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must be paid to the Los
Angeles County
Sanitation District; and

• A permit to construct
the on-site sewer line
and to abandon the
existing septic system
on your property must
be obtained from the
City’s Building and
Safety Department.

In addition, the following
sentence has been deleted
from Section 2.4 of the EIR
due to the fact that the City
is determining whether
there is adequate funding to
help residents install
laterals to the sewer main:

“The City would provide
seed money to help provide
future access to the service
for the area requested by
individual residents.”

40. General General Community
Meeting (Verbal
Comment)

Will the sewer be stubbed out at each property? Currently the City is
determining if there is
available funding to do this
work at this time.  There
will be a wye connection
for each lot, a lateral may
or may not be run to the
property line dependent
upon the available funding
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and the perceived desire by
the residents.

Therefore, the following
sentence has been deleted
from Section 2.4 of the
EIR:

“The City would provide
seed money to help provide
future access to the service
for the area requested by
individual residents.”

However, the EIR evaluates
impacts associated with
installing laterals to
residential properties in the
service area.

41. General General Community
Meeting (Verbal
Comment)

If I want to connect to the sewer will I have to trench into the
street?

Possibly, please see
response to comment
number 40 above.

42. General General Community
Meeting (Verbal
Comment)

How can I find out what side of my street the sewer is on? Preliminary plans are
available at the City for
review.  In general, the
sewer is located 3 feet west
of centerline in 12th Street,
4 feet north of centerline in
Placeritos Boulevard, varies
along Meadview to
minimize impacts of oak
trees, 5 feet to 6 feet south
of centerline in Placerita
Canyon Road and 4 feet
east of centerline in Aden.
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43. General General Community

Meeting (Verbal
Comment)

If my septic tank needs replacement will I be forced to hook up to
the sewer instead?

You do not have to connect
to the sewer system at this
time if you do not wish,
except, the following
situations will require that
you connect your house to
the public sewer system:

• Construction of new
buildings on your
property that include
plumbing fixtures such
as:  Guest Houses, Pool
Houses, or Rental
Units;

• Additions, remodels
and/or expansions to
the existing buildings
that would require a
modification to the
existing septic system
such as adding
bedrooms;

• Repair to, or
modification of, the
existing septic system
(according to the
Section 713.5 of the
California Plumbing
Code which states: “No
permit shall be issued
for the installation,
alteration, or repair of
any private sewage
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disposal system, or any
part thereof, on any lot
for which a connection
with a public sewer is
available”); or

• If a connection is
required for any reason
by the Los Angeles
County Health
Department.

However, if the public
sewer line stops more than
two hundred feet from your
property, you will not be
required to connect to the
system.  Per Section 713.4
of the California Plumbing
Code, “ The public sewer
may be considered as not
being available when such
public sewer”…”is located
more than two hundred
(200) feet, (60.8 m
[meters]), from any
proposed building or
drainage facility on any lot
or premises which abuts
and is served by such
public sewer.”

44. General General Community
Meeting (Verbal
Comment)

What is the routing of the alternatives? Various streets (public and
private) were investigated,
as well as alignments along
the Metropolitan Water
District’s easement, along
the creek bed and across
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private undeveloped
property.  The proposed
routing is describe in
Chapter  2.0 of the EIR.

45. General General Community
Meeting (Verbal
Comment)

Why don’t any of the alternatives go through Master’s College
field instead?

Sewer systems, like all
infrastructure
improvements, require
routine operations and
maintenance.  Therefore, it
is preferred that the pipeline
be located within street
right-of-way.  In addition,
the City would incur
additional costs to purchase
the easement.

46. General General Community
Meeting (Verbal
Comment)

What is the phasing of the sewer system? The current plan is to build
the entire backbone,
generally 200 feet beyond
Quigley.  Phasing may be
required if funds are not
available to construct the
entire project.  If that is the
case, phasing will need to
be determined.  However,
the EIR addresses the full
project impacts and phasing
of the project would not
alter the impact judgements
or mitigation requirements
in the EIR.

In relation to construction
activities, construction will
begin at the point of
connection adjacent to San
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Fernando Road on the north
side of the creek and
proceed south and easterly
to the project’s terminus.

47. General General Community
Meeting (Verbal
Comment)

What is the cost of the alternatives? The current estimate is
$2.852 million, which
includes a 15 percent
contingency, to construct
the entire backbone system
under the preferred
alternative, Alternative A-3.
Alternatives A-1 and A-2
would cost roughly the
same.  Alternative B would
cost approximately
$500,000 more or $3.352
million.  The new
alternative, Alternative C
(see response to comment
number 112 below), would
cost roughly $30,000 more
than Alternative A-3 or
approximately $2.882
million.

48. General General Community
Meeting (Verbal
Comment)

What is the construction time? Under Alternatives A-1, A-
2, and A-3 Construction is
expected to be completed
within a 6 to 8 month
window as stated in Section
2.5.2, Construction Phases,
of the EIR.  Alternative B
would last approximately 3
months longer and
Alternative C would last
approximately 3 weeks
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longer.

49. General General Community
Meeting (Verbal
Comment)

Is the separation between the sewer line and the existing water
lines adequate in the event of an earthquake?

The proposed separation
between existing water and
proposed sewer is greater
than the minimum
requirements set forth by
the California Department
of Health Services.  Please
also see response to
comment number 21 above.

50. General General Community
Meeting (Verbal
Comment)

Why is alternative 3 the preferred alternative (given its proximity
to the water lines)?

Please see response to
comments number 9 and 21
above.

51. General General Community
Meeting (Verbal
Comment)

What coordination have you done with Newhall County Water
Agency?

We sent them a preliminary
request for plans of existing
facilities in the area, sent
follow up letters and had
multiple phone
conversations with staff
regarding the existing
easement across the Glazier
property (which we later
found out was an existing
water line and easement for
the Santa Clarita Water
Company), sent preliminary
plans for utility conflict
check and discussed our
proposed alignment with
Mr. Ken Peterson in
regards to a new water line
that was planned (now
constructed) for the area.

52. General General Community Why does the alignment go down Meadview which has only two Meadview is
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Meeting (Verbal
Comment)

houses and a half dozen oak trees and floods, rather than some
other routing such as Quigley Canyon Road which has 14 houses
and is close to north campus?

environmentally, the
preferred alignment over
routing along Quigley
Canyon Road.  Meadview
provides the least amount
of trenching, as the slope of
the gravity sewer follows
the general topography
along Placerita Canyon
Road and Placeritos
Boulevard.  Reversing the
design so that flow is
conveyed easterly on
Placerita Canyon Road to
Quigley would require
excessively deep pipelines
(ranging up to 23-feet deep
at the intersection of
Placerita Canyon Road and
Quigley and up to 28-feet
deep at the intersection of
Placeritos Boulevard and
Quigley).  This deep sewer
is constructable, however it
would be at a much higher
capital cost, and have larger
short term impacts to the
community due to the
longer construction period.
Construction along
Meadview would not be
during the rainy months nor
in ponded areas, therefore,
any flooding along this road
is not anticipated to impact
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construction of the sewer
line.  In addition, the
alignment along Meadview
meanders along the street
so as to minimize the
potential impacts of the oak
trees.  Please see Section
5.7 and Volume II of the
EIR for a more detailed
discussion on potential
impacts to oak trees.

53. General General Community
Meeting (Verbal
Comment)

Was the decision to have the alignment go down Meadview
based on the need to serve the college’s 1,200 seat Chapel?  If so,
does that alignment still make sense, since a Chapel is no longer
planned for that location?

The once proposed chapel
was not a driver for this
decision.  Please see
response to comment
number 52 above.

54. General General Community
Meeting (Verbal
Comment)

How or will residents be compensated if installing the sewer
damages their oak trees.

The City has no reason to
believe any oak trees will
be harmed.  Although 25
oak trees are proposed to
have encroachments into
their canopy and/or
protected zone by the
proposed project, the
proposed trench would be
at distances ranging from
14 to almost 39 feet from
the trunks of the trees
(Land Design Consultants,
Inc. 2003).  These
distances, plus several other
factors, lead to the
conclusion that only
temporary impacts would
occur to the root systems of
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the impacted trees.  Please
see the Oak Tree Report for
the proposed project in
Volume II of the EIR for
more details on the impact
analysis and mitigation
measures to avoid
significant impacts to oak
trees.

55. General General Community
Meeting (Verbal
Comment)

What happens if trees are killed as a result of installation? See response to comment
number 54 above.

56. General General Community
Meeting (Verbal
Comment)

What is driving the need for the sewer system?  The system would be put in
place for The Masters
College, for hook up of
existing dry tract homes,
for future hook up from
existing residents, and to
have a system in place to
meet demands of future
development consistent
with the current general
plan and zoning maps.  In
addition, this project would
enable the City to respond
to any new regulations that
are put forth by other
regulatory agencies and
provide a means for
protecting our water source
from sewer contamination
should septic systems begin
to fail.  Finally, the Los
Angeles Regional Water
Quality Control Board
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(LARWQCB) has
recommended that septic
system use be limited in
Placerita Canyon because
of the area’s coarse soils
(LARWQCB 2002).  The
proposed project would
meet this objective.

57. General General Community
Meeting (Verbal
Comment)

Is there a current health issue with the area’s water? No.  Please see Section
5.4.1.3 for a discussion of
the area’s water quality.

58. General General Community
Meeting (Verbal
Comment)

Isn’t hand trenching very expensive? Yes, in relation to
traditional trenching with
equipment typical of a
project such as this one
(e.g. backhoe, excavator,
etc.).     However, hand
trenching is required to
ensure that oak trees are not
damaged as a result of
construction.

59. General General Community
Meeting (Verbal
Comment)

How much will the sewer system cost and what is the capital
contribution from the college and the two tracts?

The current estimate to
complete the preferred
alternative (Alternative A-
3) is $2.852 Million, which
includes a 15 percent
contingency, to construct
the entire backbone system.
Developers of the two tracts
paid $10,345 for each
residence, for a total of
$331,040.  The Master’s
College portion of the costs
have not been finalized.
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60. General General Community
Meeting (Verbal
Comment)

What is the City willing to put in writing regarding any promises
that residents won’t be forced to connect and what situations
would cause them to have to connect?

Please see response to
comment number 43 above.

61. General General Community
Meeting (Verbal
Comment)

Is Alderbrook in a redevelopment area? No.

62. General General Community
Meeting (Verbal
Comment)

In a redevelopment area, what to you do about hooking up? There are no redevelopment
areas within the proposed
project area.

63. General General Community
Meeting (Verbal
Comment)

Are grants available? Throughout the duration of
the project, the City has
researched potential state
and federal grants
applicable to this project.
None have been found to
date, but the City will
continue to research.

64. General General Community
Meeting (Verbal
Comment)

What standards will you impose to make sure that road repairs
will last more than a year.

The detailed design will
include a trench restoration
detail which will require the
contractor to remove the
structural section 12 inches
beyond the limits of the
trench wall and replace the
structural section plus 1
additional inch of asphalt
concrete thickness.  Trench
repair area will have the
same useful life as the
existing roadway, or
greater.

65. General General Community
Meeting (Verbal

City should assess how many residents want the system.  Should
follow the wishes of the people who live here.

Comment noted.
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Comment)

66. General General Community
Meeting (Verbal
Comment)

The need for the sewer goes beyond what residents want since the
City Council may get pressure from RWQCB to install a sewer
system.

Comment noted.

67. General General Community
Meeting (Verbal
Comment)

Design looks like it will only serve a small area.  It won’t serve
the whole area, just to serve Masters College and the two tracts.

The backbone sewer is
sized to serve all residents
who wish to hook up to it,
in addition it would handle
future flows based on the
current approved general
plan and zoning maps.  The
service area of the proposed
project is shown in Figure
2.2-3 of the EIR.

68. General General Community
Meeting (Verbal
Comment)

Hasn’t found that creek builds it’s self up again.  Concerned
about scour.

  Please see response to
comment number 13 above.

69. General General Community
Meeting (Verbal
Comment)

Please bring the system up to property lines. Per previous
comments/responses, this
may be done if funds are
available and it is
determined that residents
appear to desire to hook up
(cost versus benefit
analysis).

Because the City is still
determining if there is
adequate funding to help
residents hookup to the
sewer main, the following
text has been deleted from
Section 2.4 of the EIR:
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“The City would provide
seed money to help provide
future access to the service
for the area requested by
individual residents.”

70. General General Community
Meeting (Verbal
Comment)

Resident stated when sewer went in, in Sand Canyon, residents
couldn’t pull permits without hooking up to system.  Worried
about this type of coercion.

Please see response to
comment number 43 above.

71. Property-
Specific

Community
Meeting (Verbal
Comment)

The alignment along the easement off Alderbrook will be 15-40
feet from my 40-year old house.  My house will be impacted and
my animals will be terrified and I don’t have the money to fix the
house or for vet bills.  The alignment should not go down this
route – its elder-abuse to trench so close to my house.  Alignment
should be on far side of Alderbrook.

The pipeline is going down
the alley next to your house
to pick up one of the two
dry tracts.  Construction
done properly will not
damage your house.  If
something was to happen,
the contractor will be
responsible to make and/or
pay for suitable repairs
including vet bills,
temporary housing for
animals and residents, etc.
The contractor carries
appropriate insurance
coverage for this purpose
which is required by the
City for all City projects.

72. Property-
Specific

Community
Meeting (Verbal
Comment)

Trenching will be 15-feet from my cottonwood trees which I
need for shade.  How deep are cottonwood roots?  Will you hurt
my trees?

Cottonwoods grow in
riparian woodlands and are
indicators of wet areas.
Groundwater was
determined to be deeper
than 40 feet below ground
surface, so roots of the
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cottonwood can be
expected to be that deep or
greater.  Cottonwoods are
accustomed to disturbed
conditions and often
undergo intense flooding
events and creek scour.
They also grow faster than
many other trees.
Therefore, it is not
anticipated that
construction near your
cottonwood would
negatively impact the major
root systems of the tree.

73. Property-
Specific

Community
Meeting (Verbal
Comment)

Wasn’t the RWQCB requirement to hook up the whole college? No.

74. Property-
Specific

Community
Meeting (Verbal
Comment)

Wants someone to walk site at look at their trees (Meadview). The City conducted a
project walk with citizens
concerned with the
proposed project on
Wednesday, May 21, 2003
at 4:00 p.m.

75. Suggested
Alternatives

Community
Meeting (Verbal
Comment)

The alignment should be on the far side of Alderbrook, rather
than using the easement.

This alternative has been
added and analyzed in the
EIR.  However, Alternative
A-3 is still the preferred
alternative.  The existing
septic systems are located
in the back of the existing
houses along Alderbrook.
If the sewer was
constructed in Alderbrook
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or to the “far side” of
Alderbrook (e.g. easterly of
the street), then it would be
much more difficult and
costly, if not impossible, for
each house to connect to
the sewer.  The sewer
lateral would have to be run
from the backyard, around
the side of the house
through existing hardscape
and mature landscape out to
the sewer main.  The
houses have minimal set
backs, adding to the
difficulty of constructing
the lateral around the
house.  The laterals are
gravity flow, same as the
main line, as such to
maintain California
Plumbing Code standards
for minimum cover, the
sewer main would have to
be constructed deeper,
adding to the cost and short
term impacts of the
construction of the
backbone sewer system.

76. Suggested
Alternatives

Community
Meeting (Verbal
Comment)

Quigley Canyon Road rather than Meadview.  Please see response to
comment number 52 above.

77. Suggested
Alternatives

Community
Meeting (Verbal
Comment)

Go down Placeritos then take care of college needs – go across
Town and Country Farm School property – go diagonal cross
avenue to Cast Avenue (which has not been paved) then up

This alignment is not
considered desirable for the
following reasons: (1) it



Response to Comments on the
Public Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Placerita Canyon Sewer Backbone Project

September 25, 2003

Page 53 of 85 09/24/03

Item Page Para./Fig./Table Originator Comment Response
Placeritos. requires the sewer main to

be located in a private
easement across developed
property which is not
preferred by operations and
maintenance personal, (2)
the easement purchase adds
costs to the project, (3) the
alignment would require
the sewer main to be
approximately 2 to 4 feet
deeper due to topography,
adding construction costs
and short term impacts to
the community and (4) it
would lower the number of
residential lots the sewer
main traverses for those
who would like to connect.

78. Suggested
Alternatives

Community
Meeting (Verbal
Comment)

Old sewer easement. No records of an old sewer
easement have been found.
We will continue to
research to try to find
record of a 2-foot wide
sewer easement along
Alderbrook.

79. Suggested
Alternatives

Community
Meeting (Verbal
Comment)

Go to trunk line by Metro Link. This alternative is not
feasible due to the fact that
diversion of sewage flows
to this trunk line is
unauthorized.

80. Action Item Community
Meeting (Verbal
Comment)

City to arrange for a site-walk to address Meadview issue. The City conducted a
project walk with citizens
concerned with the
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proposed project on
Wednesday, May 21, 2003
at 4:00 p.m.

81. Action Item Community
Meeting (Verbal
Comment)

Give residents a write-up on when UBC requires hook up to
sewer backbone.

Please see response to
comment number 43 above.

82. General General Community
Meeting (Verbal
Comment)

Is the EIR available on-line? Not at the time of the
meeting, but it is now.

83. General General Community
Meeting (Verbal
Comment)

Despite concerns regarding potential impacts to oak trees and
potential growth-inducement, we should be concerned with
potential impacts to water quality with the use of septic systems.

Comment noted.

84. General General Community
Meeting (Verbal
Comment)

It seems that there is inconsistency with the City’s enforcement
of its Oak Tree Ordinance.  It appears that private residents are
being held more accountable for potential impacts to oak trees
than the City itself.

Comment noted.
  

85. General General Community
Meeting (Verbal
Comment)

Is there a current health issue with the groundwater quality? No, not as this time.  Please
see Section 5.4 of the EIR
for a discussion of existing
water quality conditions in
the project area and region.
However, if septic systems
were to fail, there could
be/most likely would be an
adverse effect on the water
supply.  The Los Angeles
Regional Water Quality
Control Board has
recommended that septic
system use be limited in
Placerita Canyon because
of the area’s coarse soils
(see Section 2.6 of the
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EIR).  Impacts resulting
from septic failure would
be avoided with the
proposed project.

86. General General Community
Meeting (Verbal
Comment)

Another suggested alternative to the pipeline was to hook into the
East Newhall area which would involve pumping over the hill.

Pumping solutions were not
evaluated for two main
reasons, first the existing
gravity system on the other
side of the hill is in place
and the flows from this area
were not taken in
consideration when
determining pipe size and
second, pump stations are
less desirable in wastewater
systems with regards to
many issues, mostly due to
required operations,
maintenance and power
cost for the life of the
project.

87. General General Community
Meeting (Verbal
Comment)

Why was Alderbrook selected for the pipeline route? The alley behind
Alderbrook was selected
because the existing septic
systems are behind the
houses along Alderbrook,
making this alignment the
most cost effective for
those who desire to tie into
the existing main.  In
addition, the alignment
provided the most direct
route with the lowest
overall cost (least amount
of excavation, crossing over
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the Metropolitan Water
District’s pipeline versus
under), and followed the
existing Newhall Water line
and easement across the
Glazier property to the
point of connection.

88. General General Community
Meeting (Verbal
Comment)

Request from the City at least bring the pipeline up to 4 feet
below the ground surface (bgs) so that the private residents would
not have to pay for shoring trenches and for installing their own
laterals.

The limits of the wye
connection and associated
lateral is still being
determined.  The limits of
work will be dependent
upon available funds and
requests from local
residents.

89. General General Community
Meeting (Verbal
Comment)

Concern regarding the potential to worsen the roads in the area
from construction.

The final design would
include the appropriate
details so that the trench is
properly repaired, including
the street structural section.
Please also see response to
comment number 64 above.

90. General General Sharon Anchein,
resident

I am a homeowner and horse owner, and I am against the new
line for the sewer being run down the alley behind my home.  I
have a horse that is stabled adjacent to the alley that will be
dramatically affected by the noise of the trucks and construction.
The dust from the project will also cover him and his feed, which
will cause illness if he is subjected to this construction mess.  In
addition, I use the alley weekly to transport my horse to riding
events.  Because of the trucks, construction crew, and materials, I
will be denied constant access to the rear portion of my property.
My farrier and delivery of feed will also lack the necessary
access.  Since I do not plan to utilize this new sewer line I will
not benefit from its placement at the rear of my property.  Please

Alternative B is the most
technically difficult and
costly of the alternatives,
and would also not serve
residents along Alderbrook
who would like to or need
to hook up to the sewer
system.
A new alternative,
Alternative C has been
added and analyzed in the
EIR which routes the sewer
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consider using the alternate B plan for the placement of this new
sewer line in Placerita Canyon.  This alternate proposal will
create less impact on the animals and residents on Alderbrook.

line up Alderbrook, rather
than behind the houses
along Alderbrook.
However, Alternative A-3
is still the preferred
alternative.

The existing septic systems
along Alderbrook are
located in the back of the
existing houses.  If the
sewer was constructed in
Alderbrook or to the “far
side” of Alderbrook (e.g.
easterly of the street), then
it would be much more
difficult and costly, if not
impossible, for each house
to connect to the sewer.
The sewer lateral would
have to be run from the
backyard, around the side
of the house through
existing hardscape and
mature landscape out to the
sewer main.  The houses
have minimal set backs,
adding to the difficulty of
constructing the lateral
around the house.  The
laterals are gravity flow,
same as the main line, as
such to maintain California
Plumbing Code standards
for minimum cover, the
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sewer main would have to
be constructed deeper,
adding to the cost and short
term impacts of the
construction of the
backbone sewer system.

Every effort would be made
to reduce noise impacts to
residents and to horses, to
suppress dust, and to
minimize impacts on
access.

Per Section 5.6.3.2 of the
EIR, detours would be
provided to allow local foot
or vehicle traffic to pass
through to single-family
residences and to The
Masters College.  In
addition,  road closures
would only take place
during hours of work, and
there would be no
overnight, weekend, or
holiday closures.  One lane
of traffic would be allowed
whenever possible.
Residents would be warned
well ahead of time of the
proposed construction
schedule and construction
in any one stretch of road
would be completed within
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a few days.  Approximately
150 feet of sewer line
would be installed per day
in paved streets and 250
feet of sewer line would be
installed per day in dirt
areas.  It would take
approximately 20 days to
install the sewer line behind
residences along
Alderbrook.

Standard best management
practices would be
implemented (Mitigation
Measures A-1, A-2, and A-
3) and stockpiled soils
would be covered with
plastic sheeting (Mitigation
Measure GEO-1) to
minimize dust and debris
from construction.

In addition, an air quality
analysis was performed to
ensure that the proposed
project would not have a
significant impact on air
quality for humans and for
animals.  Section 5.5 and
Appendix F of the EIR
provide more details on this
analysis.  Federal and state
standards have been set for
dust emissions (called
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particulate matter) that are
protective of both humans
(primary standards) and
animals (secondary
standards) (see Table 5.5-1
of the EIR).  These
standards are set assuming
exposure by humans and
animals considered most
sensitive to various air
contaminants (e.g., elders,
children, wildlife).  The
proposed project would not
emit particulate matter in
exceedance of these
standards according to
calculations contained in
the EIR.

As discussed in Section
5.10, construction noise is
anticipated to be below the
65 dBA noise threshold for
residential areas and would
be temporary in nature.

The proposed project is
consistent with the City’s
noise ordinance and with
the City’s Special Zones
and Standards for the
Placerita Canyon Special
Standards District as
discussed in Chapter 3.0 of
the EIR.
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Finally, construction will be
temporary and the roadway
would be returned to
previous conditions.

91. General General April and Steve
Grossinier,
residents

We are very concerned about having our rear easement
inaccessible for an undetermined period, with a variety of
challenges, including: Stress to all of the livestock on our
respective properties coming from the noise and debris of large
trucks and equipment.  Possibility of harm to small animals that
frequent easement, from the large trucks and equipment. In
ability for services to be provided in rear deliveries of animal
feet, trimmers, etc. Noise and filth from construction. Destruction
of natural habitat for endangered species along the riverbed.

Please see response to
comment number 90 above.
Please see response to
comment number 10,
above, for a discussion of
potential impacts to natural
habitat and sensitive
species.

92. General General Dorothy Kent,
resident

I purchased this home and property 2-2/3 years ago because of
the access ally behind for my aged sick horses.  The horses
required weekly veterinary visits, horseshoes, commercial
rubbish bin pickup for manure clean up, which is necessary not
only for me but my neighbors well being.  Also that ally access is
the only way to get hay delivered.  These houses are only 45 foot
wide lots so unlike rest of Placerita Canyon there is no access to
back yard from side of any of the houses on Alderbrook.  Even to
trim the trees requires the alley access for their trucks.

Please see response to
comment number 90 above.

93. General General Juliette Herrerer,
resident

I am opposed to putting a sewer line in the access road behind my
home. I have animals, a pony, a goat, and dogs.  I use this road to
get in and out of my property to care for my animals.  It would be
impossible for me to get hay deliveries, my farrier parks behind
my home, and uses this area when taking care of my pony.
Veterinarians come in and out. This is also how my pony gets in
and out when riding.  This would possibly cause stress on my
animals along with additional “veterinarian bills.”

Please see response to
comment number 90 above.

94. General General Ritchie Pauly,
resident

As a homeowner, I am concerned about the proposed sewer line
being installed in the alley behind my home on Alderbrook Drive.
The construction will cause large amounts of dust and dirt and

Please see response to
comment number 90 above.
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will make access to the back of my property difficult.  I have
large pieces of equipment that I regularly use and construction
equipment will make it difficult to use it. I also have no interest
in the “B” proposal for this project.

95. General General Pamela K.
Gonzalez,
resident

I have spoken to many neighbors on Alderbrook, and since no
one I have spoken to has any intention of hooking up to the sewer
line, I think the alternate route B along 12th should be used.  Not
only will this disturb us with all the dust, noise, men yelling,
(sometimes obscenities) in front of my 2-1/2 year old son who
plays in the yard all day. But a lot of us have animals such as
horses (including myself) who will be highly stressed from this,
which could cause vet bills for tranquilizing or the horses hurting
themselves because they are freaked out scared.  Not to mention
we have to have access during the week days for the trash trucks
to dump our dumpsters, hay delivery, veterinary and farrier
access, etc.
I also think it is VERY, VERY wrong to disturb the natural
environment along the wash when there is an alternate route
available.  I have heard that the Arroyo Toad habitats this area
and another endangered bird. I am in contact with Green Peace
and the Sierra Club and if this route continues to be considered, I
will do everything possible to get them involved in fighting it.

Please see response to
comment number 90 above.
Please see response to
comment number 10,
above, for a discussion of
potential impacts to natural
habitat and sensitive
species  Surveys for arroyo
toad habitat and for listed
bird species were
conducted in the project
area and these species were
not observed in the project
area.

96. General General Ann M. Irvine,
resident

 Comments concerning all residents on Alderbrook Dr.:
1. Since very heavy equipment will be rerouted along the

M.W.D. easement, it will have to exit through Lot Q and out
down Alderbrook.  The locked gate and fence at Lot Q must
be returned to its original state and Alderbrook must be
repaired as deemed necessary.  This is a private street with
the street portion as Lot B on our deeds, and we are
personally responsible for the section in front of our houses.

2. Most Alderbrook residents cannot afford to hook up to the
main line which is over 110 feet from their houses (except for
a few lots on each end), unless the City plans to do this at
their expense since you put us in a redevelopment district.
Also, there are many retirees on this street whose health

(1) This issue would be
addressed in the Traffic
Management Plan for
the project.

(2) Please see response to
comment number 43
above.  Please also see
response to comment
number 90 above
regarding air quality
and noise concerns.
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could be affected by the dirt and noise and even the
possibility of Valley Fever (for both humans and animals)
since seniors have lowered immune systems.

3. Termites colonize 10 to 20 feet below ground and extend
outward from houses up to 300 feet.   These houses have
been here for 44 years.  God knows what kind of havoc you
will wreak that may not appear for several years down the
line.  You can check this out with an entomologist.

(3) Any termites found
would be dealt with on
a case by case basis,
however, an
exterminator would
likely be called if
found, depending upon
the extent of the
infestation.

97. General General Ann M. Irvine,
resident

Comments Concerning Alderbrook Dr. horse owners:
1. All activity on the M.W.D. line needs to be kept as close as

possible to the industrial area, not the residential side. Most
all of us have animals that will be severely impacted and
frightened by the noise and activity.  They are accustomed to
a tranquil and serene environment, with minimal traffic on
the easement, and could easily become ill from the noise and
activity.

2. The lower pepper tree limbs will have to be trimmed to put
the pipes down on that side.  This area was supposed to have
been maintained by the M.W.D. industrial leaseholder, but he
has not lived up to his agreement with the City to maintain
the trees and hedge.

3. Animal facts: They hear noise 10 times louder than
homosapiens do.  Horses are prey animals.  Every strange
thing they see as a predator.  Their natural tendency is to run
to escape.  When confined, this can result in severe injuries
and large vet bills.

4. Alignment “B” would be the fairest since the animals would
be impacted.

Please see response to
comment number 90 above.
In addition, because pepper
trees are a non-native
species, trimming of the
trees would not result in a
significant impact to
biological resources.

98. General General Ann M. Irvine,
resident

My own personal concerns:
1. My truck and trailers remain on Lot R.  Truck to be covered

by you.  They are there to give my horse protection from
activity.  He is old and has intestinal problems;

2. Keep pipes on Lot R away from horse yard. Neighbor on
other side only has poultry and dogs, which do not frighten as

Please see response to
comment number 90 above.
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easily as horses and cats do.

3. I will need at least 2 weeks notification before work starts to
obtain tranquilizing drugs for my animals.

4. I want a personal meeting with the job foreman at least 1
week prior to job startup.

5. I will need exact date and time of start on job site since horse
must be tranquilized at least 1 hour before any activity starts
on either Lot R or M.W.D. easements.

6. Horse has only 1 eye and is partially blind in the other;
therefore, he can’t be moved to a different locale per my vet’s
instructions.

7. Reimbursement by the City for all costs created by the stupid
alignment of Lot R starting with $39.50 for Acepromazine
Maleate Injectable Tranquilizer, plus all vet bills incurred for
all animals and any structural damage to house. Who do I go
to for reimbursement?

8. Xeroxing of this presentation $233.00.
9. Sorry folks, but on a total monthly of $871.00 I can’t afford

to spend a single penny on anything unwanted or unneeded,
and this is a prime example of something I neither want or
need.

10. The tree limbs over Lot R are needed for shade as I have no
air conditioning.  If they must be trimmed, only the most
essential branches should be removed.  No lop jobs please!

11. Traffic on Lot R must be kept to a minimum number of trips
and at a slow speed to reduce dust entering houses on either
side.  No heavy equipment on Lot R except what is necessary
to lay pipe line.

12. I am 72 years old, live alone with my animals and have lupus,
which I keep in remission by controlling stress.  In other
words, DON’T STRESS ME!

Note 1: Please see attached map and comments.
Note 2: Most Alderbrook residents want Alignment “B” since
only the small lots on either end of the street can afford to hook
up.
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99. General General Sandy Cudmore,

resident
I have been unable to attend meetings regarding the sewer
project, as I work two jobs.  I am however, concerned as a
homeowner.  One issue is the placement plan for the pipes.  I
assumed the pipes would be place in front, under the street or at
the edge of the street where sewer lines normally run.  I have a
back ally dumpster and I depend on being able to drive my truck
to the dumpster with heavy trash.  I wonder how long a project
back there would prevent access to the dumpsters.  My second
concern is the cost of hooking up to a sewer system.  We have a
very limited income and don’t expect to be able to hook up to the
system.  None of my neighbors say they will be able to hook up
to it either. I support the Masters College, and provide housing
for one of its students.  I feel however, that this project is way
beyond our financial bracket.

Please see response to
comment number 43
regarding requirements to
hook up to the sewer
system.

Per Section 5.6.3.2 of the
EIR, detours would be
provided to allow local foot
or vehicle traffic to pass
through to single-family
residences and to The
Masters College.  In
addition,  road closures
would only take place
during hours of work, and
there would be no
overnight, weekend, or
holiday closures.  One lane
of traffic would be allowed
whenever possible.
Residents would be warned
well ahead of time of the
proposed construction
schedule and construction
in any one stretch of road
would be completed within
a few days.  Approximately
150 feet of sewer line
would be installed per day
in paved streets and 250
feet of sewer line would be
installed per day in dirt
areas.

100. General General Kenneth J. The District presently owns, operates and maintains domestic Comment noted.
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Petersen,
General
Manager,
Newhall County
Water District

water pipelines within easements and public right of way in
Placerita Canyon.  Please find attached a copy of the District’s
facility map indicating the pipelines serving the project area.  The
District must approve all construction work within its easements
and be involved during final design of the sewer project.

101. General General Kenneth J.
Petersen,
General
Manager,
Newhall County
Water District

The District, pursuant to its California Department of Health
Service water supply permit, will review the final alignment of
the project sewer as it affects the existing domestic water mains.
The State of California Code Regulation, Title 22, Division 4,
provides that water mains shall be installed at least:

1. Ten feet horizontally from and 1 foot higher than sanitary
sewers located parallel to the main

2. One foot higher than sanitary sewers crossing the main
(separation distances shall be measured from the nearest
edges of the facilities).

If the requirements cannot be met due to topography, inadequate
right of way, or easement conflicts, lesser separation is
permissible if:

The water main and the sewer are located as far apart as feasible
providing the water main and sewer are not installed within the
same trench and the water main and/or sewer is appropriately
constructed to prevent contamination of the water main by sewer
leakage.

Please see response to
comment number 21 above.
The proposed project meets
these design requirements.

102. General General Eugene Nelson,
President,
Placerita
Canyon
Property
Owners
Association

We are taking this opportunity to convey to you our objections
and concerns with the Placerita Canyon “Backbone Sewer
Project,” including what appears to be the reverse order of
implementing the CEQA process in this case, namely permitting
development without sewers than coming back after that fact to
commit our city taxpayers to also pay for infrastructure which
should have been considered as part of the earlier approval.

Environmental issues raised
are addressed in the EIR
and this response to the
comment.  Non-
environmental issues will
be considered by the City’s
decision-makers (e.g., City
Council) as part of their
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None of the Placerita Canyon residents will deny that due to this
course of events and unusual “reverse order planning”, that we
have come to a point in time where we clearly know that a sewer
is going to be installed in this canyon.

This canyon has remained without sewer for its entire history due
to the relatively flat topography meandering “Blue Line” Stream,
geologically course alluvial makeup and sparse “Residential
Low” Zoning.  The combination of these factors has made sewers
ecologically unnecessary and economically unfeasible.

That is, until Master’s College attempted to construct the 1,200
seat Performing Arts theater on the old Grace Baptist Church site,
at the corner of Quigley and Placeritos Blvd, in 1999.  At that
time the City held the first sewer meeting and met with a majority
of disapproval from the residents of the Canyon, of the plan to
run a sewer to the Performing Arts Theater.  This project was
rejected by the City’s elected Council members and Planning
Commission members.

Despite this outcome the City Planning Department continued to
work “hand in hand” with the college, in order to continue the
school’s expansion.  The city staff recommended approval of the
construction of two residential developments, thereby eliminating
any potential for other potential sewer routes as discussed in the “
Boyle Engineering Study of 1999”.  The City Planning
Department went ahead and recommended approval of the 160
bed Dormitory.  All of this without requiring concurrent sewer
hookup as dictated by code.

The “Placerita Canyon Special Standards District” mandates that
any new development in the canyon requires hooking up to a
sanitary sewer.  The City staff, by recommending approval for
these developments, opened the door to create an environment
where a sewer has become necessary.  Had these three

upcoming review of the
project.

As stated in the EIR, “The
Masters College and the
developers of the two
residential tracts would
provide the majority of the
funding for the proposed
project.”  To clarify,
contributions from The
Masters College combined
with contributions from the
two residential tracts would
provide the majority of the
funding for the proposed
project.

A full discussion of
potential impacts to oak
trees are provided in
Section 5.7.
The City has no reason to
believe any oak trees will
be harmed.  Although 25
oak trees are proposed to
have encroachments into
their canopy and/or
protected zone by the
proposed project, the
proposed trench would be
at distances ranging from
14 to almost 39 feet from
the trunks of the trees
(Land Design Consultants,
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developments been recommended to the Planning Commission
for denial, due to lacking infrastructure (as mandated by City
Code), we would not be in the position we are in today.

Recently, during the “Sewer Meeting” and “Sewer Walk” with
City staff, it was indicated that the Placerita Canyon Backbone
Sewer was going to be installed, but that the individual sewer
laterals that would provide sewer service to the residences, were
going to be omitted in order to save money.  Now the City
Planning Department is attempting to commit the City to
installing a “single use” sewer, utilizing public funds, for the sole
benefit of a private non-profit education institution, namely
Masters College.  Thus, as currently conceptualized the Placerita
Canyon Sewer Backbone Project clearly is a gift of public funds
in violation of both state and federal law.

On March 28, 2000, Masters College wrote a letter to Mr.
Anthony Nisich, P.E., Director of Engineering for the City of
Santa Clarita (See Attached Letter) stating that “the (dorm)
project which would include an “in the ground” septic system
whereby we would also put in a dry line and pay the necessary
fees involved for that one particular building which would go
towards the ultimate installation of a sewer system within
Placerita Canyon.” (sic)

Mr. Nisich responded on May 3rd, 2000 (See Attached Letter) “to
clarify the City’s position” with regards to the development of the
new dormitory.  He went on further stating that “ the private
septic facilities that currently serve your dormitories have not
been performing to an optimum standards of late.”  He went on to
state that the Boyle Study (1999) established that the College is
responsible for the generation of “just over 30% of the need for
this (sewer) system.  Therefore, the college would theoretically
be responsible for that same percentage of the costs.”

Inc. 2003).  These
distances, plus several other
factors, lead to the
conclusion that only
temporary impacts would
occur to the root systems of
the impacted trees.  Please
see the Oak Tree Report for
the proposed project in
Volume II of the EIR for
more details on the impact
analysis and mitigation
measures to avoid
significant impacts to oak
trees.
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Mr. Nisich continues “the costs for the system are currently
estimated at $6.1 million.”  (2000 Costs) “Your share of that cost
would be approximately $1.9 million.  This figure includes
engineering and construction costs, but does not include right-of-
way or financing of any kind.  Construction of portions of the
“backbone” system adjacent to your campus could constitute a
portion of your participation however, the success of the project
would rely on your donation of easements.”

Mr. Nisich goes on saying, “To clarify my position, I would be
willing to consider accepting an ‘in lieu fee’ sufficient to provide
the backbone sewer system to serve The Master’s College.  You
would also be required to provide the necessary ‘onsite’ dry
sewer systems as well as an appropriate septic system to satisfy
the needs of the school prior to the completion of the sewer
system.  The ‘in lieu fee’ will cover the first phase of the sewer
construction only, and is currently estimated to be $1.15 million.
Temporary on-site septic system usage is dependent upon
approval from the Health Department and their acceptance of
additional facilities for temporary use.”

“This process would allow the College to proceed with the
construction of your new dormitories while the City works on the
construction of the backbone sewer system.  At such time that the
system is extended or continued to further connect The Master’s
College facilities, you may be required to submit additional ‘in
lieu fees’ up to the maximum amount of your proportionate
share.”, Mr. Nisich says in conclusion.

Cost estimates by the Director of Engineering of the City of Santa
Clarita, if expanded to include this entire community would
include approximately 30% ($2 million) for the college, 60%
($3.66 million) for the Residential component and 10% ($0.61
million) for the remaining commercial/Industrial component of
the canyon.  The residential component of the canyon comprises
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approximately 400 residences.  Dividing the number of
residences by the 60% share comes to approximately $9,150 per
residence, if every residence is provided with sewer service.

The project discussed above, at some point in time, became a
“Backbone Sewer” designed solely to serve two subdivisions and
the Masters College new Dormitory Project, neither of which
should have been permitted before the sewer was in place.
Currently the Backbone Sewer cost estimate has been reportedly
reduced to +/- $2 million by City Engineering staff.  According to
the estimated prices as listed on the “Sanitary Sewer Bond &
Calculation Sheet” from the City of Santa Clarita, Department of
Engineering Web Site and using the approximate quantities as
listed in the EIR as well as preliminary sewer plans, this
“Backbone Estimate” appears to be +/- 100% low.  This canyon’s
numerous “Heritage” Coast Live Oaks (protected by City
Ordinances) compound the already daunting task of running a
sewer main through the middle of this “Special Standards
District” protected area.  The inherent dangers associated with
“hand excavation” in “soft running soil” (as required by the EIR)
past these numerous Oaks, drive installation costs up
exponentially.

This EIR erroneously reports that “Master’s College and the
developers of the two residential tracts would provide the
majority of funding for the proposed project.”  (Page ES-2, 1st

Paragraph)  According to a letter written on June 5th, 2002 by Mr.
Jeff Lambert, Director of Planning in response to questions raised
by the PCPOA Board, Mr. Lambert stated that “Per the City’s
agreement with The Master’s College, $600,000 has been
deposited in an account with US Bank for the purpose of funding
the mainline backbone sewer project in Placerita Canyon.  In
addition, the terms of the Sewer Construction Agreement
between the City and The Master’s College is being finalized and
will be signed by July 2002.”  We have never seen this agreement
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between the City and Master’s College nor to our knowledge
have any City decision makers, such as Councilmembers and
Planning Commissioners.

Why is Masters College’s financial responsibility now magically
one third of the value of what The Director of Engineering stated
it should be in March of 2000?  Who made that decision and how
did that process occur?  Is Masters College going to be held
accountable for their proportional responsibility of the project’s
inevitable cost overruns?

Why are public funds being given to the benefit of this private
institution at the inevitable expense to the general population of
this canyon community?

Why are the sewer laterals being omitted for potential residential
hookups when the very process of installing the sewer main will
mandate that eventual connection, at such a time as any future
expansion or addition work is attempted by such a residence?

The very process of installing this mainline sewer, down 0 to 12
feet deep, in the centerline of Placeritos Boulevard, but not
branching out of the public right of way with the individual
laterals will require that every time a resident is made to hook up
to the sewer, they will have to provide traffic control, obtain
OSHA permits, dig up the road 10’ to 12’ deep, locate the sewer
“Y” (if they are even installed) shore three walls in the
excavation, install the sewer lateral to property line, obtain
inspection signoff, backfill, compact, and re-asphalt.  Then the
individual homeowner can start to hook up their property.  This is
not cost effective and will require that the roads be ripped up
each time this inevitably occurs.

Given these facts, are the residential homeowners of Placerita
Canyon going to be provided with the same percentage of public



Response to Comments on the
Public Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Placerita Canyon Sewer Backbone Project

September 25, 2003

Page 72 of 85 09/24/03

Item Page Para./Fig./Table Originator Comment Response
subsidy as Masters College when it comes time that they are
forced to connect?  Mr. Nisich stated in March of 2000 that the
Masters College financial participation should be approximately
$2 million and yet now we are told by Mr. Lambert that they are
only providing $600,000 in contributions under a written
agreement that no one has ever seen.  Will all the residents of
Placerita Canyon enjoy a sewer service hookup fee of $3,000?
(1/3rd of $9,150)  Why have City representatives been unwilling
to commit to put their representations to Placerita Canyon
residents in a legally binding agreement on this entire financial
issue of residential hookup to the Backbone Sewer Project as they
clearly appear to have done with Masters College?

We have similar concerns regarding the fact that the current
preferred alignment appears to be one that will impact the most
oak trees and again non commitment has been made to residences
with regard to compensating them for the potential loss of those
trees, should they gradually die after having been disturbed or
injured by this Backbone Sewer Project.  There is also no
mechanism considered nor in place which gives the residents an
actual voice in having the conditions considered by the Backbone
Sewer Project enforced whether it be a contractor, the City or
other entity who may actually be violating the project’s
conditions.

We continue to have concerns that the Backbone Sewer Project is
quickly being shoved onto a lengthy City Council Agenda in
order to ensure that the project can be perfunctorily approved so
as not to lose potential sources of funding, while sacrificing the
proper evaluation and analysis of the project that is deserved.  We
previously wrote you about our concerns in this regard and that
letter should be made a part of this complete record again, that we
objected and continue to object as we feel the proper evaluation
of this project and all of its issues requires that it first be reviewed
by the Planning Commission before it is brought to the City
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Council.

103. General General Seiko Fujikuro,
Environmental
Programs,
County of Los
Angeles
Department of
Public Works

As projected in the Los Angeles County Countywide Siting
Element, which was approved by a majority of the cities in Los
Angeles County in late 1997 and by the County Board of
Supervisors in January 1998, a shortfall in permitted daily landfill
capacity may be experienced in the County within the next few
years.  The construction and/or predevelopment activities
associated with the proposed project may increase the generation
of solid waste and may negatively impact solid waste
management infrastructure in the County.  Therefore, the
proposed environmental document must identify what measures
the project proponent plans to implement to mitigate the impact.
Mitigation measures may include, but are not limited to,
implementation of waste reduction and recycling programs to
divert the solid waste, including construction and demolition
waste, from the landfills.

The following text has been
added to Section 2.5.1,
Construction
Requirementss of the EIR:

“Any solid waste generated
by the proposed project,
would be reused or recycled
if feasible, including scrap
metal and miscellaneous
waste generated from
construction crews.
Excavated soil would be
reused to backfill trenches.”

The following text has been
added to Section 5.11.2,
Thresholds of Significance
(for impacts to Utilities):

• “Increase the
generation of solid
waste over landfill
capacities;”

The following text has been
added as the last paragraph
to Section 5.11.3.1, Project
Impacts (to Utilities):

“Solid waste generated
during construction of the
sewer line would include
excavated soil from the
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trenches, miscellaneous
waste from construction
personnel such as paper and
food waste, and scrap metal
and plastic from piping.
Excavated soil would be
reused to backfill trenches,
therefore, generation of
soils waste is not
anticipated.  All other solid
waste, including scrap
metal, paper, and food
waste, would be recycled or
reused to the extent feasible
during construction.
Therefore, it is not
anticipated that
construction of the
proposed project would
generate enough solid
waste to exceed the landfill
capacity.  Therefore, the
proposed project would
have a less than significant
impact on solid waste
disposal.”

104. General General Amir Alam,
Geotechnical
and Materials,
County of Los
Angeles
Department of
Public Works

The proposed project will not have significant environmental
effects from a geology and soils standpoint, provided the
appropriate ordinances and codes are followed.

All applicable County
ordinances and codes
would be followed to
construct and operate the
proposed project.  Please
see Section 5.3 and
Mitigation Measure GEO-2
for more details.

105. General General Timothy Chen, We have reviewed the subject document and offer no comments. Comment noted.
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Grading and
Drainage, Land
Development,
County of Los
Angeles
Department of
Public Works

106. General General Hubert Seto,
Transportation
Planning, Land
Development,
County of Los
Angeles
Department of
Public Works

The subject project will not have any significant impacts on Los
Angeles County Highways.

Comment noted.

107. General General Sewer
Maintenance,
County of Los
Angeles
Department of
Public Works

The Waterworks and Sewer Maintenance Division is responsible
for the operation and maintenance of local sewers within the City
of Santa Clarita.  The proposed project will not have adverse
effects on facilities maintained by this Division.  We will require
that the proposed sewer construction comply with the County of
Los Angeles Department of Public Works and the City of Santa
Clarita sewer design standards.  This will be in addition to
compliance to County Sanitation Districts’ design requirements
for connection to the trunk sewer system.  The project is subject
to annexation to the consolidated Sewer Maintenance District.

Comment noted.  All
County and City
requirements would be
adhered to under the
proposed project.  Please
see response to comment
numbers 3 through 8.

108. General General Kyle Kornelis,
Waterworks,
County of Los
Angeles
Department of
Public Works

The proposed project is not within any of the Los Angeles
County Waterworks Districts and, therefore, no comments are
offered.

Comment noted.

109. General General Patrick
Arakawa,
Traffic and

We do not believe the project will have any significant impact to
County and County/City roadways in the area.  No further
information is required.

Comment noted.
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Lighting,
County of Los
Angeles
Department of
Public Works

110. General General Ofori Amoah,
Watershed
Management,
County of Los
Angeles
Department of
Public Works

The proposed project should include investigation of watershed
management opportunities in maximize capture of local rainfall
on the project site, eliminate incremental increase in flows to the
storm drain system, and provide filtering of flows to capture
contaminant originating from the project site.

Santa Clarita

The proposed work extends to October 30, which falls within the
storm season (begins on October 15 annually), thus storm waste
becoming a major concern.  The piping alignment should, at all
times, specify/indicate the vertical and lateral clearances for all
existing underground utilities.  Plastic sheeting alone is
inadequate to address storm water runoff pollution.  The bottom
of all stockpiles should also be covered and around the covers
would be boom absorbent socks or better materials to trap
floating petroleum substance in the runoff.  Also, address
dissolved substances in the runoff and the discharge of rain water
in excavated trenches.

Text contained in Section
5.4.4.2 addresses the
comment regarding capture
of local rainfall on the
project site, increases in
flows to the storm drain
system, and storm water
quality.

To address the later half of
the comment, Mitigation
Measure GEO-1 has been
changed to:

“Stockpiled soils shall be
covered with plastic
sheeting to prevent them
from becoming airborne or
transported by storm water.
The bottom of all stockpiles
will be covered, and
absorbent sock booms will
be installed around the
stockpile to further prevent
erosion and contamination
of storm water runoff.
Work shall only be
performed in the main
channel of Placerita Creek
during the later part of the
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dry season (July 1 through
October 15) (see Mitigation
Measure B-3 for season
restrictions on construction
in and under Placerita
Creek) and when no water
is present.”

In addition, the following
mitigation measures have
been added:

“Mitigation Measure
GEO-4

 The trench will be covered
at the end of each work day
and during rain events to
the extent possible to
prevent accumulation of
rain water in the trenches.
 
Mitigation Measure GEO-
5

The piping alignment will,
at all times, indicate the
vertical and lateral
clearances for all existing
underground utilities.”

111. General General State of
California,
Governor’s
Office of
Planning and

This is to acknowledge that the State Clearinghouse has received
your environmental document for state review.  The review
period assigned by the State Clearinghouse is:

Review Start Date:  April 24, 2003

Comment noted.
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Research, State
Clearinghouse

Review End Date:  June 9, 2003

We have distributed your document to the following agencies and
departments:

Caltrans, District 7
Caltrans, Division of Transportation Planning
Department of Fish and Game, Region 5
Department of Parks and Recreation
Department of Water Resources
Native American Heritage Commission
Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 4
Resources Agency
State Lands Commission
State Water Resources Control Board, Division of Water Quality

The State Clearinghouse will provide a closing letter with any
state agency comments to your attention on the date following the
close of the review period.

112. General General City of Santa
Clarita Staff

A staff initiated change to the EIR will involve the addition of an
alternative to the proposed project, Alternative A-4.

The following text changes
have been made to Section
2.5, Project Characteristics
of the EIR:

 “Five alternative
alignments have been
developed: Alternatives A-
1, A-2, A-3, Alternative B,
and Alternative C (see
Figure 2.5-1).  Construction
for all five alternatives
would begin at the LACSD
sewer connection and end
at The Masters College.
Generally, under
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Alternatives A-1, A-2, and
A-3 the mainline sewer
would go through the
MWD fee-owned property
containing the Foothill
Feeder-Saugus Pipeline
(Figure 2.5-1) in a northerly
direction, behind the
residential properties along
Alderbrook Drive, cross
over the MWD Foothill
Feeder-Saugus Pipeline,
and cross the floodplain
between Alderbrook Drive
and San Fernando Road.
 
 Specifically, under
Alternative A-1 the sewer
line would cross Placerita
Creek parallel to the MWD
fee-owned property, cross
over the MWD Foothill
Feeder-Saugus Pipeline,
turn northwesterly, and
cross the floodplain to an
LACSD sewer connection.
 
 Under Alternative A-2 the
sewer would cross over the
MWD Foothill Feeder-
Saugus Pipeline  at
Placerita Creek, and turn
westerly and parallel the
creek (approximately 250
feet south of the creek) to
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San Fernando Road,
crossing through small
jurisdictional tributaries to
the creek.  Just before
reaching the UPRR tracks,
the sewer line would turn
northwesterly, parallel to
the UPRR tracks.  The
sewer line would cross
through Placerita Creek,
and connect to an LACSD
sewer connection.
 
 Under Alternative A-3, the
preferred alternative,
routing of the sewer line
would be similar to
Alternative A-2 except the
line would cross the
floodplain parallel to
Placerita Creek south of an
existing 8-inch water line
owned by the Newhall
County Water District
approximately 500 feet
south of Placerita Creek.
 
 Under the proposed
Alternative B alignment,
the mainline sewer would
be routed southwest along
12th Street, northwest along
Arch Street, and southwest
along 13th Street out to San
Fernando Road, and run
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north approximately 4,100
feet along San Fernando
Road to connect to the
LACSD sewer connection
(see Figure 2.5-1).  Under
Alternative B, the sewer
line would need to cross
under the MWD Foothill
Feeder-Saugus Pipeline
along 12th Street.  At a
minimum, the depth of the
proposed sewer line would
need to be 28 feet.  A
trench from this crossing,
ranging from 30 feet deep
to 14 feet deep, would
extend for approximately
2,100 linear feet.  Part of
this deep excavation and
construction would also
include boring and jacking
of the sewer line beneath
the UPRR tracks at the
intersection of 13th Street
and San Fernando Road.
 
 The proposed Alternative C
alignment is very similar to
the Alternative A-3
alignment, except that it
would be routed along
Alderbrook Drive, rather
than behind the residential
properties along
Alderbrook Drive.  The
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mainline sewer would not
travel along the MWD fee-
owned property in a
northerly direction, but
would still cross over the
MWD Foothill Feeder-
Saugus Pipeline before
crossing the floodplain
between Alderbrook Drive
and San Fernando Road.
The Alternative C
alignment would also be
located approximately 20
feet north of the Alternative
A-3 alignment, and run
north of the existing 8-inch
water line (see Figure 2.5-
1).
 
 Alternatives A-1, A-2, A-3,
and C would also parallel
or cross water lines owned
by the Santa Clarita Water
District in various
locations.
 
 All Department of Health
Services, MWD, Santa
Clarita Water District,
Newhall County Water
District and other
applicable local, state, or
federal requirements would
be adhered to regarding the
design, construction, and
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operation of the proposed
sewer line near existing
water mains.  Construction
along each of these
Districts’ properties would
require prior review and
approval by the Districts
including a review and
approval of the final design
of the sewer and review and
approval of all planned
construction and operations
activities, including the
location of any planned
staging areas, the
scheduling of construction,
and the scheduling of
maintenance operations.  It
is estimated that
construction within the
MWD’s fee-owned
property would take
approximately 20 days,
construction with the
Newhall County Water
District’s property would
take approximately 10 days,
and construction within the
Santa Clarita Water
District’s property would
take a total of a few days.
 
 Typical maintenance of the
sewer line once installed
would involve annual or bi-
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annual visual inspections of
each manhole to identify
any blockage of the line
and investigate the integrity
of the line.”
 
 The following text changes
have been made to Section
2.5.1 of the EIR:
 
 “The depth of the sewer
line (to invert) would
generally range between 8
and 12 feet below the
ground surface, with a
maximum depth of 18 feet
4 inches near the creek for
Alternatives A-1, A-2, and
A-3, and Alternative C.
Depths for Alternative B
were described in Section
2.5.2 and range between 8
to 30 feet below the ground
surface.  The average depth
of excavation would be an
additional 6 to 12 inches
below the designed pipe
depth to allow for bedding
and a proper soils
foundation.  The sewer line
would be placed below
existing local purveyor
water lines that are located
3 feet below the ground
surface in the area and
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either above (Alternatives
A-1, A-2, and A-3 and
Alternative C) or below
(Alternative B) the existing
MWD pipeline located at
13 feet below the ground
surface.”
 
 Analysis of impacts
associated with Alternative
A-4 is also provided in
Chapter 6.0 of the EIR.
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