moreover, the modified plan would represent

a local cost sharing percentage of approximately 60 per cent as campared with
the 40+ per cent local cost sharing that could exist with Plan E-3. Finally,
we feel that the plan offers a more logical design by keeping debris upstream
of the freeway and preventing flows fram cascading over the freeway and down
Calgrove Boulevard.

We appreciate the efforts of your agency in pursuing this modification. Wwe
realize that this is a late change, yet we do not want to delay the project
and are willing to cooperate in adhering to the current schedule, which calls
for construction to begin during the spring of 1985. For construction to
begin in early 1985, the District must make its financial recammendation for

our 1984~85 (July 1, 1984 - June 30, 1985) Budget by November 1, 1983. We
would like to meet with you and your staff on this at your earliest conwvenience.

Should you have any further questions regarding this matter, please contact me
or Mr. Rusty Reed, Project Manager, at 226-4059.

Yours very truly,

Assistant Chief Deputy Engineer
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT

Slte TE RMOINATL arINE X
Poare ARG LS AC I RN A G008
XXXXXXRXXKKX November 14, 1984 Henone (213) 226-4321
CeRE U Bib At HEE SN T
vt ono 337.41
Santa Clara River-South Fork
Col. Dennis F. Butler Review of Corps of Engineers'
District Engineer Draft Project Report and
Department of the Army Environmental Assessment

Los Angeles District, Corps of Engineers
P.0O. Box 2711
Los Arxjeles, CA 90053

Dear Colonel Butler:

We have reviewed portions of your draft Supplement to the Detailed Project
Report on the South Fork of the Santa Clara River. We strongly support Plan A
as recommended in the report because the project provides the comprehensive
flood control solution and proper level of protection. We request that you
continue processing the report and prepare specifications for Plan A. We will
continue to provide the necessary support as the local cooperating agency. We
understand that you are planning for a spring 1985 advertising date depending,
of course, upon availability of funding,

We have contacted various property owners regarding the acquisition of right of
way and anticipate certification of all right of way by the date of contract
advertisement,

We are preparing the necessary documents for the required envirommental approvals
and coordinating these activities with your staff.

Should you need additional information, please contact Mr. Michael Morris,
Project Manager, at (213) 226-4065.

Yours very truly,

(e ) L

Carl L. Blum, Division Engineer
Program Management Division
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DRAFT AGREEMENT

THIS AGREEMENT entered into this day of sy 19 s by and

between the UNITED STATES OF AMERICA (hereinafter called the "Government"),
represented by the Contracting Officer executing this Agreement, and the

County of Los Angeles Board of Supervisors (hereinafter called the "County"),

WITNESSETH THAT:

WHEREAS, construction of the South Fork of the Santa Clara River Flood
Control Project (hereinafter called the "Project") was authorized by the Chief

of Engineers, U.S. Army on the day of s 19 s and in

accordance with Section 205 of the 1948 Flood Control Act (PL 80-858) and its

amendments; and

WHEREAS, the County hereby represents that it has the authority and

capability to furnish the non-Federal cooperation required by applicable law;

NOW, THEREFORE, the parties agree as follows:

1. The County agrees that, if the Government shall commence construction
of South Fork of the Santa Clara River Flood Control Project under the
authority of Section 205 of the 19U8 Flood Control Act and its amendments and
substantially in accordance with the Detailed Project Report authorizing such
work, the County shall, in consideration of the Government commencing
construction of such Project, fulfill the requirements of non-Federal

cooperation specified in applicable law, to wit:

EXHIBIT 3
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a. Provide without cost to the United Stats all lands, easements, and
rights-of-way necessary for the construction of the Project, including lands
necessary for mitigation for Project effects. The minimum real estate

interests to be acquired by the County are as follows:

(1) Fee title, or permanent easements, for levees, walls, other
permanent structures, ponding areas, channel rectification works and adequate

access thereto.

(2) Permanent easement for spoil disposal and borrow areas required

for future maintenance work, and adequate access thereto.

(3) Permits or temporary easements for spoil, work or borrow areas

required during construction, and adequate access thereto.

b. Where Federal costs for the entire Project exceed the limitation
expressed in Section 205 of the 1948 Flood Control Act (PL 80-858) and its

amendments, provide a cash contribution for the amount of excess.

¢. As made necessary by construction, accomplish, without cost to the
United States, all alterations and relocations of buildings, transportation
facilities, storm drains, utilities, and other structures and improvements.
This provision excludes railroad bridges and approaches, and facilities
necessary for the normal interception and disposal of local interior drainage

at the line of protection.

d. Maintain and operate all the works after completion in accordance with

regulations prescribed by the Secretary of the Army.




e. Prescribe and enforce regulations to prevent obstruction or
encroachment on flood control works which would reduce their flood carrying
capacity or hinder maintenance and operation, and control development in the

project area to prevent an undue increase in the flood damage potential.

f. The County hereby agrees that it will comply with all applicable
provisions of the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition
Policies Act of 1970, Public Law 91-646, approved January 2, 1971, in
acquiring lands, easements, and rights-of-ways for construction and subsequent
maintenance of the Project, and inform affected persons of pertinent benefits,
policies, and procedures in connection with said Aet. All records concerning
acquisition under Title III of the Law and the offering of an payment of Title
II benefits available under the Law are to be made available to the Government

for review and approval.

g. Publicize flood plain information in the areas concerned and provide
this information to zoning and other regulatory agencies for their guidance

and leadership in preventing unwise future development in the flood plain.

h. Hold and save the United States free from water rights claims caused

by the construction and operation of the Project.

i. Hold and save the United States free from damages due to construction,
operation, and maintenance of the Project, excluding damages due to the fault

or negligence of the United States or its contractors.

j. The County hereby gives the Government a right to enter upon, at
reasonable times and in a reasonable manner, lands which the County owns or
controls, for access to the Project for the purpose of inspection, and for the

3




purpose of repairing and maintaining the Project, if such inspection shows
that the County for any reason is failing to repair and maintain the Project
in accordance with the assurances hereunder and has persisted in such failure
after a reasonable notice in writing by the Government delivered to the County
official. No repair or maintenance by the Government in such event shall
operate to relieve the County of responsibility to meet its obligations as set
forth in Paragraph 1 of this Agreement, or to preclude the Government from

pursuing any other remedy by law or equity.

k. This agreement 13 subject to the approval of the Chief of Engineers,

U.S. Army.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this contract as of

the day and year first above written.

APPROVED AS REQUIRED UNDER SECTION 221 COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
OF PUBLIC LAW 91-611, AS TO FORM AND AS
TO LEGAL SUFFICIENCY: BY
Chairman, Board of Supervisors
County Counsel DATE:
County of Los Angeles
ATTEST:
DATE:
By
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
THE UNITED STATES DATE:
BY

Colonel, Corps of Engineers
District Engineer
Contracting Officer

DATE:




T ST COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

2250 ALCAZAR STREET
LOS ANGELES. CALIFORNIA 90033 Telephone (213)226-4111

THOMAS A TIDEMANSON. Directer PO ROX 241w
HIAM BARMACK. Chief Deputy Director
JAMES L EASTON. Chief Deputy Directar
WYNN L SMITH, Chief Deputy Directer

INREPLY PLEASE

REFER TO FILE 337.41
January 2, 1985

Col. Dennis F. Butler

District Engineer

pepartment of the Army

Los Angeles District, Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 2711

Los Argeles, CA 90053

Attention Mr. Ira Arzt
Dear Colonel Butler:
SANTA CIARA RIVER-SOUTH FORK

In accordance with your recent letter, we have reviewed your Draft Supplement

to the Final Detailed Project Report for the South Fork of the Santa Clara River,
Our detailed camments on the report have been infommally provided to Mr. Arzt

of your staff. Camments on the draft "Section 221" Agreement are enclosed.

We must obtain the approval of the State Department of Water Resources,
Division of Safety of Dams, for the operation of Towsley Debris Basin. Its
aproval process inciudes review of final construction plans and specifications.
We have begun the application process and submitted reliminary plans. We
would appreciate your staff considering any camments that the agency may have
regarding the design of the debris dam.

Should you need additional information, please call Mr. Michael Morris,
Project Manager, at (213) 226-4065.

very truly yours,

CARL L. BLUM, Division Engineer
Program Management Division

MAM:ca
Enc.
cc: Mr. Warren Hagstram

Department of the Army
Los Angeles District, Corps of Engineers

EXHIBIT 4

ADDRESS ALL CORRESPONDENCE TO

LOS ANGELES CALIFORNIA 90051



2.

3.

4.

A}

ATTACHMENT I
Camments on "Section 221" Agreement

On page 2, Paragraph C, should indicate that relocation and alteration
of bridges, utilities, storm drains, and other improvements will be included
in the construction contract, as appropriate.

We anticipate assigning a Flood Control District inspector to oversee the
construction operations. The Agreement should provide for this situation.

The Agreement should identify the responsible agency to cbtain the necessary
agency approvals and permits. The following approvals/permits are
anticipated:

a. Encroachment Permit fram California Department of Transportation.

b. Streambed Alteration Agreement from California Department of
Fish and Game.

c. Excavation Permit from County Road Department.

The Agreement should require the Flood Control District to review and
approve the final plans and specifications prior to advertisement of the

project.

MAM:as
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
LOS ANGELES DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS

January 22, 1985

REPLY TO

m TION OF

S

Mr. Carl L. Blum

Division Engineer

County of Los Angeles
Department of Public Works

2250 Alcazar Street

Los Angeles, California 90033

Dear Mr. Blum:

We have reviewed the County's comments on the South Fork Draft Sup-
plement to the Final PPR, and Draft "221" Agreement, as outlined in your
letter to the District Engineer, dated January 2, 1985. Corps responses
to the detailed comments informally provided by your staff have been
coordinated with Mr. Michael Morris of your staff. All comments on the
report were discussed, and several have been incorporated in the report.

Although reviewed, comments regarding the Draft "221" Agreement are
not herein addressed. The standard "221" document is included in the
Detailed Project Report for information purposes. Refinement will be
performed during the plans and specifications phase of the project.

We appreciate your concerns and efforts with respect to State
Department of Water Resources project approvals, and will consider any
comments submitted to us by them. If we may be of any further assistance
at this time, please don't hesitate to contact Mr. Ira Arzt of my staff,
at (213) 688-5465.

Sincerely,

/ic*:rl F. Enson g ,
Chief, Planning Division

A-12 ' EXRIBIT 5
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Purpose and Scope

1. This section presents hydrology in support of the Detailed Project
Report on the South Fork of the Santa Clara River, Santa Clarita Valley,
California. Plate B-1 shows drainage area boundaries. The section has
three major objectives: (a) to outline the basic meteorologic and
hydrologic characteristics of the study area; (b) to present the methods
and techniques used to model the runoff process and to develop discharge
frequency relationships; (c) to provide standard project flood (SPF)
peak discharge values and discharge frequency curves for present and
future conditions of basin development at selected concentration points
along South Fork both with and without the proposed project, and (d) to
provide the probable maximum flood hydrograph and debris storage
requirement for the Towsley-Wiley debris basin site. Throughout this
section the phrase "present conditions" refers to basin development in
project year 1 (1982); likewise, the phrase "future conditions” pertains
to project year 10 (1992) and beyond. SPF peak discharges are given in
table B-1 and on plate B-2. Basin characteristics are given in table
B-2.

Prior Hydrology

2. Hydrology for the total Santa Clara River Basin was first presented
in the District Engineer's report entitled "Report on Survey of the
Santa Clara River, California, for Flood Control," dated December 20,
1945, Hydrology for the whole river basin also was presented in the
reports, "Design Memorandum No. 1, Hydrology for the Santa Clara River
Levee," dated October 1958 and approved January 7, 1959, and "Review
Report for Flood Control, Santa Clara River and Tributaries, Los Angeles
County," May 24, 1966. An additional report pertaining to a portion of
the Santa Clara River Basin is entitled "Interim Review Report for Flood
Control, Newhall, Saugus, and Vicinity, Los Angeles County, Santa Clara
River and Tributaries, California," dated December 15, 1971 (hereafter
referred to as the 1971 interim report). The basic data and method of
determining floods used in the current report is approximately the same
as was used in the 1971 interim report, with the exception of land-use
projections.

Prior Approval

3. The standard project and probable maximum flood estimates and
estimates of debris quantities for the entire Santa Clara River Basin
were orginally approved, with comment, by the Office of the Chief of
Engineers in the second indorsement, dated July 14, 1966, to the basic
letter dated May 24, 1966, subject: "Review Report for Flood Control,
Santa Clara River and Tributaries, Los Angeles County." Subsequent
revisions were included in the 1971 interim report and approved. The
regional frequency analysis was approved for use in the 1971 interim
report in the first indorsement dated January 14, 1971, to the basic
letter dated September 15, 1970.

ﬁ ———
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Proposed Plan of Improvement

4, The proposed plan of improvement consists of (a) a debris basin at
the junction of Towsley and Wiley Canyon; (b) a rectangular concrete
channel from the debris basin to Lyons Avenue; (c¢) new bridges at Atwood
Boulevard, DeWolfe Road and Wiley Canyon Road; and (d) slight
modification to provide freeboard on existing channel downstream of
Lyons Ave.

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE DRAINAGE AREA

Physiography and Topography

5. Rising in the Santa Susana and San Gabriel Mountains, the South Fork
of the Santa Clara River flows generally northward through the Santa
Clarita Valley, joining with the Santa Clara River downstream from
Bouquet Canyon. Elongated in a east-west orientation, the 4ld-square-
mile basin has a maximum width of about 12 miles and a maximum length of
approximately 5 miles. The Santa Susana Mountains, which comprise the
western and southwestern watershed boundaries, are characterized by long
rock ledges and precipitous escarpments. The portion of the San Gabriel
Mountains that forms the eastern and southeastern border of the basin is
high and rugged but has comparatively uniform slopes. The maximum
elevation in the watershed, on the southeast boundary, is about 4000
feet above sea level.

6. About 85 percent of the drainage area is mountainous terrain, with
steep ridges and numerous canyons. Streambed gradients in the steeper
reaches are on the order of 475 feet per mile. (Plate B-3 shows
streambed profiles.) The remaining 15 percent of the watershed, which
includes the communities of Valencia, Saugus, and Newhall, is comprised
of rather narrow alluvial valleys. Here, streambed slopes range from 60
to 160 feet per mile. The reach in which improvements are being
considered has a slope of 83 feet per mile.

Geology and Soils

7. The Santa Susana Mountains are composed of highly-folded,
sedimentary formations consisting of sandstone, siltstone, mudstone, and
conglomerate. The formations have been folded and faulted
spectacularly, producing many complex geologic structures. The soft,
friable rocks most commonly found are easily weathered. Most soils are
shallow loamy sands that are moderately permeable.

8. The San Gabriel Mountains are composed of igneous granites and
anorthosites along with metamorphic gneiss and schist. Soils in the San
Gabriels are mainly coarse sandy or gravelly loams.

9. Alluvial deposits of poorly sorted gravel, sand; and silt cover the
floor of the valley in the lower reaches of the South Fork to a maximum

depth of several hundred feet. The valley fill forms pervious deposits
that serve as underground reservoirs for water storage.

B-2
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10. The area 1is seismically active, and several major faults cross the
drainage basin.

Land Use

11. Future land-use projections for the study area were developed from
California Department of Finance D-100 population figures, Southern
California Association of Governments (SCAG) land-use allocations, and
general plans developed by local agencies of the Newhall, Saugus,
Valencia area. Local plans indicate desired growth patterns and
ultimate growth goals. Future urbanization is shown on plate B-4.

12. The currently projected population figures, hence the amount of
development, are substantially less than those used in the 1971 interim
report. For example, the 1971 report anticipated a 1990 population in
the Newhall area of 225,000 whereas a 1990 population of 130,000 is
projected now. But because of the relatively small portion of the total
basin that will be developed and the location of the project
development, the reduction in peak discharge from the 1971 interim
report values is small.

Runoff Characteristics

13. Streamflow is small except during and immediately after rainfall
because climatic and basin characteristics are not conducive to
significant continuous flow. Runoff increases rapidly in response to
rainfall excess. Baseflow and percolation are considered negligible.
Snowmelt is not a significant contributing factor to runoff in this
basin. Some summer flow results from springs in the upper reaches.

Climatology

14, The climate of the South Fork basin is generally mild and
subtropical, with warm, dry summers and cool, wet winters. Daily
maximum temperatures in the valley areas near Newhall normally range
from around 60 degrees F in winter, to about 90 degrees F in summer,
with somewhat cooler readings over the surrounding mountains. Normal
daily minima in all areas of the basin run generally in the 30 to 35-
degree range in winter and from 50 to 60 degrees in summer. Extremes in
temperature in the study area run from approximately 10 degrees F in
certain valleys and canyons to around 115 degrees F over the lower
valley floor. Average winds in the region are generally quite light,
but strong north to northeast winds develop at times during the cooler
months, with occasional gusts to more than 60 miles per hour.

15. Mean annual precipitation ranges from less than 18 inches in
northern Saugus to more than 25 inches over the Santa Susana and western
San Gabriel Mountains. Isohyets of mean seasonal precipitation are
shown on plate B-5. Most precipitation in ihe region ococurs between
mid-November and early April and rainless periods of several months are
common during the summer. Snow occurs at times over the higher
elevations of the region and on rare occasions over the entire study
area.
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16. There are three basic types of storms that can produce
precipitation in the basin; general winter storms, general summer
storas, and local storms.

a. General winter storms usually occur from mid-November through
early April. They originate over the Pacific Ocean as a result of
interaction between polar Pacific and tropical Pacific air masses and
move eastward across California. Sometimes lasting several days,
general winter storms reflect orographic influences and usually are
acocompanied by widespread light to moderate precipitation.

b. General summer storms are infrequent in southern California, and
those that do occur usually are associated with late summer or early
fall cyclones. To date, no major floods are known to have resulted from
such storms in the study area.

c. Local storms can occur at any time of the year, either during
general storms or as isolated phenomena. These storms, which frequently
are accompanied by lightning and thunder, cover comparatively small
areas but result in high-intensity precipitation for a few minutes to
several hours.

PRECIPITATION AND RUNOFF

Precipitation Records

17. Precipitation records of 10 or more years are available for several
stations in the vicinity of the South Fork watershed. The map of mean
seasonal 1sohyets appearing on plate B-5 is taken from the 80-year
(1872-1952) mean isohyetal map prepared by the Los Angeles County Flood
Control District, and its values are very similar to mean values in the
region since 1952. Stations in the vicinity are given in table B-3.

Streamflow Records

18. Streamflow records are available for one station in the basin: the -
South Fork-Santa Clara River at Magic Mountain Parkway. Annual peak
flows for this station are tabulated in table B-4. The location of the
station is shown on plate B-1,

SYNTHESIS OF STANDARD PROJECT FLOOD

General

19. The standard project flood represents the flood that would result
from the most severe combination of meteorologic and hydrologic
conditions considered reasonably characteristic of. the region. It
normally is larger than any past recorded flood in the area, and can be
expected to be exceeded in magnitude only rarely.
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Standard Project Storm

20. The 3-hour local storm of March 3-4, 1943 (pl. B-6), transposed and
centered over the area tributary to the selected concentration points,
was found to be the storm that represents the moat severe flood-
producing factors that may reasonably be expected to occur in the
general area. It was, therefore, selected as the standard project storm
and was used to determine the standard project flood in the 1971 interim
report. A typical hyetograph is shown on plate B-7,

21. As a check, the unaltered rainfall amounts and intensity patterns
given in the report "Generalized Standard Project Rainflood Criteria for
Southern California Coastal Streams," dated March 1967 and prepared by
the Hydrologic Engineering Center, were applied, and similar results
were obtained.

Precipitation-Runoff Relationships

22. Available precipitation and runoff records are inadequate for a
complete analysis of precipitation-runoff relationships in the South
Fork basin. Rainfall-runoff relationships adopted for this study were
based on previous hydrologic investigations made on streams in southerm
California. Elements used to establish rainfall-runoff relationships
are discussed in the following paragraphs.

23. The Los Angeles District unit hydrograph procedure is described in
the Department of the Army Technical Bulletin No. 5-550-3 entitled
"Flood Prediction Techniques," dated February 1957. Synthetic unit
hydrographs for the various subareas were developed through the use of
the lag relationship depicted on plate B-8 and its application to the
Santa Clara River S-graph (pl. B-9). Subarea basin n values used in the
lag relationship were determined by field inspections and comparison
with n values derived from reconstitutions of observed flood events in
similar basins in southern California. The Santa Clara S-graph shown on
plate B-9 is an average of S-graphs determined on the Santa Clara River
near Saugus and four S-graphs in the Santa Margarita River Basin. (The
Santa Margarita Basin was found to have similar runoff characteristiecs.)
For urbanized subareas, the basin n value was reduced in proportion to
the degree of urbanization. This adjusts the lag time to account for
the more rapid response of an urban watershed to rainfall excess. Table
B-2 presents pertinent drainage basin characteristics for both present
and future conditions.

24, Precipitation loss rates were bagsed on field reconnaissance and
loss rates from other basins with similar geomorphological
characteristics in the Los Angeles area. A constant loss rate of 0.35
inch per hour, reduced in proportion to the percent impervious cover,
was considered applicable for use in computing the standard project
flood.
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Flood Routing

25. Flood routing through both natural and improved channels was
performed using the Muskingum Method. Flood wave travel time in a
reach, which approximates the Muskingum coefficient K, was determined by
dividing reach length by average peak flow velocity. Manning's formula
for normal depth and an appropriate cross section were used to compute
the average peak flow velocity for the reach. Cross sections were
determined from USGS topographic maps, field investigations, as-built
drawings, and proposed channel improvements. Muskingum X valuyes were
estimated according to the relative importance of channel storage.
Values of X used in this study were estimated to range from 0.1 for
reaches with limited channel capacity and wide cross sections and large
amounts of channel storage to 0.3 for reaches with well-defined
channels. Routing coefficlents are given in table B-5.

Computation of the Standard Project Flood

26. Standard project floods were computed by centering the standard
project storm upstream from a concentration point in the most critical
flood-producing manner. Application of the rainfall loss rate function
described previously to standard project precipitation enables the
determination of rainfall excess. The rainfall excess 1is then applied
to the subarea unit hydrograph to produce the subarea flood hydro-
graph. Base flow was considered negligible; thus combining and routing
of subarea flood hydrographs to the desired concentration point
completes the computation.

27. Standard project flood peak discharges, computed as described in
the foregoing paragraphs, are presented in table B-1 and on plate B-2
for two conditions: (a) present conditlons, without project, (b) future
conditions, with project, including improvements to Newhall and
Placerita Creeks. A typical standard project flood hydrograph is shown
on plate B-T.

SYNTHESIS OF PROBABLE MAXIMUM FLOOD

General

28, The probable maximum flood (PMF) 1s defined as the flood that would
result if the probable maximum precipitation for the drainage area were
to occur at a time when ground conditions were conducive to maximum
runoff. PMF, as its name implies, i{s an estimate of the upper bound of
flood potential on a watershed, and is required in designing the
spillway for the proposed Towsley-Wiley Canyon debris basin.

Probable Maximum Precipitation

29. Estimates of probable maximum precipitation (PMP) given by the
Hydrometeorological Branch of the National Weather Service in
Hydrometeorological Report No. 49, "Probable Maximum Precipitation
Estimates, Colorado River and Great Basin Drainages" dated September
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1977, indicate that the highest rate of discharge from the study area
would result from a 6-hour convective type storm (thunderstorm). The
average depth of precipitation for various durations during the probable
maximum storm for the watershed upstream of the proposed debris basin
was determine to be 5.06, 7.57, 10.76, and 12.94 inches for the maximum
1/2-, 1-, 3-, and 6-hour periods, respectively. These values were
determined by adjusting the 1 hour-1 square mile maximum precipitation
for the drainage basin by the appropriate duration variation ratios and
the depth-area-duration coefficients. A time interval of 15 minutes was
selected as the shortest period for which precipitation intensities
would be required to define the flood hydrograph. The intensities
determined from a depth-duration curve were based on average PMP over
the basin.

Computation of the Probable Maximum Flood

30, Computation of PMF was accomplished in the same manner as SPF, with
two exceptions. First, the basin lag time was reduced by 15 percent to
reflect the enhanced hydraulic efficiency of a watershed experiencing
high depths of flow. Secondly, a constant loss rate equal to 0.15
inches per hour was considered applicable for ground conditions
conducive to maximum runoff. A probable maximum flood peak discharge of
24,500 cfs was computed at the proposed debris basin. The corresponding
flood hydrograph and precipitation intensity pattern is shown on plate
B-10.

DEBRIS STORAGE REQUIREMENTS

General

31. The proposed improvements on the South Fork-Santa Clara River
include a debris basin immediately downstream of the confluence of
Towsley and Wiley Canyons. The storage provided is sufficient to
accommodate the debris from a single major flood.

Determination of Debris Storage Requirements

32. The storage required for debris was determined using the procedure
outlined in "A New Method of Estimating Debris Storage Requirements for
Debris Basins" by F. E. Tatum. Debris production estimates using this
method are based on drainage basin size, slope, drainage density,
hypsometric-analysis index, 3-hour rainfall from a major storm event,
and burn effect. The following correction factors were used: slope,
0.55; drainage density, 0.90; hypsometric index, 0.85; and 3-hour
rainfall, 0.82. The geological factors observed during field inspection
of the watershed indicate a moderate potential for debris production.
Typical streambed profiles upstream of the coinsidered debris basin are
shown on plate B-l.
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Debris Storage Estimate

33. Based on the aforementioned method of determining debris
production, the estimated debris storage requirement for the proposed
Towsley-Wiley Canyon debris basin is 350,000 cubic yards.

ADEQUACY OF DESIGN ESTIMATES

Standard Project Flood

34, The standard project flood as developed is of a magnitude that
would be exceeded only rarely. Because of the lack of long-term
streamflow records, the adequacy of SPF estimates is best determined
from a comparison with the enveloping curve of estimated and recorded
peak discharges for coastal southern California basins shown on plate
B-11. The plotted SPF values are only slightly lower than would
commonly be expected, because higher than normal loss rates were used.

Probable Maximum Flood

35. The adequacy of the probable maximum flood estimate for the
considered debris basin is best indicated by the severity of the various
hydrologic factors (storm magnitude, precipitation-intensity pattern,
and loss rate) on which the estimate is based. The occurrence of any of
these factors in the severity assumed would be infrequent, and a flood
resulting from the combination of all these conditions would be very
severe. An indication of the adequacy of the PMF peak discharge 1is
shown by the relatively high plotting position on the enveloping curve
of peak discharges shown on plate B-11,

Debris Storage Requirement

36. The adequacy of the debris storage requirement is difficult to
determine by comparison with recorded debris production in the area
because of the insufficient data. The adequacy of the debris storage
estimate 1s indicated by comparison with the enveloping curves of debris
inflows shown on plate B-12.

DISCHARGE FREQUENCY ANALYSIS

General

37. Discharge frequency relationships for the South Fork were
originally derived from the regional analysis presented in the 1971
interim report. These relationships were verified using the updated
Santa Clara River-South Fork at Magic Mountain Parkway stream gage
record. The following is a brief discussion of the approach used to
derive the discharge frequency curve from the station 1ecord.

38. Although 30 years of peak flows (1948-77) have been recorded at the
South Fork gage, peak flows for 4 years (1948-51) are small. (See table
B-5.) Those 4 years of peak flows are considered to unreasonably bias
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the record statistics. Therefore, the record was truncated, eliminating
those 4 years, and the incomplete record adjustment was made according
to procedures described in Water Resources Council Guidelines Bulletin
17B. The statistics for the incomplete record curve are shown in table
B-5. The regional skew of -0.U4 was based on a weighted average, by
years of record, of 11 streamgages in the region. The statistics of the
station records are listed in table B-6. As shown on plate B-13, the
curve derived from the synthetic statistics of the gage record 1is
similiar to the curve derived from the regional analysis. Hence, the
original curve derived from the regional analysis is still considered
appropriate for use on the South Fork.

39. Future condition discharge frequency curves were determined by
generating the series of floods resulting from 100, 80, 50, and 20
percent of standard project rainfall at each frequency curve location
point under both present and future conditions. Future condition values
were computed by adjusting present condition unit hydrograph and loss
rate parameters to reflect future development. The exceedence
frequencies of the values of peak runoff under present conditions for
the four ratios of standard project rainfall were noted on the
predetermined present condition frequency curves. The peak values of
runoff under future conditions for the four ratios of standard project
rainfall were then plotted at the corresponding exceedence

frequencies. The resulting frequency curve for the future condition,
therefore, reflects the change in watershed response caused by
urbanization. In the project area, the small percent increases in the
SPF peak discharges continues to reflect a nonsynchronization of subarea
hydrograph peaks.

Discharge Frequency Values

40. Discharge-frequency curves for present conditions at locations
"South Fork downstream of Lyon Canyon Confluence" and "South Fork at
Magic Mountain Parkway" (gaging station) were derived using the regional
frequency analysis. The recurrence interval of their respective SPF
peak discharges was found to be approximately 500 years. These curves
are shown on plates B-13 and B-14, Discharge frequency values for other
points of interest on the South Fork were obtained from curves drawn
parallel to one of these two curves, adjusted by computed SPF peak
discharges. For the reach from the mouth of the South Fork to the
Newhall Creek confluence, frequency derived for the gaging station are
applicable. From the Newhall Creek confluence to Orchard Village Road,
curves drawn parallel to the above-mentioned gaging station curve,
adjusted by the computed SPF peak discharges, are appropriate. From
Orchard Village Road to the Lyon Canyon conf'luence, the frequency curve
"South Fork downstream of Lyon Canyon confluence" applies. For the
reach upstream of the Lyon Canyon confluenc:, the frequency curve was
drawn parallel to the "South Fork downstream of Lyon Canyon Confluence"
curves, adjusted by the computed SPF peak discharges.
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Table B-1. SPF Peak Discharges

Present Future
Drainage Conditions - Conditions
cp Location Area Without Project With Project
(sq. mi.) (cfs) (cfs)
South Fork
100 at Towsley-Wiley
Debris Basin site 5.66 6,000 6,000
101 at I-5 : 10.4 11,000 11,000
102 below unnamed
tributory 10.9 11,000 12,000
103 below Lyon . _
Canyon 12.7 12,000 13,000
106 above Pico
Canyon 15.6 12,000 13,000
110A above Newhall
Creek 23.4 16,000 20,000
110B  below Newhall J
Creek 41.0 20,000 25,000%
112 above Santa
Clara River 44.9 20,000 25,000%*
Gavin Canyon
100A above Towsley-
Wiley Canyon 4.7 5,800 5,800

* include improvements to Newhall and Placerita Creeks

B-10

emeiinad A ;1(‘ a




———r

Table B-2. Subarea Characteristics
Drainage Impervious
Sub- area Length Lea Slope "n" Value Cover (%)
area (sq mi) (mi) (mi) (ft/mi) Present Future Present Future
1 b.7 4.2 1.7 450 0.045 0.0u45 3 3
2 5.7 4.5 2.6 480 0.045 0.045 0 2
3 2.3 3.2 0.9 bys  0.045 0.035 5 15
4 1.3 2.3 0.6 165 0.025 0.020 30 40
5 7.0 7.7 3.8 297 0.040 0.037 10 15
6 1.6 3.1 1.6 250 0,025 0.020 20 30
7 0.8 2.1 1.0 169 0.020 0.017 4o 50
8 7.6 4.3 1.7 477 0.045 0.040 5 15
9 0.4 1.5 1.1 60 0.020 0.017 4o 50
10 9.6 8.1 4.2 295 0.040 0.040 10 20
11 1.4 3.4 2.1 96 0.025 0.015 15 4o
12 2.5 .4 2.1 100 0.035 0.030 5 30
B-11
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Table B-3. Precipitation Stations.

LACFCD Station Elevation Latitude Longitude

NO. (ft) Deg. Min, Deg. Min.

32 C-E Newhall-Soledad Div. 1243 34 23 118 32
Hd. Qtrs.

200 Saugus-So. Cal. Ed. Co. 1096 34 2J 118 34
Substation

284-D Placerita Canyon 1485 34 23 118 29

363C Wilson Canyon 3175 34 21 118 27

475 Saugus-Newhall Land 1150 34 25 18 33
and Farming Co.

493D San Canyon-McMillen 1805 34 23 118 25

1040 Potrero Canyon-Sunray 1150 34 24 118 38
Dx 01l Co.

1142 Soledad Canyon-Bermite 1200 34 25 118 31
Powder Co.

6602 Pacoima Dam 1500 34 20 118 24

7762 San Fernando Ph No. 3 1250 34 19 118 30
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Table B-4. Analytical Frequency Analysis of Annual
Peak Flows, South Fork-Santa Clara River
at Magic Mountain Parkway

Gaged Data Ordered Data

Peak Peak Median

Water Discharge Water Discharge Plotting

Year (cfs) Rank Year {cfs) Position
1948 82 1 1969 7570 0.023
1949 37 2 1952 6800 0.055
1950 A 3 197 6260 0.088
1951 6 y 1966 5630 0.121
1952 6800 5 1973 4520 0.154
1953 1050 6 1958 3640 0.187
1954 1100 7 1962 3410 0.220
1955 460 8 1959 2410 0.253
1956 573 9 1957 2030 0.286
1957 2030 10 1967 1820 0.319
1958 3640 1 1963 1750 0.352
1959 2410 12 1977 1750 0.384
1960 120 13 1968 1650 0.417
1961 196 14 1972 1490 0.450
1962 3410 15 1975 1266 0.483
1963 1750 16 1974 1180 0.516
1964 870 17 1954 1100 0.549
1965 960 18 1953 1050 0.582
1966 5630 19 1965 60 0.615
1967 1822 20 1964 870 0.648
1968 1650 21 1970 838 0.680
1969 7570 22 1976 586 0.713
1970 838 23 1956 573 0.746
1971 6260 24 1955 460 0.779
1972 1490 25 1961 196 0.812
1973 4520 26 1960 120 0.845
1974 1180 27 1948 82 0.878
1975 1266 28 1950 71 0.911
1976 586 29 1949 37 0.944
1977 1750 30 1951 6 0.977

Statistics of truncated record N = 26
Logrithmic mean = 3.172
Standard deviation = 0.448
Computed skew = -0.48
(see para. 38)
Synthetic statistics per bulletin 17B
Logarithmic mean = 3.088
Standard deviation = 0.500
Generalized Skew = -0.4
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Table B-5. Muskingum Routing Coefficients.
Number of
K Sub-Reaches Coefficient

Channel coefficient Without With Without With
Reach® (hrs) Project Project Project Project
101 R 103 0.083 2 1 0.10 -0.30
103 R 104 0.083 2 1 0.10 0.30
104 R 106 0.083 2 2 0.20 0.30
106 R 110 0.083 3 2 0.15 0.30
110 R 112 0.083 5 5 0.20 0.30

NOTE: See plate B-1 for locations of concentration points.

#The reach from concentration point 101 to concentration point 103
is symbolized by 101 R 103.
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‘Table B-6. Gaging Stations Used in Regional Analysis.

Drainage
Area Years of Computed Statistics

Gaging Station (sq mi) Record Mean Std. Dev. Skew
So. Fork-Santa Clara River
at Magic Mtn. Parkway 40,9 29 3.028 0.607 -0.83
Santa Clara River above
Lang Station 157 26 2.007 1.062 -0.19
Sisquoc River near '
Carey 471 33 3.247 0.863 -0.83
Cuyama River below
Buckhorn Canyon near
Santa Maria 884 49 2.771  0.900 -0.58
Santa Paula Creek
near Santa Paula 40 51 3.051 0.622 0.22
Sespe Creek near
Fillmore 251 62 3.745  0.623 -0.62
Sespe Creek near
Wheeler Spring 49.5 29 2.802 0.768 -0.40
Hopper Creek near
Piru 23.6 4y 3.846 0.581 -0.U42
Piru Creek near
Castaic Creek near
Saugus 202 22 2.725 0.909 -0.65
Matilija Creek above
Reservoir 50.7 21 2.778  0.914 -0.27

NOTE: Watersheds are unregulated.
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