
Lyons Avenue/Dockweiler Road Extension Project  
Draft Environmental Impact Report  

 
	  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Appendix B 
Public and Agency Comment Letters on the NOP 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



	  



 

SUMMARY OF RESPONSE LETTERS TO THE  
NOTICE OF PREPARATION

 

 
Dockweiler Extension Project Draft EIR          Responses to the NOP 
State Clearinghouse No. 2013082016            Page 1 of 14	  

SCREENCHECK DRAFT – NOT FOR PUBLIC REVIEW 
	  

SUMMARY OF NOP COMMENT 
LETTERS  

DOCKWEILER EXTENSION 
PROJECT 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
REPORT 

 

I. 
A

es
th

et
ic

s 

II
. A

gr
ic

ul
tu

ra
l R

es
ou

rc
es

 

II
I. 

A
ir

 Q
ua

lit
y 

IV
. B

io
lo

gi
ca

l R
es

ou
rc

es
 

V
. C

ul
tu

ra
l R

es
ou

rc
es

 

V
I. 

G
eo

lo
gy

 a
nd

 S
oi

ls
 

V
II

. G
re

en
ho

us
e 

G
as

 E
m

is
si

on
s 

V
II

I. 
H

az
ar

do
us

 M
at

er
ia

ls
 

IX
. H

yd
ro

lo
gy

 a
nd

 W
at

er
 Q

ua
lit

y 

X
. L

an
d 

U
se

 P
la

nn
in

g 

X
I. 

M
in

er
al

 R
es

ou
rc

es
 

X
II

. N
oi

se
 

X
II

I. 
Po

pu
la

tio
n 

an
d 

H
ou

si
ng

 

X
IV

. P
ub

lic
 S

er
vi

ce
s 

X
V

. R
ec

re
at

io
n 

X
V

I. 
T

ra
ns

po
rt

at
io

n/
C

ir
cu

la
tio

n 

X
V

II
. U

til
iti

es
 

 

Other  
Comments and  

Concerns 

State Agencies 
1. State of California 

Governor’s Office of Planning 
and Research  
State Clearinghouse and 
Planning Unit 
Scott Morgan, Director 
1400 10th Street P.O. Box 3044 
Sacramento, CA 95812 
Date: August 5, 2013 

  n n n         n  n n  

• No comment 
• NOP distribution list of 

reviewing agencies 
 

2. State of California  
Native American Heritage 
Commission 
Dave Singleton,  
Program Analyst  
1550 Harbor Boulevard 
West Sacramento, CA 95691 
Date: August 20, 2013 

    n               
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Other  
Comments and  

Concerns 

3. State of California 
Natural Resources Agency 
Department of Fish and Wildlife 
South Coast Region 
Betty Courtney 
Environmental Program 
Manager 
3883 Ruffin Road 
San Diego, CA 92123 
Date: September 6, 2013 

   n                

4. State of California 
Public Utilities Commission 
Ken Chiang, P.E. 
Utilities Engineer 
Rail Crossings Engineering 
Section; Safety and Enforcement 
Division 
320 West 4th Street, Suite 500 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 
Date: August 29, 2013 
 
 
 
 
 

               n    
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Other  
Comments and  

Concerns 

Local Agencies  
5. County of Los Angeles 

Chief Executive Office 
Kenneth Hahn Hall of 
Administration 
Rita L. Robinson, Deputy Chief 
Executive Officer, Community 
Services Cluster 
500 West Temple Street, Room 
713, Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Date: September 3, 2013 

        n     n  n n   

6.    Metropolitan Transportation 
Authority 
Nick Saponara, CEQA Review 
Manager, Countywide Planning 
One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Date: September 3, 2013 

               n    
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Other  
Comments and  

Concerns 

7.    Southern California Gas 
Company 
John Curran 
Planning Associate 
North Region Technical 
Services 
9400 Oakdale Avenue 
Chatsworth, CA 91311 
(Mailing Address: P.O. Box 
2300 Chatsworth, CA 91313) 
Date: August 13, 2013 

                n   

8.    Southern California Regional 
Rail Authority 
Metrolink  
William Doran, PE 
Director, Engineering and 
Construction 
One Gateway Plaza, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(Mailing Address: P.O. Box 
531776 Los Angeles, CA 90053) 
Date: September 4, 2013 
 

               n    

Organizations 
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Other  
Comments and  

Concerns 

9.    Eclipse Farms 
Julie Conner-Daniels 
24808 Aden Avenue,  
21333 Oak Orchard Road and 
24730 Hacienda Lane 
Newhall, CA 91321 
Date: August 21, 2013 

               n   

• Opposes project 
• Disliked format of NOP 

meeting 
• Concerns over financing of 

the project 
• Concerns over purpose of 

project 
• Concerns over benefits of 

the project to residents 

10.  Golden Oaks Apartments 
Larry L. Bird 
24877-109 Walnut Street 
Newhall, CA 91321 
Date: August 27, 2013 

         n      n   

• Opposes project 
• Concerns over the 

preservation of Old Town 
Newhall 

11.  New Life in His Presence   
       Church 

Erika Pulido 
24346 Main Street 
Newhall, CA 91321 
Date: N/A 

                  • No Comment 
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Other  
Comments and  

Concerns 

12.  PCPOA 
Mary Duitsman 
22120 Placerita Canyon 
Newhall, CA 91321 
Date: August 21, 2013 

        n n      n   • Concerns about special 
interests  

13.  SCOPE 
Lynne Plambeck, President 
Carmillis Noltemeyer, Board 
Member 
PO Box 1182 
Santa Clarita, CA 91386 
Date: September 1, 2013 

  n n   n     n    n   • Piece-Mealing of CEQA 

14.  Valencia Vista HOA Board 
Jim Abernethy  
24451 Leonard Tree Lane 
Newhall, CA 91321 
Date: August 21, 2013 

n  n       n      n    

15.    Veterans of Placerita Canyon 
through Prayer Angels for the 
Military, Inc.  
Suzon Gerstel and  
Dale Gerstel 
21609 Oak Orchard Road 
Newhall, CA 91321 
Date: August 21, 2013 

                  

• Disliked format of NOP 
meeting 

• Inadequate representation of 
organization 

• Concern about preservation 
of neighborhood character 
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Other  
Comments and  

Concerns 

Individuals 
16.  Edna Adams 

19825 Ermine Street 
Canyon Country, CA 91351 

       Date: August 3, 2013 

                  • Add to mailing list 

17.  Randall and Renée Berglund 
21556 Placerita Canyon Road 
Newhall, CA 91321 

       Date: August 21, 2013 

   n      n  n    n   

• Opposes project 
• Concerns over financing of 

the project 
 

18.  Mark Berlinger 
21605 Placerita Canyon Road 
Newhall, CA 91321 
Date: August 21, 2013 

                  

• Disliked format of NOP 
meeting 

• Opposes project 
 

19.  Rhonda Berlinger 
21605 Placerita Canyon Road 
Newhall, CA 91321 
Date: August 21, 2013 

             n  n   • Opposes project 
 

20.  Christian Bouyer 
24919 Alderbrook Drive 
Newhall, CA 91321 
Date: August 21, 2013 

               n   

• Concerns over financing of 
the project 

• Concerns over purpose of 
project 
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Other  
Comments and  

Concerns 

21.   Mitch Bruckner 
        24814 Horseshoe Lane 
        Newhall, CA 91321 
        Date: August 21, 2013 

        n       n   • Opposes project 
 

22.  Terry Carberry 
24325 Main Street 
Newhall, CA 91321 
Date: August 3, 2013 

                  • No comment 

23.  Sandra Cattell  
21648 Oak Orchard Road, 
Newhall, CA 91321 
Date: September 3, 2013 

n   n     n   n    n   
• Opposes project 
• Concern about preservation 

of neighborhood character 

24.  Linda Clark 
Placerita Canyon 
Newhall, CA 91321 
Date: August 21, 2013 

               n    

25.  Darrell Clarke 
24804 Parchman Avenue 
Newhall, CA 91321 
Date: September 3, 2013 

n               n    

26.  Jenifer Costin 
23830 Evans Avenue 
Newhall CA 91321 
Date: August 21, 2013 

                  
• Opposes project 
• Concerns over purpose of 

project 



City of Santa Clarita                    September 2013 
 

 
Dockweiler Extension Project Draft EIR                       Responses to the NOP 
State Clearinghouse No. 2013082016                                     Page 9 of 14	  

SCREENCHECK DRAFT – NOT FOR PUBLIC REVIEW 
	  

SUMMARY OF NOP COMMENT 
LETTERS  

DOCKWEILER EXTENSION 
PROJECT 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
REPORT 

 
I. 

A
es

th
et

ic
s 

II
. A

gr
ic

ul
tu

ra
l R

es
ou

rc
es

 

II
I. 

A
ir

 Q
ua

lit
y 

IV
. B

io
lo

gi
ca

l R
es

ou
rc

es
 

V
. C

ul
tu

ra
l R

es
ou

rc
es

 

V
I. 

G
eo

lo
gy

 a
nd

 S
oi

ls
 

V
II

. G
re

en
ho

us
e 

G
as

 E
m

is
si

on
s 

V
II

I. 
H

az
ar

do
us

 M
at

er
ia

ls
 

IX
. H

yd
ro

lo
gy

 a
nd

 W
at

er
 Q

ua
lit

y 

X
. L

an
d 

U
se

 P
la

nn
in

g 

X
I. 

M
in

er
al

 R
es

ou
rc

es
 

X
II

. N
oi

se
 

X
II

I. 
Po

pu
la

tio
n 

an
d 

H
ou

si
ng

 

X
IV

. P
ub

lic
 S

er
vi

ce
s 

X
V

. R
ec

re
at

io
n 

X
V

I. 
T

ra
ns

po
rt

at
io

n/
C

ir
cu

la
tio

n 

X
V

II
. U

til
iti

es
 

 

Other  
Comments and  

Concerns 

27.  Charles and Mary Jo Haendle 
21035 Placeritos Boulevard 
Newhall, CA 91321 
Date: August 26, 2013 

               n   

• Opposes project 
• Concerns over purpose of 

project 
• Concerns over financing of 

the project 
28.  Bill and Suzy Hannd 

21161 Placerita Canyon Road 
Newhall, CA 91321 
Date: August 21, 2013 

               n   • Opposes project 

29.  Richard Hart 
17827 Ridgeway Road 
Granada Hills, CA 91344 
Date: August 5, 2013 

                  • Requesting copy of NOP 

30.  Paul Hazard 
24637 Aden Avenue 
Newhall, CA 91321 
Date: September 18, 2013 

                  • No comment 

31.  Steve Howard 
24524 Aden Avenue 
Newhall, CA 91321  
Date: August 21, 2013 

           n    n   • Opposes project 
• Concerns over home values 

32.  Ann Jones 
24855 Quigley Canyon Road 
Newhall, CA 91321 
Date August, 21, 2013 

           n    n   
• Opposes project 
• Concern about preservation 

of neighborhood character 
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Other  
Comments and  

Concerns 

33.  Olga Kaczmar  
24979 Alderbrook Drive 
Newhall, CA 91321 
Date: August 21, 2013 

        n       n   • Concern about preservation 
of neighborhood character 

34.  Andrew Kim 
24412 Leonard Tree Lane #203 
Santa Clarita CA 91321 
Date: August 21, 2013 

                  • No comment 

35.  Catherine Kim  
24412 Leonard Tree Lane #203 
Santa Clarita CA 91321 
Date: August 21, 2013 

               n    

36.  Mary Frances Larson 
21820 Placeritos Boulevard 
Newhall, CA 91321 
Date: August 21, 2013 

               n    

37.  Eugene Leary 
21236 Simay Lane 
Newhall, CA 91321 
Date: August 21, 2013 

n  n n  n   n   n    n   

• Concern about preservation 
of neighborhood character 

• Disliked format of NOP 
meeting 

 
38.  Robert G. Leemon 

21231 Simay Lane  
Newhall, CA 91321 
Date: August 21, 2013 

               n   • Concerns over purpose of 
project 
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Other  
Comments and  

Concerns 

39.  Nanette Meister 
21550 Placerita Canyon Road 
Newhall, CA 91321 
Date: August 21, 2013 

                  • Opposes project 

40.  Ron and Carolynne Mendell 
24834 Meadview Avenue 
Newhall, CA 91321 
Date: August 21, 2013 

               n    

41.  Patricia Mills 
24824 Quigley Canyon Road  
Newhall, CA 91321 
Date: August 21, 2013 

                  • Opposes project 
 

42.  Devin Taylor Otte 
and Colleen Otte 
24485 Valle Del Oro #205 
Newhall, CA 91321 
Date: August 21, 2013 

               n   

• Opposes project 
• Concerns over financing of 

the project 
 

43.  Colleen Otte 
24485 Valle Del Oro #205 
Newhall, CA 91321 
Date: August 21, 2013 

n  n n  n    n  n       • Opposes project 
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Other  
Comments and  

Concerns 

44.  Réal and Barbara Paradise 
Placerita Canyon Homeowners  
22176 Placeritos Boulevard 
Newhall, CA 91321 
Date: August 21, 2013 

               n    

45.  Kelly Phen  
24736 Oak Creek Avenue 
Newhall, CA 91321 
Date: August 21, 2013 

n         n         

• Opposes project 
• Concerns over financing of 

the project 
• Concern about preservation 

of neighborhood character 
• Disliked format of NOP 

meeting 
46   Linda Redmond 

21107 Placerita Canyon Road 
Newhall, CA 91321 
Date: August 21, 2013 

                  
• Concerns over purpose of 

project 
• Opposes project 

47.  Mike Redmond 
Date: August 21, 2013                   • Concerns over financing of 

the project  
48.  Donald J Rendall 

 21926 Placeritos Boulevard 
Newhall, CA 91321 
Date: August 23, 2013 

               n n  • Proposes the project explore 
additional alternatives 
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Other  
Comments and  

Concerns 

49.  Michael Round 
21637 Oak Orchard Road 
Newhall, CA 91321 
Date: August 21, 2013 

               n   
• Concerns over existing 

living and property 
conditions 

50.  Jośe Rubio 
24412 Leonard Tree Lane #204 
Newhall, CA 91321 
Date: August 21, 2013 

               n     

51.  Valerie Thomas 
PO Box 220907 
Newhall, CA 91322 
Date: August 21, 2013 

n n n n n n  n n n n n n n n n n   

52.  Jim Visner 
21307 Placerita Canyon Road 
Newhall, CA 91321 
Date: August 21, 2013 

                  

• Opposes project 
• Disliked format of NOP 

meeting 
• Concern about preservation 

of neighborhood character 
• Concerns over special 

interests 



City of Santa Clarita                    September 2013 
 

 
Dockweiler Extension Project Draft EIR                       Responses to the NOP 
State Clearinghouse No. 2013082016                                     Page 14 of 14	  

SCREENCHECK DRAFT – NOT FOR PUBLIC REVIEW 
	  

SUMMARY OF NOP COMMENT 
LETTERS  

DOCKWEILER EXTENSION 
PROJECT 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
REPORT 

 
I. 

A
es

th
et

ic
s 

II
. A

gr
ic

ul
tu

ra
l R

es
ou

rc
es

 

II
I. 

A
ir

 Q
ua

lit
y 

IV
. B

io
lo

gi
ca

l R
es

ou
rc

es
 

V
. C

ul
tu

ra
l R

es
ou

rc
es

 

V
I. 

G
eo

lo
gy

 a
nd

 S
oi

ls
 

V
II

. G
re

en
ho

us
e 

G
as

 E
m

is
si

on
s 

V
II

I. 
H

az
ar

do
us

 M
at

er
ia

ls
 

IX
. H

yd
ro

lo
gy

 a
nd

 W
at

er
 Q

ua
lit

y 

X
. L

an
d 

U
se

 P
la

nn
in

g 

X
I. 

M
in

er
al

 R
es

ou
rc

es
 

X
II

. N
oi

se
 

X
II

I. 
Po

pu
la

tio
n 

an
d 

H
ou

si
ng

 

X
IV

. P
ub

lic
 S

er
vi

ce
s 

X
V

. R
ec

re
at

io
n 

X
V

I. 
T

ra
ns

po
rt

at
io

n/
C

ir
cu

la
tio

n 

X
V

II
. U

til
iti

es
 

 

Other  
Comments and  

Concerns 

53.  Julie Visner 
21307 Placerita Canyon Road 
Newhall, CA 91321 
Date: August 21, 2013 

  n     n        n   

• Opposes project 
• Concerns over financing of 

the project 
• Concern about preservation 

of neighborhood character 
• Disliked format of NOP 

meeting Concerns over 
special interests 

54.  Tom Walsh 
21309 Eucalyptus Way #201  
Newhall, CA 91321 
Date: August 21, 2013 

               n    

55.  Jong Yoon  
22011 Placerita Canyon Road 
Newhall, CA 91321 
 Date: August 21, 2013 

                  • In support of alternative one 

Source: Parker Environmental Consultants, September 2013. 

 























 

 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA EDMUND G. BROWN JR., Governor 

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 

320 WEST 4TH STREET, SUITE 500 

LOS ANGELES, CA  90013 

(213) 576-7083 

 
August 29, 2013  
 
Mike Hennewy 
City of Santa Clarita 
23920 Valencia Boulevard 
Santa Clarita, CA  91355 
 
Dear Mr. Hennewy: 
 
Re:  SCH 2013082016 Santa Clarita Lyons Avenue and Dockweller Drive Extension Project NOP 
 
The California Public Utilities Commission (Commission) has jurisdiction over the safety of 
highway-rail crossings (crossings) in California.  The California Public Utilities Code requires 
Commission approval for construction or alteration of crossings and grants the Commission 
exclusive power on design, alteration, and/or closure of rail crossings in California.  The 
Commission’s Rail Crossings Engineering Section (RCES) has received a copy of the Notice of 
Preparation (NOP) from the State Clearinghouse for the proposed City of Santa Clarita (City) Lyons 
Avenue and Dockweller Drive Extension project. 
 
The proposed project includes the extension of Lyons Avenue from Railroad Avenue to the future 
connection with Dockweller Drive.  The extension will cross over the rail tracks owned by the 
Southern California Regional Rail Authority (SCRRA) and the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) 
Company.  The project may also include the potential upgrade or closure of the at-grade 13

th
 Street 

crossing.   
 
The project will increase traffic volumes not only on streets and at intersections, but also at 
crossings.  The project will create a new crossing.  Safety factors to consider include, but are not 
limited to, the pedestrian circulation patterns/destinations with respect to railroad right-of-way 
(ROW), the planning for grade separations for major thoroughfares, and improvements to existing 
at-grade highway-rail crossings due to increase in traffic volumes and appropriate fencing to limit 
the access of trespassers onto the railroad ROW. 
 
Commission Rules and Regulations 
 
The following link provides resources on the Commission’s rules and regulations in regard to rail 
safety:  http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/PUC/safety/Rail/.  Any modification to an existing or proposed new 
crossing is subject to a number of rules and regulations involving the Commission, including: 
 

 California Public Utilities Code, Sections 1201 et al, which requires Commission authority to 
construct rail crossings; 

 Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure, which details the Formal Application 
process for construction or modification of a public crossing; and 

 Commission’s General Order (GO) 88-B, Rules for Altering Public Highway-Rail Crossings. 
 
The design criteria for any proposed modification or new crossing construction shall comply with 
the following GOs: 
 

 

http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/PUC/safety/Rail/


Mike Hennewy 
Page 2 of 36 
August 29, 2013 
 
 
 

 

 GO 26-D, Clearance on Railroads and Street Railroads as to Side and Overhead 
Structures, Parallel Tracks and Crossings;  

 GO 72-B, Construction and Maintenance of Crossings – Standard Types of Pavement 
Construction at Railroad Grade Crossings;  

 GO 75-D, Warning Devices for At-Grade Railroad Crossings;  

 GO 118, Construction, Reconstruction and Maintenance of Walkways and Control, of 
Vegetation Adjacent to Railroad Tracks; and  

 GO 128, Construction or Underground and Electrical Supply and Communication. 
 
Federal Rules and Regulations 
 
The project shall ensure compliance with federal regulations as well, including: 
 

 Code of Federal Regulations, Title 49, Part 213 (49 CFR Part 213), Track Safety Standards; 

 49 CFR Part 214 Railroad Workplace Safety; 

 49 CFR Part 234, Grade Crossing Signal System; 

 49 CFR Part 236, Rules Standards and Instructions Governing the Installation, Inspection 
Maintenance, and Repair of Signal and Train Control Systems Devices, and Appliances. 

 
Crossing Authorizations 
 
RCES staff is available for consultation on crossing safety matters.  The following link provides 
more information on the Commission’s GO 88-B and formal crossing application process: 
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/PUC/safety/Rail/Crossings/formalapps.htm. 
 

1. Formal Application 
 

A Formal Application is required for construction of all new at-grade and grade separated 
crossings along the corridor in accordance with the Commission’s Rules of Practice and 
Procedure.  When the project is clearly defined and prior to submission of a Formal 
Application, City should contact RCES staff to arrange a diagnostic meeting with 
Commission staff and all interested parties to discuss relevant safety issues at each 
proposed crossing location, if any. 
 
As part of its mission to reduce hazards associated with at-grade railroad crossings, the 
Commission’s policy is to reduce the number of such crossings.  New at-grade crossings 
would typically not be supported by Commission staff and long-term planning for the grade 
separation of the existing at-grade rail crossings should be considered.   
 

2. GO 88-B Requests 
 

Modification (including closure) of existing rail crossings is typically authorized through the 
Commission’s GO 88-B process.  If interested parties do not reach agreement regarding 
proposed modifications, a Formal Application to the Commission will be required in order to 
obtain authorization to implement the modifications.  
 
Prior to submission of a GO 88-B request for authorization, City should arrange a diagnostic 
meeting with Commission staff and all interested parties to discuss relevant safety issues at 

http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/PUC/safety/Rail/Crossings/formalapps.htm
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the crossing location.  Commission crossing safety web page is found at this link:  
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/PUC/safety/Rail/Crossings/contactrces.htm. 

  
General Safety Concerns 
 
The project will involve the construction of a new crossing and upgrade/closure of the existing at-
grade 13

th
 Street crossing.  Due to serious rail safety concerns, especially given the number of 

trains, their rate of speed and the volume of vehicular traffic, Commission staff recommends that 
any newly proposed crossing of roadways/highways by this project be grade separated to prevent 
vehicle/pedestrian vs. train collisions.  This is the only way to guarantee no future at-grade crossing 
accidents. 
 
We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on the project.  We are available to meet and 
further discuss the comments presented herein with City, SCRRA, UPRR and other relevant 
parties.  We hope to assist in the identification of acceptable mitigation measures that will 
effectively address the concerns we have identified. 
 
Please feel free to contact me at 213-576-7076, ykc@cpuc.ca.gov, or Jose Pereyra at 213-576-
7083 or jose.pereyra@cpuc.ca.gov. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Ken Chiang, P.E. 
Utilities Engineer 
Rail Crossings Engineering Section 
Safety and Enforcement Division 
 
C: State Clearinghouse 

Ken Tom, UPRR 
Ron Mathieu, SCRRA 
 

 

http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/PUC/safety/Rail/Crossings/contactrces.htm
mailto:ykc@cpuc.ca.gov
mailto:jose.pereyra@cpuc.ca.gov
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the crossing location.  Commission crossing safety web page is found at this link:  
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/PUC/safety/Rail/Crossings/contactrces.htm. 

  
General Safety Concerns 
 
The project will involve the construction of a new crossing and upgrade/closure of the existing at-
grade 13th Street crossing.  Due to serious rail safety concerns, especially given the number of 
trains, their rate of speed and the volume of vehicular traffic, Commission staff recommends that 
any newly proposed crossing of roadways/highways by this project be grade separated to prevent 
vehicle/pedestrian vs. train collisions.  This is the only way to guarantee no future at-grade crossing 
accidents. 
 
We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on the project.  We are available to meet and 
further discuss the comments presented herein with City, SCRRA, UPRR and other relevant 
parties.  We hope to assist in the identification of acceptable mitigation measures that will 
effectively address the concerns we have identified. 
 
Please feel free to contact me at 213-576-7076, ykc@cpuc.ca.gov, or Jose Pereyra at 213-576-
7083 or jose.pereyra@cpuc.ca.gov. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Ken Chiang, P.E. 
Utilities Engineer 
Rail Crossings Engineering Section 
Safety and Enforcement Division 
 
C: State Clearinghouse 

Ken Tom, UPRR 
Ron Mathieu, SCRRA 
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September 3, 2013 ZEV YAROSLAVSKY
Third District

DON KNABE
Fourth District

Mike Hennawy, Senior Engineer
City of Santa Clarita
23920 Valencia Boulevard, Suite 300
Santa Clarita, CA 91355

MICHAEL D. ANTONOVICH
Fifth District

Dear Mr. Hennawy:

NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
FOR THE CITY OF SANTA CLARITA LYONS AVENUE/DOCKWEILER DRIVE

EXTENSION PROJECT

On August 5, 2013, the City of Santa Clarita released the notice of preparation (NOP)
for a Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the proposed
Lyons Avenue/Dockweiler Drive Extension Project for public review and comment.
The planned DEIR will evaluate the impacts of the proposed construction of a new
railroad grade crossing, traffic improvements, new bridge across Newhall Creek, and
joining existing roadways in the Placerita Canyon and Newhall communities.

Included in this letter are comments on behalf of the County Department of
Public Works and the County of Los Ang~les Fire Department.

Department of Public Works (DPW)

HydrologylWater Quality

The DEIR must address possible impacts of the project on any Los Angeles County
Flood Control District facilities. In addition, the DEIR must identify any pollutants that
may be discharged into the flood control.system and provide measures to prevent such
discharges. If you have any questions regarding these items, please contact
Juan Sarda of the Watershed Management Division at (626) 458-5911, or via e-mail at
jsarda(ãd pw.lacou nty .gov.

'To Enrich Lives Through Effective And Caring SeNice"

Please Conserve Paper - This Document and Copies are Two-Sided
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DPW will review the DEIR's hydrology study for any impacts from the project. If you
have any questions regarding hydrology impacts, please contact Toan Duong of the
Land Development Division at (626) 458-4910, or via e-mail at
td uong(ãdpw .Iacounty.gov.

Tra nsportationlT raffic

DPW Traffic Studies is concerned about the potential increase in traffic expected to be
generated by the project at the County-maintained intersection of Pico Canyon Road
and The Old Road, and requests that the DEIR study this intersection. Since
Lyons Avenue becomes Pico Canyon Road upon crossing the 1-5 freeway, the
Lyons Avenue extension to Dockweiler Drive will provide a more direct connection
between the northeast portion of the Santa. Clarita Valley to Stevenson Ranch and the
retail centers in the vicinity of the intersection. In addition, the extension may also
provide a bypass route for motorists wanting to avoid the southbound SR-14 Freeway to
the northbound 1-5 Freeway interchange to access the Stevenson Ranch area and
adjacent retail uses.

Traffic Studies also requests that the DEIR study the intersection of The Old Road at
the 1-5 Freeway Southbound ramps, which is located within the County, but it is
maintained by Caltrans. It is expected that Caltrans will request a level of service
analysis and off-ramp queuing analysis at this location based on prior experience

working with them on such projects. If you have any questions regarding the
transportation/traffic, please contact Andrew Ngumba at (626) 300-4851, or via e-mail at
angumba(âd pw .Iacou nty.gov.

County of Los Angeles Consolidated Fire Protection District (CFPD)

Planning Division

Any highway project that includes road closures and/or detours has the potential to
impede upon emergency response times, especially during high peak traffic hours.
All road closures and detours should be approved and acceptable to the
Fire Department so as not to adversely impact emergency responses.

Land Development Unit

1. The proposed development may necessitate multiple ingress/egress access for the
circulation of traffic and emergency response issues.

2. The development of this project must. comply with all applicable code and ordinance
requirements for construction, access, water mains, fire flows and fire hydrants.
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3. Specific fire and life safety requirements for the construction phase will be

addressed on the building fire plan check. There may be additional fire and life
safety requirements during this time.

4. When a bridge is required to be used as part of a fire access road, it shall be
constructed and maintained in accorqance with nationally recognized standards and
designed for a live load sufficient to carry a minimum of 75,000 pounds.

5. The maximum allowable grade shall not exceed 15 percent except where
topography makes it impractical to keep within such a grade. In such cases, an
absolute maximum of 20 percent will be allowed for up to 150 feet in distance.
The average maximum allowed grade, including topographical difficulties, shall be
no more than 17 percent. Grade breaks shall not exceed 10 percent in ten feet.

6. Fire Department requirements for access, fire flows, and hydrants are addressed
during the building permit stage.

7. Turning radii shall not be less than 32 feet. This measurement shall be determined
at the centerline of the road.

8. The Land Development Unit's comments are only general requirements. Specific
fire and life safety requirements will be addressed at the building and fire plan check
phase. There may be additional requirements during this time.

If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact Jason Tajima at
(213) 974-1145, or via e-mail at jtajima(ãceo.lacounty.gov.

Sincerely,

'~N~N
Deputy Chief Executive Officer
Community Services Cluster

RLR: DSP
JT:os

c: Supervisor Michael D. Antonovich, Fifth District
Daryl L. Osby, Fire Chief
Gail Farber, Director of Public Works

U:\CHRONO 2013\CHRONO 2013 (WORD)\UAS\City of Santa Clarita_Lyons Ave.Dockeiier Dr Exension Project NOP of DEIR Comments_Mike Hennawy.doc



 

 

September 3, 2013 
 
Mike Hennawy 
Senior Engineer 
City of Santa Clarita 
23920 Valencia Boulevard, Suite 300 
Santa Clarita, CA 9355 
 
RE:  Notice of Preparation of Draft Environmental Impact Report and Public Scoping 

meeting for the Proposed Lyons Avenue/Dockweiler Drive Extension Project 
   
Dear Mr. Hennawy: 
 
The Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (LACMTA) is in receipt of 
the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) and 
Public Scoping Meeting for the proposed Lyons Avenue / Dockweiler Drive Extension 
Project.  This letter conveys comments concerning issues that are germane to LACMTA’s 
statutory responsibilities in relation to the proposed project as well as issues that may 
impact transportation operations on LACMTA owned facilities. 
 
It is noted that the proposed project would extend Lyons Avenue across an existing 
LACMTA-owned Railroad Right-of-Way (ROW).  This ROW is operated and maintained by 
the Southern California Regional Rail Authority (SCRRA) and is used for the Metrolink 
commuter rail service and Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) freight operations.  The 
following concerns related to the project’s proximity to the ROW should be addressed in 
the Environmental Impact Report (EIR): 

1. The project sponsor is advised that SCRRA and the UPRR operate service in both 
directions and that trains may operate, in and out of revenue service, 24 hours a 
day, seven days a week.   

2. The policy adopted by the SCRRA Board of Directors stipulates that if a new at-
grade crossing is developed, two existing at-grade crossings in the area must be 
closed.   

3. It should be noted that railroad crossings are under the jurisdiction of the 
California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC).  The project sponsor will be 
required to obtain the necessary authorization to construct the crossing.  This will 
include demonstrating that a grade separated crossing is not practical.   

4. It is likely that this proposed crossing will include the addition of warning devices, 
traffic signal modifications, and railroad signaling modifications.  These 
modifications, along with the necessary use of train horns will bring additional 
noise factors as a result of the project.   

5. All project development, engineering, and construction efforts must be 
coordinated with LACMTA Regional Rail, LACMTA Real Estate, and the SCRRA. 

6. Any work performed on the project infrastructure or property requiring access to 
the railroad ROW, shall be covered by specific Right-of-Entry permits with specific 



requirements.  These may include permits for construction of infrastructure, and 
any future repairs, painting, graffiti removal, etc., including the use of overhead 
cranes or any other equipment that could potentially impact railroad operations 
and safety.  Frequent access for maintenance tasks such as graffiti removal, will 
necessitate an active license agreement.  This agreement will include an annual 
license fee, and other requirements that meet safety standards for access to a 
ROW with active rail operations. 

7. During construction, a protection barrier shall be constructed to prevent objects, 
material, or debris from falling onto the ROW.  In addition, railroad flagging will be 
needed during construction to ensure the safety of passengers and train crews. 

8. The project sponsor will be required to notify LACMTA of any changes to the 
construction/building plans that may or may not impact the ROW.  

9. Improvements to existing facilities as part of the proposed project may result in an 
increase in foot traffic adjacent to the railroad ROW. To prevent trespassing along 
the active railroad ROW, the project sponsor may be required to install enhanced 
fencing to secure the ROW. 
 

Please note that the SCRRA may have additional comments concerning the operation and 
maintenance of the ROW which would come in the form of a separate correspondence 
from those parties.   

 
If you have any questions regarding this response, please contact me at 213-922-4313 or 
by email at SaponaraN@metro.net.  
 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Nick Saponara 
CEQA Review Manager, Countywide Planning 
 
cc.   Don Sepulveda 
 Gray Crary, SCRRA 



 

 

Southern California 
Gas Company 

9400 Oakdale Avenue 

Chatsworth, CA 

91313 

Mailing Address: 

P. O. Box 2300 

Chatsworth, CA 

91313-2300 

M.L.9333 

tel  818-701-2567 

fax  818-701-3380 

8/14/2013 

City of Santa Clarita 
Attn.; Mike Hennaway 
23920 Valencia Blvd., Suite 300 
Santa Clarita, CA 91355 
 

Subject: Proposed Lyons Avenue / Dockweiler Drive Extension 
 
The Project lies entirely within The Gas Company (SCG) Utility Service Territory.  
Medium pressure mains exist near the Project area in the public streets. New 
service and mains can be extended into individual portions/phases as needed from 
these facilities. No facilities exist within the Project area. 
 
Based upon the Project’s Land Use and Proposed Zoning, The Gas Company 
anticipates no Project related or cumulative impacts to the natural gas provisions 
or gas facilities in the service area. Implementation of the proposed project would 
not adversely affect our service capabilities in the project area or the existing 
adjacent service areas. 
 
The Gas Company does not anticipate any construction related impacts to the 
service area. The Project pipelines would be installed in “joint-trench’’ with other 
dry utilities. Easements will be required for gas main extending into the Project. 
To mitigate potential adverse (non-environmental) impacts or delays, advise the applicant 
to: 
 
a)  Notify the builder that any SCG facilities within non-dedicated (private) areas  
     will have an easement granted to the Southern California Gas Co to protect the  
     facilities. Main in public streets are installed under city permit. 
b)  Request the latest SCG facility plans (gas atlases) for the developer’s civil    
     drawings. 
c)  Request a SCG will-serve letter from SCG Planning/Engineering Department  
     at the commencement of the project and before each phase of the project. This  
     notice ensures adequate gas supply and pressure to serve the project. 
d)  Provide the EIR or equivalent environmental document (if any) to SCG. 
e)  Provide notice and plans of street vacation and annexation actions related to  
     the tentative map. 
f)  Provide notice and plans of off-site street improvements to SCG. 
g)  Provide tentative/approved tract/parcel maps plans to SCG. 
h)  Contact SCG concerning the relocation, abandonment or removal of any  
     conflicting existing SCG facilities. 



 
Please phone Mr. Jeff Cobb, our Project Manager at (818-701-2530), if you 
have any questions. It may require up to 90 days to process your application for the 
installation of gas lines in your project.  
 
Sincerely 

 
 
John Curran 
Planning Associate 
North Region Technical Services 
Southern California Gas Company 
9400 Oakdale Ave. Chatsworth, CA91311 
  
Voice: (818) 701-2567 
Fax: (818) 701-3380 
Email: JSCurran@SempraUtilities.com 
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June 30, 2009

James Chow
Associate Planner
City of Santa Clarita
23620 Valencia Boulevard Suite 302
Santa Clarita, CA 91355

Subject: Nap of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Lyons Avenue At-
Grade Rail Crossing/Extension

Dear Mr. Chow,

Thank you for the Notice of Preparation of and EIR for the Lyons Avenue At-
Grade Crossing Project. Over the past three years, the Southern California
Regional Rail Authority (SCRRA) and the City have been working on this project.
In May 2008, SCRRA submitted comments on the North Newhall Specific Plan
EIR Notice of Preparation (NaP). Our recommendations and comments relating
to the Lyons Avenue at-grade crossing and other crossing improvements have
not changed. Although the focus of this project is the grade crossing only (Stage
1), the new EIR should consider the future land uses and future traffc impacts as
proposed in the North Newhall Specific Plan. Consequently, a copy of SCRRA's
letter on the prior EIR Nap is attached as a restatement of our comments for the
preparation of this new EIR.

The SCRRA has recently updated the grade crossing standards and guidelines,
which incorporate the most current industry standards for vehicular and
pedestrian crossing treatments. A copy of the new guideline is available for
download at ww.metrolinktrains.com. These standards replace the guidelines
submitted in the May 2008 comment letter.

As the project moves forward, we request and expect to receive timely notice, in
accordance with Public Resources Code Section 21092.5 and State CEQA
Guideline Section 15088, of subsequent environmental documents relating to this
project, and the time and place of any scheduled public meetings or public
hearings by the agency decision makers at least 10 days prior to such a meeting.

1
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If you have any questions regarding these comments please contact Elizabeth
Mahoney, Government and Regulatory Affairs Manager at 213 452-0259 or
ma honeve(( scrra. net.

c. Jay Fuhrman, Metro
Susan Chapman, Metro
Rosa Munoz, CPUC

2
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SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA REGIONAL RAIL AlfHORITY

May 19,2008

Member Agencies:
Los Angeles County

Metropolitan Transportation.
Authority.

Orange County
Transportation Authority.

Riverside County
Transportation Commission.

San Bernardino

Associated Governments.

Ventura County
Transportation Commsion.
Ex Offcio Members:
Southern Californa

Association of Governents.
San Diego Associ.tion

of Governents.
SIale of Caliornia.

Jason Smisko
Senior Planner, City of Santa Clarita
23620 Valencia Boulevard, Suite 300
Santa Clarita, CA 91355

Subject: NOP of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Proposed North
Newhall Specific Plan (NNSP) Stage 1: Lyons Avenue At-Grade
Crossing

Dear Mr. Smisko,

Thank you for the Notice of Preparation of and EIR for the Lyons Avenue At-Grade
Crossing Project. Over the past two years, the SCRRA and the City have been working
on this project. In the interest of improving railroad safety, the SCRRA continues to
recommend that the crossing be grade separated, rather than at-grade. In that regard,
the following comments are submitted as applicable to the CEQA EIR process.

As you are aware, the SCRRA is a five-county Joint Powers Authority (JPA) that operates
the regional commuter rail system known as Metrolink on member agency-owned and on
private freight railroad rights of way. Additionally, SCRRA provides a range of rail
engineering, construction, operations and maintenance services to its five JPA member
agencies. The JPA member agencies are the Los Angeles County Metropolitan
Transportation Authority (Metro) - previously referred to as MTA, the Orange County
Transportation Authority (OCT A), San Bernardino Associated Governments (SANBAG),
the Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC) and the Ventura County
Transportation Commission (VCTC).

The railroad right of way in the project area is owned by Metro, not the Southern Pacific
Railroad as noted in the Initial Study. SCRRA operates one commuter rail route, the
Antelope Valley Line along this right of way. The proposed Lyons Avenue would cross
the existing two tracks just south of railroad control point Hood (CP Hood). Based on the
project's impact to the rail line and Newhall station, the following recommendations
concerning issues that are germane to our agency's statutory responsibilties in relation
to the proposed project are being conveyed by SCRRA for inclusion in the EI R
development:

700 S. Flower Street 26th Floor Los Angeles CA 90017 Tel (213) 452.0200 Fax (213) 452.0425
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NNSP Lyons Ave. At Grade Crossing
Page 2

1. The SCRRA's Grade Crossing Resolution 98-21 and Grade Crossing Design
Guidelines outline all pertinent policies and procedures that wil be required by the
City for consideration of adding a new crossing, and copies are attached. The
SCRRA's policy is to support the creation of a new rail-highway grade crossing
only if improvements to other grade crossings, including the elimination of grade
crossings are made part of the creation of the new crossing, which together clearly
improve public convenience and safety.

Therefore, the SCRRA requests that as part of the DEIR development, the City
analyze and evaluate not only the closing of the 13th Street crossing, as described
in the NOP, but also: the closing of the Market Street at-grade crossing to
vehicular traffic (and the necessary redirected access from Lyons to the station
parking area); the closing of the Calex crossing; corridor-wide crossing

improvements at the Sanitation District private crossing to the south; safety
enhancements at San Fernando Road (sidewalk, signal preemption, pedestrian
facilities), and Drayton Street safety enhancements. The SCRRA also requests
that these improvements be made prior to or in conjunction with the opening of the
Lyon Street crossing (if approved).

2. Please note that as part of our grade crossing policies, the City wil also need
approval from Metro to add a crossing on the Metro-owned ROW. Metro, as a
SCRRA member agency, would make the request on the City's behalf to the
SCRRA Board of Directors for support of the City's application to the PUC.

3. The Nap states that the implementation of the NNSP wil be incorporated into the
traffc analysis and will be discussed generally in this stage of the EIR. The traffc
analysis in the Stage 1 EIR should evaluate the cumulative impacts of all
development in the project area including, but not limited to, the Downtown
Newhall plan, the Masters College Plan and the North Newhall Specific Plan
(NNSP).

4. The traffc analysis should consider the traffc circulation related to this proposed
at-grade crossing at the extension of Lyons Avenue, particularly in light of the
proximity of San Fernando Road.

5. The traffc circulation plan should also consider linking the three major east side

streets, Lyon, Via Princessa and Magic Mountain to provide similar parallel traffc
flow as San Fernando Road on the west side. It is our understanding that the City
has prior plans for an overcrossing at Magic Mountain, which SCRRA would
support in concept.

6. For train activity and vehicle dwell-time analysis in the project area, please use the
following service characteristics: There are currently 24 weekday Metrolink trains
and an average of 5 daily freight trains through this location; the SCRRA Strategic
Assessment projects 32 weekday Metrolink trains by 2015 and 42 weekday
Metrolink trains by 2020. Weekend service is projected to increase from 12 daily



NNSP Lyons Ave. At Grade Crossing
Page 3

trains to 20 trains by 2020. Future freight trains volumes are expected to increase
by at least 4 daily trains within a couple of years.

7. The crossing area would traverse two tracks and potentially impact the existing CP
Hood. The City shall be responsible for the costs associated with any changes
needed in the control point as a result of the crossing, if approved.

8. Existing or proposed traffic signals within close proximity of the railroad must be
interconnected with the railroad signal controls. This wil allow for proper

preemption to allow vehicular traffic to clear track area prior to arrival of trains.
Close coordination with the City and railroad is critical to allow for safe movements
of vehicles.

9. SCRRA, along with the CPUC, shall participate in the design and construction of
the crossing and this work should be coordinated with our Engineering
department.

As the project moves forward, we request and expect to receive timely notice, in
accordance with Public Resources Code Section 21092.5 and State CEQA Guideline
Section 15088, of subsequent environmental documents relating to this project, and the
time and place of any scheduled public meetings or public hearings by the agency

decision makers at least 10 days prior to such a meeting.

If you have any questions regarding these comments please contact Elizabeth Mahoney,
Government and Regulatory Affairs Manager at 213 452-0259 or mahonevetêscrra.net.

i olow
iet Executive Offcer

Encls.

cc. Patricia Chen, Metro

Susan Chapman, Metro
Rosa Muñoz, CPUC
SCRRA Files
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SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA REGIONAL RAIL AUTHORITY

May 19, 2008

Member Agencies:
Los Angeles County

Metropolitan Transportation

Authority.

Orange County
Transportation Authority.

Riverside County

Transportation Commission.

San Bernardino
Associated Governments.

Ventura County

Transportation Commssion.

Ex Officio Members:

Southern California

Association of Governents.

San Diego Association

of Governents.
State of Californa.

Jason Smisko
Senior Planner, City of Santa Clarita
23620 Valencia Boulevard, Suite 300
Santa Clarita, CA 91355

Subject: NOP of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Proposed North
Newhall Specific Plan (NNSP) Stage 1: Lyons Avenue At-Grade
Crossing

Dear Mr. Smisko,

Thank you for the Notice of Preparation of and EIR for the Lyons Avenue At-Grade
Crossing Project. Over the past two years, the SCRRA and the City have been working
on this project. In the interest of improving railroad safety, the SCRRA continues to
recommend that the crossing be grade separated, rather than at-grade. In that regard,
the following comments are submitted as applicable to the CEQA EIR process.

As you are aware, the SCRRA is a five-county Joint Powers Authority (JPA) that operates
the regional commuter rail system known as Metrolink on member agency-owned and on
private freight railroad rights of way. Additionally, SCRRA provides a range of rail
engineering, construction, operations and maintenance services to its five JPA member
agencies. The JPA member agencies are the Los Angeles County Metropolian
Transportation Authority (Metro) - previously referred to as MTA, the Orange County
Transportation Authority (OCT A), San Bernardino Associated Governments (SANBAG),
the Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC) and the Ventura County
Transportation Commission (VCTC).

The railroad right of way in the project area is owned by Metro, not the Southern Pacific
Railroad as noted in the Initial Study. SCRRA operates one commuter rail route, the
Antelope Valley Line along this right of way. The proposed Lyons Avenue would cross
the existing two tracks just south of railroad control point Hood (CP Hood). Based on the
project's impact to the rail line and Newhall station, the following recommendations
concerning issues that are germane to our agency's statutory responsibilities in relation
to the proposed project are being conveyed by SCRRA for inclusion in the EIR
development:

700 S. Flower Street 26th Floor Los Angeles CA 90017 Tel (213) 452.0200 Fax (213) 452.0425
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NNSP Lyons Ave. At Grade Crossing
Page 2

1. The SCRRA's Grade Crossing Resolution 98-21 and Grade Crossing Design
Guidelines outline all pertinent policies and procedures that will be required by the
City for consideration of adding a new crossing, and copies are attached. The
SCRRA's policy is to support the creation of a new rail-highway grade crossing
only if improvements to other grade crossings, including the elimination of grade
crossings are made part of the creation of the new crossing, which together clearly
improve public convenience and safety.

Therefore, the SCRRA requests that as part of the DEIR development, the City
analyze and evaluate not only the closing of the 13th Street crossing, as described
in the NOP, but also: the closing of the Market Street at-grade crossing to
vehicular traffic (and the necessary redirected access from Lyons to the station
parking area); the closing of the Calex crossing; corridor-wide crossing

improvements at the Sanitation District private crossing to the south; safety
enhancements at San Fernando Road (sidewalk, signal preemption, pedestrian
facilities), and Drayton Street safety enhancements. The SCRRA also requests
that these improvements be made prior to or in conjunction with the opening of the
Lyon Street crossing (if approved).

2. Please note that as part of our grade crossing policies, the City will also need
approval from Metro to add a crossing on the Metro-owned ROW. Metro, as a
SCRRA member agency, would make the request on the City's behalf to the
SCRRA Board of Directors for support of the City's application to the PUC.

3. The NOP states that the implementation of the NNSP will be incorporated into the
traffic analysis and will be discussed generally in this stage of the EIR. The traffc
analysis in the Stage 1 EIR should evaluate the cumulative impacts of all
development in the project area including, but not limited to, the Downtown
Newhall plan, the Masters College Plan and the North Newhall Specific Plan
(NNSP).

4. The traffic analysis should consider the traffic circulation related to this proposed
at-grade crossing at the extension of Lyons Avenue, particularly in light of the
proximity of San Fernando Road.

5. The traffc circulation plan should also consider linking the three major east side

streets, Lyon, Via Princessa and Magic Mountain to provide similar parallel traffc
flow as San Fernando Road on the west side. It is our understanding that the City
has prior plans for an overcrossing at Magic Mountain, which SCRRA would
support in concept.

6. For train activity and vehicle dwell-time analysis in the project area, please use the
following service characteristics: There are currently 24 weekday Metrolink trains
and an average of 5 daily freight trains through this location; the SCRRA Strategic
Assessment projects 32 weekday Metrolink trains by 2015 and 42 weekday
Metrolink trains by 2020. Weekend service is projected to increase from 12 daily



NNSP Lyons Ave. At Grade Crossing
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trains to 20 trains by 2020. Future freight trains volumes are expected to increase
by at least 4 daily trains within a couple of years.

7. The crossing area would traverse two tracks and potentially impact the existing CP
Hood. The City shall be responsible for the costs associated with any changes
needed in the control point as a result of the crossing, if approved.

8. Existing or proposed traffic signals within close proximity of the railroad must be
interconnected with the railroad signal controls. This will allow for proper

preemption to allow vehicular traffic to clear track area prior to arrival of trains.
Close coordination with the City and railroad is critical to allow for safe movements
of vehicles.

9. SCRRA, along with the CPUC, shall participate in the design and construction of
the crossing and this work should be coordinated with our Engineering
department.

As the project moves forward, we request and expect to receive timely notice, in
accordance with Public Resources Code Section 21092.5 and State CEQA Guideline
Section 15088, of subsequent environmental documents relating to this project, and the
time and place of any scheduled public meetings or public hearings by the agency

decision makers at least 10 days prior to such a meeting.

If you have any questions regarding these comments please contact Elizabeth Mahoney,
Government and Regulatory Affairs Manager at 213 452-0259 or mahoneveCCscrra.net.

i olow
ief Executive Officer

Encls.

cc. Patricia Chen, Metro

Susan Chapman, Metro
Rosa Muñoz, CPUC
SCRRA Files



'~'METROLINK. Southern California Regional Rail Authority
700 South Flower Street, 26th Floor
Los Angeles, California 90017-4101

GRADE CROSSING DESIGN GUIDELINES

1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Purpose

The Southern California Regional Rail Authority (SCRR) Board Members have asked its staff to develop
Crossing Guidelines to provide uniform and consistent design standards for crossing construction and
maintenance. The information provided in the Guidelines wil be useful to consulting engineers and public
agencies when wanting to initiate new crossing(s) or modifYing existing crossing(s).

1.2 Scope

The Guidelines are not intended as complete constrction, maintenance and operation specifications, but are
requirements, which are most important for safe constrction and maintenance of grade crossings. These
guidelines include SCRR policy, regulatory responsibility, public, private, pedestrian and grade separation
design criteria, crossing approval procedures, funding, design and constrction requirements and contact list.

1.3 Definitions

Diagnostic Team

Highway-Rail
Grade Crossing

Grade Separation

Member Agency

Overhead

A Diagnostic Team is a group of knowledgeable representatives of parties of
interest in a Highway-Rail Grade Crossing, organized by the public authority or
private property owner responsible for that Highway-Rail Grade Crossing, who,
using crossing safety management principles, evaluate conditions at a Highway-
Rail Grade Crossing to make determinations or recommendations for the public
authority or private propert owner concerning safety needs at that Highway-Rail
Grade Crossing. A Diagnostic Team is usually composed of railroad personnel,
public safety or law enforcement, engineering personnel from the public

authority or private owner with responsibility for the highway that crosses the
railroad, and other concerned parties.

The general area where a highway and a railroad's right-of-way cross at the same
level, within which are included the railroad tracks, highway, and traffc control
devices for highway traffc traversing that area.

A crossing of a highway and a railroad at different levels.

Any specific county transportation agency(s), whose right-of-way or propert is
directly affected by this project. The SCRR Member Agencies are the Los
Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MT A), the Orange
County Transportation Authority (OCTA), the Riverside County Transportation
Commission (RCTe), the San Bernardino Associated Governments (SANBAG),
and the Ventura County Transportation Commission (VCTC).
A grade separated highway over a railroad.
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Pedestrian Crossing A Highway-Rail Grade Crossing that is used by pedestrians but not by vehicles.

Private Crossing A Highway-Rail Grade Crossing that is on a privately owned roadway used only
by the private propert owner or licensee.

Public Agency The federal governent and any agencies, departments or subdivisions
thereof; the State of California; and any county, city, city and county district,
joint powers agency, municipal corporation, or any other political subdivision or
public corporation therein, requesting and sponsoring the Rail-with- Trail project.

Public Crossing A Highway-Rail Grade Crossing that is on a roadway under the
jurisdiction of and maintained by a public authority and open to the traveling
public.

SCRR A five-county joint powers authority, created pursuant to State of
California Public Utilties Code Section 130255 and California Government
Code Section 6500 et seq., to build, maintain and operate the "Metrolink"
commuter train system. The five-county member agencies are comprised of the
following: Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA),
Ventura County Transportation Commission (VCTC), Orange County
Transportation Authority (aCTA), San Bernardino Associated Governments
(SANBAG), and Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC).
SCRR builds, operates and maintains commuter rail system in the five-county
area on rail rights-of-ways owned by the member agencies.

Underpass A grade separated highway under a railroad.

1.4 Reference Standards

Grade crossing planing, design, funding, maintenance and operation shall comply with the current editions
of the following codes, specifications, standards, and recommended practices:

1. Southern California Regional Rail Authority (SCRR)
2. Public Utilities Commission of the State of California (CPUC)
3. Streets and Highways Code of the State of California (S&H)
4. State of Californa Departent of Transportation (CAL TRANS)
5. American Railway Engineering and Maintenance-of-Way Association (AREMA)
6. The Association of American Railroads (AAR)

7. Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE)
8. Standard Specifications of Public Works Constrction of the Joint Cooperative Committee (SSPWC)
9. U.S. Deparent of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration (FHW A)
10. Work Area Traffic Control Handbook (WATCH)

2.0 SCRR POLICY ON CROSSINGS

It is the SCRR policy, to support and promote the elimination of Highway-Rail Grade Crossings to the

extent feasible on all regional rail lines, oppose the creation of new Highway-Rail Grade Crossings, and
promote to the extent feasible the improvement of remaining Highway-Rail Grade Crossings.

SCRRetrolink Page 2 06/09/04
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SCRR, along with the CPUC, Caltrans, AAR and FHW A are intensifying its efforts in promoting its safety
program by eliminating Highway-Rail Grade Crossings when possible and working with local authorities in
upgrading of other Highway-Rail Grade Crossings. The efforts include following possible alternatives:

1. Elimination of Highway-Rail Grade Crossings where possible by construction of Grade Separations,
consolidations, relocation of highways and/or railroads, and establishment of no new Highway-Rail
Grade Crossings.

2. Upgrade of Highway-Rail Grade Crossings in accordance with priorities established by designated
State and Federal agencies, and working in close coordination with local agencies.

SCRR Board approved Resolution 98-21 in 1998 establishing a Highway-Rail Grade Crossing policy. New
Highway-Rail Grade Crossings may be granted only on a case-by-case basis and only if the SCRR Member
Agency requests an establishment ofa new Highway-Rail Grade Crossing and the CPUC authorizes it.

SCRR may support the creation of a new Highway-Rail Grade Crossing only if the elimination of other
existing Highway-Rail Grade Crossing(s) and/or improvement to existing Highway-Rail Grade Crossing(s)
are made par of the creation of the new Highway-Rail Grade Crossing which together clearly improve public
convenience and safety. If the new crossing is a Highway-Rail Grade Crossing, the Public Agency must
convincingly show that a separation is impracticable and that the public convenience and necessity absolutely
require a Highway-Rail Grade Crossing. SCRR may ask the Public Agency to prepare an engineering
report showing in precise details, why a separated crossing is not practicable. SCRR does not believe that a
lack of finances should be a reason for authorizing the constrction of a Highway-Rail Grade Crossing.

3.0 CPUC REQUIREMENTS

CPUC has the exclusive authority to regulate public utilties including railroads in California. Public Utilities
(PU) Code Sections 1201- i 220 have rules and regulations regarding railroad crossings. Section 1201
requires that no public road, highway, or street shall be constructed across the track of any railroad
corporation at-grade without having first secured the permission of the Commission. Section 1202 says that
the CPUC has the exclusive power (a) to determine and prescribe the maner, including the paricular point
of crossing, and terms of installation, operation, maintenance, use, and protection of each grade crossing, (b)
to alter, relocate, or abolish by physical closing any such crossing, and (c) to require, where in its judgment it
would be practical, a separation of grades at any crossing and prescribe the terms upon which such separation
shall be made and the proportions in which the expenses shall be divided. PU Code Sections 1201-1205
require that Public Agencies fie a Commission application for authority to construct a new public Highway-
Rail Grade Crossing, major alteration to an existing crossing, or a grade separated crossings.

Refer to State of Calitàmia wvvw.leginfo.ca.gov/calaw.html web site for further information on PU Code
Sections.
4.0 PUBLIC CROSSINGS

4.1 Jurisdiction

The CPUC has the exclusive power to determine and prescribe the maner, including the particular point of
crossing, and terms of installation, operation, maintenance, use, and protection of each Highway-Rail Grade
Crossings; and to alter, relocate, or abolish by physical closing any Highway-Rail Grade Crossings.

SCRR Board approved Resolution 98-21 in 1998 establishing a Highway-Rail Grade Crossing policy. New
Highway-Rail Grade Crossings may be granted only on a case-by-case basis and only if the SCRR Member
Agency requests an establishment ofa new Highway-Rail Grade Crossing and the CPUC authorizes it.

SCRRetrolink Page 3 06/09/04
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4.2 Approval Procedures

Public Utilities Code Sections 1201-1205 require that Public Agency fie a Commission application for
authority to construct a new Highway-Rail Grade Crossing and major alteration to an existing crossing.

The following procedures and steps wil be taken by the Public Agency to obtain approval of a new

Highway-Rail Grade Crossing from SCRR and CPUC.

1. Public Agency requesting a new Highway-Rail Grade Crossing wil contact SCRRA (Manager of
Public Projects) and CPUC to inquire about the possibilty of creating a new Highway-Rail Grade
Crossing across the railroad property. The Public Agency must convincingly show that a Grade
Separation is impracticable and that the public convenience and necessity absolutely require a
Highway-Rail Grade Crossing. SCRR and CPUC may ask the Public Agency to prepare an
engineering report showing in precise details, why a Grade Separation is not practicable. The
Public Agency wil also be asked to look at elimination of other existing Highway-Rail Grade
Crossing(s) or improvement to existing Highway-Rail Grade Crossing(s).

2. If SCRR and CPUC concur that a Highway-Rail Grade Crossing is necessar, the Public Agency
will contact the Member Agency to request an approval of the Highway-Rail Grade Crossing.
Member Agency wil request approval of the Highway-Rail Grade Crossing from SCRR Board.
SCRR Board will consider approval of the Highway-Rail Grade Crossing on a case-by-case basis.
If SCRR Board approves the Highway-Rail Grade Crossing, the Public Agency wil star CPUC
approval process as per PU Code Sections 1201-1205.

3. The Public Agency shall prepare and furnish SCRR and CPUC thirt (30) percent plans of the
proposed work. The plan should be drawn to scale and should show the following: (i) plan of
crossing, (ii) existing and proposed protection, (iii) width of paving, tracks, (iv) significant
topography, (v) limits of right-of-way, (vi) a profie of highway approaches, and (vii) other
details suffcient to allow proper location of protective devices.

4. A Diagnostic Team meeting wil be held at the site, which should include the SCRR, CPUC,
other operating railroads, Public Agency and any other concerned parties. The meeting shall
address the scope of the project, work required by SCRR, warning devices requirements, and
financial arrangements. Warning devices shall be as per CPUC General Order No. 75-C,
www.cpuc.ca.gov/PUBLISHEDiGraphics/647-2.pdf. "Regulations Governing the Protection of
Crossing at Grade of Roads, Highways, and Streets with Railroads in the State of California".

5. Public Agency wil submit an application to CPUC and SCRR. Refer to the CPUC web site forCPUC application procedures
WWW.cPuc.ca.gov 1 stati c/industry Itrans poitation/rai I +crossings+program/fil ing+procedures/index.
htm. The application shall contain information as required by CPUC, Rules of Practice and
Procedure, Article 10, Rule 38, "To Construct a Public Highway Across a Railroad". An
environmental report wil have to be submitted as a part of the application. The Public Agency
will complete the U.S. DOT Crossing Inventory Form http://safetydata.fra.dot.gov/officeofsafètv/
(Form FRA F 6180.71).

6. If the CPUC, SCRR, United Transportation Union and other operating railroads can not agree to
a project, then the CPUC, SCRR United Transportation Union and other operating railroads can
fie a formal protest to the application and request a hearing before an Administrative Law Judge
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to decide the merits of the project. This process can take a maximum of eighteen (18) months. If
no hearings are necessary and all issues are worked out before the application is fied, the CPUC
Rail Crossing Engineering Staff can handle the application much more quickly.

7. SCRR wil prepare a Construction and Maintenance agreement outlining the share of
responsibilities and expenses. A draft of the agreement wil be sent to the Public Agency for
review. When acceptable to both parties, the SCRRA will execute two copies and send them to
the Public Agencies for execution. The Public Agency wil return both executed copies to the
SCRR for their execution.

8. The Public Agency wil send a copy of the fully executed Construction and Maintenance

agreement to the CPUC.

9. The Public Agency shall prepare and submit a legal description and plat (by professional land
surveyor) showing the proposed encumbrance to the Member Agency. The Member Agency wil
prepare an easement agreement and send a draft to the Public Agency. When acceptable, the
Member Agency and Public Agency wil execute two copies ofthe easement agreement. Since it
is necessary to have an independent appraisal of the propert and the appraisal process requires
longer time, it is suggested that the Public Agency start easement agreement preparation as soon
as SCRR grants initial project approval.

10. The Public Agency shall furnish SCRR and CPUC final plans of the proposed work for review,
comments and approvaL.

11. Once the CPUC (staff approves the project and CPUC Commissioners issue a fonnal decision
authorizing the project) and SCRR are in concurence with the project, the Public Agency can
proceed with the constrction work.

4.2.1 Public Crossing Modifications

The procedures and steps to be taken by the Public Agency to obtain approval for major alteration are similar
to the procedures shown above in this Section. However, CPUC General Order No. 88-B provides for an
infonnal process for authorizing minor alterations, such as Highway-Rail Grade Crossing widening within
the existing street right-of-way, approach grade changes, track elevation changes, roadway realignent that is
functionally related to the existing crossing and can be achieved within the existing or a contiguous right-of-
way, or addition on one track within the existing railroad right-of-way. Refer to the CPUC web site forCPUC application procedures
www.cpuc.ca.gov¡static/industry¡transportationlrail+crossings+program¡filing+procedures/index.htm. Refer
to CPUC General Order No. 88-B www.cpuc.ca.g:ov/word pdf/GENERAL ORDER/33542.pdf: "Rules for
Altering Public Road-Highway Grade Crossings", for more infonnation.

4.3 Funding

Public Agency interested in developing a new Public Crossing is responsible for financing of the Public
Crossing.

4.3.1 Public Crossing Modifcations

As provided by Title 23, United States Code, Section 130 (23 U.S.C. 130), the "Section 130 Program"
provides federal funds to improve safety at existing highway-rail grade crossings. The purpose of the Section
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130 Program is to reduce the number, severity and potential of hazards to motorists, bicyclists, and
pedestrians at highway-rail grade crossings. The Section 130 Program is a cooperative effort between the
FHW A, Caltrans, CPUC, railroad companies and Public Agencies.

Caltrans has established an Offce of Local Programs that assists local agencies in taking advantage of State
and Federal funded transportation programs. The Office of Local Programs processes funding applications,
federal documents and serves as the primary contact for Public Agencies. The Office of Local Programs
establishes a multi-year program, ensures that most high priority projects are being selected and implements a
structured process of approval and disapproval of cost and project schedule. Refer to Offce of Local
Programs, Local Assistance Program Guidelines, www.dot.ca.gov!hq/LocaIPrograins/lpp/LPP97-05.pdt:
Chapter 10, for more information on project eligibilty, selection and programming procedures, funding,
implementation, and administration.

CPUC is responsible for establishing priority lists of projects, which are in need of funding for modifications.
These lists are determined on the basis of criteria established by the CPUC. Refer to CPUC guidelines titled
"Guidelines for the Federal Aid At-Grade Highway-Rail Crossing Program"
http://www.cpnc.ca. gOY / stati c!i ndustry (transportation/ crossings/ cpuc+secti on+ i 3 O+guide lines. pdf for

information on crossing selection, review process and acceptable scope of work and improvements.

4.4 Agreements

4.4.1 Real Estate Agreement

A license or easement agreement from the Member Agency whose right-of-way is directly affected by the
project is necessar for the Public Crossing. The license or easement agreement wil include requirements,
terms and conditions related to indemnification, license fees and compensations, assumption of risk and
waiver, insurance, tests and inspections, maintenance and repair, breach, abandonment, reimbursement,
construction, relocation, payments, hazardous/toxic materials, compliance with laws etc.

4.4.2 Construction and Maintenance (C&M) Agreement

A Constrction and maintenance (C&M) agreement between the railroad and Public Agency responsible for
the highway is also necessar for the Public Crossing. This agreement wil include detailed work description;
method of payment; responsibility for design, constrction, fuding and maintenance; cost estimates of
railroad work; form, duration and amount of insurance; and liabilty at the Public Crossing.

4.5 Design

The design ofthe Public Crossing projects wil be done by Public Agency.

The following are some of the references that should be consulted for the design of crossing projects:

1. CPUC General Order No. 72-B, "Rules Governing the Construction and Maintenance of Crossing
At-Grade of Railroads with Public Streets, Roads and Highway in the State of California".

2. CPUC General Order No. 75-C, "Regulations Governing the Protection of Crossing at Grade of
Roads, Highways, and Streets with Railroads in the State of California".

3. FHW A, "Railroad-Highway Grade Crossing Handbook".
4. U.S. Departent of Transportation, FHW A, "Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices".
5. CALTRANS, "MUTCD 2003 California Supplement".
6. Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), "Geometric Design for Highway-Rail Intersections".
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7. ITE, "Traffc Engineering Handbook".

8. Applicable SCRR Engineering Standards.

Site and operational improvements can contribute greatly to safety of Highway-Rail Grade Crossings. Site
improvements to be considered are: sight distances (ahead of crossing, across the approach quadrants and
along the track), geometries (horizontal and vertical alignents), illuminations, safety barriers and flagging.

Passive grade crossing warning deviees; pavement markings to supplement the regulatory and warning
messages presented by crossing signs and signals; and active grade crossing warning system that give
warning of the approach or presence of a train shall be designed and installed for all Highway-Rail Grade
Crossings standards, guidelines and requirements.

CPUC has uniform standards for Highway-Rail Grade Crossing protection to be used in the State of
California. CPUC General Order No. 75-C has standards on installation and maintenance of signs, signals,
markings and other waring devices at Highway-Rail Grade Crossings. MUTCD also has guidelines on
waring devices at Highway-Rail Grade Crossings. Refer to Par 8, "Traffc Controls for Highway-Rail
Grade Crossings" for further information. The MUTCD is a Federal standard under Title 23, United States
Code lO9(d) and is incorporated by reference into Code of Federal Regulations. Considered by the FHWA
as a national standard, the MUTCD has the force oflaw.

The SCRR signal department prepares, at Public Agency's cost, the design for the active traffc control
system including the train detection circuits.

The Highway-Rail Grade Crossing surface for all new construction and maintenance project wil be pre-cast
concrete panels as per SCRR Engineering Standard No. ES2006.

4.5.1 Preemption

When a Highway-Rail Grade Crossing is equipped with flashing-light signal system and is located within 200
feet of an intersection or mid-block location controlled by a traffc control signal, the traffc control signal
should be provided with preemption. Traffc control signals at the intersections located further than 200 feet
from the Highway-Rail Grade Crossing should also be considered for preemption if factors such as traffic
volume, vehicle mix, vehicle and train approach speeds, frequency of trains and queue lengths determines a
need for preemption.

Refer to SCRR's "Preemption Guidelines" for fuher information on existing standards, definitions,
interconnection, preemption and preemption circuit. The preemption guidelines are available on SCRR's
website at www.metrolinktrains.com ("About Metrolink", "Public Projects" and "Grade Crossings").

4.6 Construction

The construction shall meet requirements stated in SCRR's standard specifications, guidelines and
engineering standards and shall also meet AREMA requirements.

Public Agency shall comply with the rules and regulations contained in the curent editions of the following
SCRR documents during the constrction of the project: (i) Right-of-Entr agreement (SCRR Form No.
6), (ii) Rules and Requirements for Constrction on Railroad Propert (SCRR Form No. 37), (iii) General
Safety Regulations for Constructionlaintenance Activity on Railway Propert, and (iv) Applicable SCRR
Engineering Stadards.
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Public Agency shall notify SCRRA five (5) working days in advance of any construction or maintenance
activity which wil occur between lines two feet outside of the outside rails. Public Agency shall be
responsible to reimburse SCRR the actual cost and expense incurred by SCRR for all services and
work performed in connection with the crossing project including a computed surcharge representing
SCRR's costs for administration and management.

The SCRR signal department constructs, at Public Agency's cost, the active traffc control system including
the train detection circuits.

4.6.1 Temporary Traffc Control

Temporar traffic control shall be used when a maintenance or construction activity is located on the railroad
nght-of-way or when the activity is located in the vicinity of Highway-Rail Grade Crossing, which could
result in queuing of vehicles across the railroad tracks.

Refer to SCRR's "Temporary Traffic Control Guidelines for Highway-Rail Grade Crossings" for
further information on definitions, referenced standards, traffc control plans, submittals, traffic control
elements and responsibility/authority for the temporary traffc control at Highway-Rail Grade Crossing.
The guidelines provide acceptable alternatives and procedures to prescribe the appropriate temporary

traffc control measures at highway-rail grade crossings. The guidelines are available on SCRR's
website.

4.7 Maintenance

Maintenance of Highway-Rail Grade Crossings wil be as per CPUC General Order No. 72-B,

wvvw.cPuc.ca.gov/published/graphics/646-2.pdf "Rules Governing the Construction and Maintenance of
Crossing At-Grade of Railroads with Public Streets, Roads and Highway in the State of California". As
per Section VII of this General Order, railroad corporation (SCRR) wil maintain, repair and renew the
crossing area between lines two (2) feet outside of the rails of each track. When two or more tracks are
involved, SCRR shall maintain the area between the tracks where the distance between the centerlines
of tracks is fifteen (15) feet or less measured at the centerline of the highway, normal to the tracks. As
per Section VII, the Public Agency wil maintain the approaches and those portions of the crossing not
included under railroad responsibility above.

5.0 PRIATE CROSSINGS

5.1 Jurisdiction

SCRR is responsible for approving or denying new Private Crossing. SCRR will grant permission to
constrct a new Private Crossing only if no alternative means of access and a constrction of a Grade
Separation are not feasible. As mentioned earlier in Section 2.0, new Private Crossings wil be granted only
on a case-by-case basis and only if the SCRR Member Agency requests an establishment of new private
grade crossing.

Generally, CPUC application is not necessary for a new Private Crossing but under certain conditions the
CPUC may require it. Since CPUC has the exclusive power to determine and prescribe the manner, and term
of installation, operation, maintenance, use, and protection of each grade crossing, SCRR wil request
CPUC for their input on the installation of a new private grade crossing. The CPUC has in the past made
investigations of Private Crossings on an informal basis and also requested formal commission investigations.
Where evidence showed public use of Private Crossings, the commission has ordered both improvements
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and/or closure of the Private Crossing under PU codes.

Traffc on the Private Crossing wil be limited to the licensee, employees, family and business invitees. Ifthe
general public were involved, the crossing would be treated as a Public Crossing.

5.2 Approval Procedures

The procedures and steps to be taken by a propert owner to obtain approval of a new Private Crossing are
similar to the procedures shown in Section 4.2 for a new Public Crossings except that CPUC approval is not
necessary. However, as mentioned in Section 5.1, SCRR wil generally request CPUC input on the
installation of a new Private Crossing.

5.3 Funding

Private propert owners are responsible for financing ofthe new Private Crossing.

5.4 Agreements

The requirements on agreements for Private Crossing are similar to the requirements shown in Section 4.4 for
Public Crossings.

5.5 Design

The design of the Private Crossing projects will be done by Propert owner. Passive grade crossing waring
devices, pavement markings and active grade crossing waring system shall be designed and installed at all
Private Crossings.

For additional information on design requirements, refer to Section 4.5 on design for Public Crossings.

5.6 Construction

The requirements on construction for Private Crossing are similar to the requirements shown in Section 4.6
for Public Crossings.

5.7 Maintenance

Maintenance of the railroad track and signals at Private Crossing is the responsibility of the SCRR. The
propert owner is responsible to reimburse SCRR for all costs related to the maintenance of the Private
Crossing including track and signal maintenance. The cost for the maintenance of the railroad signals wil be
as per CPUC requirements and resolutions or as per conditions included in the C&M agreement.

6.0 PEDESTRIAN CROSSINGS

The requirements on jurisdiction, approval procedures, fuding, agreements, design and maintenance for
Pedestrian Crossings are similar to the requirements shown in Section 4.0 for Public Crossings. The
requirements for grade separated Pedestrian Crossings are similar to the requirements shown in Section 7.0
for Grade Separations. Refer to these requirements for Pedestrian Crossings.

7.0 GRADE SEPARATIONS
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7.1 Jurisdiction

The CPUC requires that no public road, highway, or street shall be constrcted across the track of any
railroad corporation without having first secured the permission of the Commission. CPUC has the exclusive
power to require, where in its judgment it would be practical, a separation of grades at any Highway-Rail
Grade Crossing and prescribe the terms upon which such separation shall be made and the proportions in
which the expenses shall be divided.

7.2 Approval Procedures

The procedures and steps to be taken by the Public Agency to obtain approval for major alteration are similar
to the procedures shown above in Section 4.2. However, CPUC General Order No. 88-B provides for an
informal process for authorizing Grade Separations that closes one or more highway-rail grade crossings.

Refer to the CPUC web site for CPUC application procedures
www.epne.ea.gov/static/inctustrv/transportation/rail+crossings+programltling+proeedures/inctex.htm. Refer
to CPUC General Order No. 88-8 W\"''W.epue.ca.gov/word pdtìGENERAL ORDER/33542.pdf, "Rules for
Altering Public Road-Highway Grade Crossings", for more information.

7.3 Funding

Public Agency interested in developing a Grade Separation is responsible for financing of a Grade
Separation.

Federal and State fuding is available for Grade Separation projects that eliminate one or more Highway-Rail
Grade Crossings. CPUC is responsible for establishing priority lists of projects, which are in need of fuding
for separation. These lists are determined on the basis of criteria established by the CPUC.

California Streets and Highways (S&H) Code Sections 190 and 2450-2461 has rules and regulations
regarding fuding for Grade Separations. Funding for projects included on priority list, prepared by CPUC,
is provided as per S&H Code Section 190. The basis for allocation and state requirements are contained in
S&H Code Sections 2450-2461. Refer to S&H web site '.'\'W.leginfo.ca.gov/calaw.html for fuher
information on Code Sections.

7.4 Agreements

The requirements on agreements for Grade Separation are similar to the requirements shown in Section 4.4
for Public Crossings.

7.5 Design

The design of the Grade Separation projects wil be done by Public Agency.

Railroad bridges shall be designed for all loads specified in Chapter 8 and i 5 of the AREMA ManuaL. The
railroad live load to be applied is a Cooper's E-80.

The support and shoring systems shall meet the latest rules and requirements of: SCRR Form No. 37
available on SCRR's website at www.metrolinktrains.com ("About Metrolink", "Public Projects" and
"Grade Crossings"), American Association of State Highway and Transportation Offcials (AASHTO),
AREMA, and Caltrans Trenching and Shoring ManuaL.
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The falsework wil meet the rules and requirements of Caltrans Falsework ManuaL. Temporar collsion
posts set in concrete and extending not less than 16 feet above the top of the rail shall be installed on both
sides of the bents and located 10 feet clear of the centerline of the nearest track and approximately 100 feet in
advance of the falsework. Collsion posts wil preferably be steel I-beams with web parallel to the track.
Falsework wil be sheathed solid on the side adjacent to track between 3 and 17 feet above the top of the raiL.

A demolition plan indicating the method of track protection, the sequence of demolition and describing the
procedure and equipment to be used during demolition shall be submitted to SCRR for review and
approvaL.

All Overhead and Underpass strctures shall provide the horizontal and vertical clearances for anticipated
futue tracks, changes in track alignents and raising of tracks for maintenance purposes. SCRR shall be
contacted prior to finalizing the clearances.

For additional information on design requirements, refer to Section 4.5 on design for Public Crossings.

7.5.1 Overhead

A permanent minimum vertical clearance of 24' -0" shall be provided for all bridges, measured from the top
of the high rail to the lower point of the strcture in the horizontal area. SCRR Engineering Standard No.
ES2 1 02 shall be consulted for more information.

A temporary minimum horizontal clearance of 15'-0" from the centerline of track (including temporary
falsework) shall be provided for all bridges. A temporary minimum vertical clearance of 22'-6" above
the top of the rail shall be provided for all bridges. The temporary minimum clearance of 22' -6" may be
reduced to 21'-6", if prior approval is obtained in writing from SCRR, CPUC and other operating
freight railroads.

Whenever practicable, overhead bridge strctue shall have all piers and abutments located outside of the
railroad right-of-way. If this is not nor feasible, all piers and abutments shall be located more than 25'-0"
from the face of pier to the centerline of the nearest track. SCRR permission must be obtained to locate
piers and abutments closer than 25' -0".

Crash wall, if necessar and as per AREMA standards, shall be provided for piers and abutments located
closer than 25' -0".

7.5.2 Underpass

Cast-in-place bridge structure is not approved for construction on SCRR System. Steel spans with concrete
deck (I-beams, deck girders, thr girders), prestressed or precast concrete girders with concrete deck, and
prestressed precast box girder bridges are acceptable. Prior to selection of the type of superstructure for the
Underpass, SCRR permission must be obtained.

A minimum vertical clearance of 16'-6" shall be provided for all bridges, measured from the bottom of the
superstructure to the higher point of the roadway pavement. A minimum vertical clearance of 15'-0" may be
accepted if prior approval is obtained in writing from SCRR and if sacrificial girders not caring any
railroad loads are provided on each sides ofthe bridge.

The Public Agency wil assume the repair costs for damage to the bridge by highway traffc. In the event of
damage to the bridge or the girders by highway traffc, the extent and method of repair shall be agreed upon
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by the Public Agency and SCRR. If the Public Agency fails, refuses or neglects to pedonn the repair to the
bridge, SCRR wil pedonn any work necessary to place the highway and appurtenances in such condition
as wil not endanger or intedere SCRR facilties or operations or jeopardize SCRR employees. The Public
Agency shall reimburse SCRR for all the expenses.

7.5.3 Shoofly Track

The shoofly track design shall confonn to all Federal, State, SCRR and Local standards and regulations
applicable. The shoofly shall be designed for maximum authorized speed for passenger and freight trains
shown in SCRR Timetable and Track Charts. SCRR pennission must be obtained if shoofly is to be
designed for lower speeds to meet existing site conditions. The track curve speed, superelevation and spiral
length will meet the requirements shown in SCRR Engineering Standard ES2302.

7.6 Construction

The requirements on constrction for Grade Separations are similar to the requirements shown in Section 4.6
for Public Crossings.

7.6.1 Shoofly Track Construction

If existing track is removed temporarly durng shoofly constrction, the existing rail wil be put up on blocks
and not on the ground, concrete ties wil be stacked with space dunnage boards so that the ties are not resting
on the shoulders of the lower ties, clips are put in containers protected from weather and new insulators and
pads are used for the track.

The shoofly track can have class 1 relay rails with 6" base (132, 133 or 136) on 14" tie plates, however, the
rails and welds wil be ultrasonically tested (unless new rail is tested at plant). Wood ties are acceptable for
shoofly track with Engineering Standard ES1404 spiking pattern. Jointed rail can be used with less that 1/2"
end mismatch and 36" six-hole joint bars.

The track on the underpass strctures wil be constrcted with concrete ties (guard rail ties) and 50 feet on
each side of the bridge. If existing rail and concrete ties are used for this work, all welds wil be tested
ultrasonically, new insulators and pads wil be used and all new & replacement clips wil be galvanized.

7.7 Maintenance

7.7.1 Overhead

The Public Agency is responsible to maintain, repair, and renew the entire Grade Separation strcture,
including piers and abutments, retaining walls, lighting, drainage system, roadway pavement, roadway
facilities, curb and gutter, striping, signage and appurtenances. Public Agency is responsible for removal of
graffti from the bridge strctue, piers, abutments and retaining walls on a regular basis.

7.7.2 Underpass

SCRR is responsible for the maintenance of the superstrcture of the Grade Separation structue above the
bridge seats, including bearing assemblies, roadbed, tracks, railroad drainage, and all other related railroad
facilities.

The Public Agency is responsible to maintain the bridge strcture and appurtenances below the bridge seats,
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including piers and abutments, retaining walls, roadway ilumination & electrical appurtenances, drainage
system, roadway pavement, roadway facilties, curb and gutter, striping, signage, aesthetic or cosmetic design
elements or painting added to the superstructure soffts or facades and appurtenances. Public Agency is
responsible for removal of graffiti from all component surfaces of the overall project, including retaining
walls, substrcture and superstructure (above and below the bridge seats) of the Grade Separation strcture.

8.0 QUIET ZONES

United States Congress on November 2, 1994 passed Public Law 103-440 ("Act"), which added § 20153 to
title 49 of the United States Code. Subsections (I) and U) were added on October 9, 1996 that amended §
20153 by Public Law 104-264. The law requires the Secretar of Transportation (whose authority in this area
has been delegated to the Federal Railroad Administrator (49 CFR 1.49), to issue regulations to require the
use of locomotive horns at public grade crossings, but gives the agency the authority to make reasonable
exceptions. On January 13, 2000, FRA published a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM) in the Federal
Register (65 FR 2230) addressing the use of locomotive horns at public highway-rail grade crossings. FRA
issued an Interim Final Rule on December 18,2003.

The Interim Final Rule has all the legal attributes of the finale rule and wil be in effect on December 18,
2004. Interim Final Rule on locomotive horns at highway-rail grade crossings published by FRA in Federal
Register should be consulted for detailed information on this rule. The rule is available on FRA's Website at
http://www.fra.dot.gov/ContentJ.asp'?P=1318.

Public Agency should coordinate the design, constrction and improvements of Highway-Rail Grade
Crossings involved in the Quiet Zone projects with SCRR.

9.0 CONTACTS

The following is a partial list of agencies that shall be contacted for information on the crossing

application, design, construction and funding:

1. SCRR:

Manager Public Projects
Southern California Regional Rail Authority
700 South Flower Street, Suite 2600
Los Angeles, CA 90017-4101
Phone: (213) 452-0249
Fax: (213) 452-0423

E-mail: mathieur(gscrra.net

2. CPUC:

Refer to the CPUC web site for CPUC contacts WWW.cpuc.ca.gov.

3. CALTRANS:

Refer to the Caltrans www.dot.ca.gov web site for their contacts.

4. SECTION 130:
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Refer to CPUC web site for Caltrans Offce of Local Programs, Section i 30
www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LocaIPrograms/sect¡30/sect 130.htm Railroad/Highway At-Grade Crossings
Safety Program (Local) contacts.
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. RESOLUTION 98-21
OF THE SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA REGIONAL RAIL AUTHORITY

REGARDING RAIL-HIGHWAY GRADE CROSSINGS

.
!'

l.

WHEREAS, the overall purpose of the Southern California Regional Rail Authority (SCRRA) is to
design, build and operate a premier regional passenger rail system, including commuter and other
passenger services, in Southern California; and,

WHEREAS, consistent with this purpose, SCRRA has undertaken a comprehensive capital program
to provide mobilty for the region, leading to more livable communities; and,

WHEREAS, as part of this program, SCRRA has adopted a strategic plan which includes
eliminating or improving existing at-grade rail-highway crossings, and supporting regional, county
and local efforts to build grade-separated rail-highway crossings in the region's passenger rail
corridors; and,

WHEREAS, SCRRA and its member agencies, along with the Federal Highway Administration, the
Federal Railroad Administration, the California Public Utilties Commission, and the California
Department of Transportation cooperate on efforts to increase safety through the minimization and
elimination of risks at rail-highway grade crossings, in accordance with Federal and state programs
and nationally-recognized transportation and traffic engineering standards and practices;

WHEREAS, SeRRA recognizes that California Public Utilties Commission ultimately determines
whether a new rail-highway grade crossing wil be built.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED' that SCRRA does hereby adopt the following policy
guidelines concerning rail-highway grade crossings;

1. SCRRA shall support and promote the elimination of rail - highway grade crossings to the
extent feasible on all regional passenger rai/lines.

2. SCRRA shall oppose the creation of new rail - highway grade crossings to the extent
feasible on all regional'passenger rai/lines.

3. SCRRA shall support additional funding for grade separations.

4. Any request for an exception shall be presented by a SCRRA member agency; and, upon

request, the SCRRA Board wil consider exceptions on a case-by-case basis.

5. The SCRRA shall promote to the extent feasible the improvement of remaining grade
crossings in the region's passenger rail corridors through the upgrade of active and passive
warning devices and crossing surfaces.

6. The SCRRA would support the creation of a new rail-highway grade crossing 'only if
improvements to other grade crossings, including elimination of grade crossing(s), are made part
of the creation of the new grade crossing which together clearly improve public convenience and

safety.

9-11-98
Date















SCOPESCOPESCOPESCOPE    
Santa Clarita Organization for Planning and the Environment 

 

TO PROMOTE, PROTECT AND PRESERVE THE ENVIRONMENT, ECOLOGY 

AND QUALITY OF LIFE IN THE SANTA CLARITA VALLEY 
 

POST OFFICE BOX 1182, SANTA CLARITA, CA 91386  

 

9-1-13 
 

City of Santa Clarita 

Mike Hennawy, Senior Engineer 

23920 Valencia Blvd... 

Santa Clarita, CA91355 

 

Delivered via email to: MHennawy@santa-clarita.com 

 

Re:  Notice Of Preparation - Lyons Ave. Extension Project  
 

Dear Mr. Hennawy: 
 

Past road extensions, i.e., Via Princessa extension, received no review before the Planning 

Commission and no public scoping hearings. Although a community meeting was held recently 

for this project, it did not include a presentation of the City's proposal, nor did it provide a 

hearing opportunity for formal community input. Because of the impacts of this project on the 

community, impacts to Placerita Creek, and the railroad crossings, we urge the City to provide all 

opportunities to receive public input so that all concerns may be heard and addressed to help 

develop a project proposal that meets everyones' needs. 

 

Piece-mealing 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that the whole project and its 

impacts be considered. It is not permissible under CEQA to divide a project into smaller pieces 

or sections to reduce project impacts that would occur if the whole project were considered.  

 

We assert that his project is being piece-mealed to reduce project impacts. The City fully intends 

to extend this road to Highway 14. We urge the City to include the impacts of the next phase of 

this road extension. Obviously it is not going to stop as indicated on the map, but is intended to 

be built to connect to Highway 14. The next phase will meet several obstacles including a 

roadway that is to close to existing houses, a steep grade, grading of a significant ridgeline and 

associated impacts to aesthetics,  and the potential for requiring removal of many oaks.  

 

Some of these obstacles may make the extension impractical. If that is the case, these obstacles 

should be discussed now, rather than wasting money and time on a phase of a roadway that 

cannot be completed. Indeed, piece-mealing a project, as is proposed by this NOP, is contrary to 

CEQA guidelines and may open the project to a legal challenge.  

 

GHG Production - Wrong Baseline 

The NOP states that there will be no impact to Greenhouse gas production. CEQA requires that 

the impacts produced by a project be weighed against existing conditions. It is obvious that the 

NOP analysis has reached conclusions of less than significant impacts throughout the document 

by first using the wrong baseline.  It is well known that in Save our Peninsula v. Monterey 

County Board of Supervisors (2001), 87 Cal.App.4
th

 99, 125, the Court of Appeal stated: 
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 “Section 15125, subdivision (a), now provides: “An EIR must include a description of 

the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project , as they exist at the 

time the notice of preparation is published, or if no notice of preparation is published, 

at the time environmental analysis is commenced. …This environmental setting will 

normally constitute the baseline physical conditions by which a lead agency determines 

whether an impact is significant.” (Italics added.) Furthermore, the section 15126.2 

now provides as follows: “In assessing the impact of a proposed project on the 

environment, the lead agency should normally limit its examination to changes in the 

existing physical conditions in the affected area as they exist at the time the notice of 

preparation is published, or where no notice of preparation is published, at the time 

environmental analysis is commenced” These amendments reflect and clarify a central 

concept of CEQA, widely accepted by the courts, that the significance of a project’s 

impacts cannot be measured unless the EIR first establishes the actual physical 

conditions on the property. (County of Amador v. El Dorado County Water District, 

supra, 76 Cal.App.4
th

 at p. 953, 91 Cal.Rptr.2d 66; Environmental Planning & 

Information Council v. County of Carmel-by –the-Sea v. Board of Supervisors, supra, 

183 CalApp.3d 229, 227 Cal.Rptr. 899.) In other words, baseline determination is the 

first rather than the last step in the environmental review process.” 
 

We urge the City to include GHG analysis in the DEIR that is weighed against the proper base 

line.  

 

Noise 
We concur with the NOP analysis that this project will create substantial levels of noise and 

vibration for the existing residential neighborhoods. We urge the City to include alternative and 

mitigation to reduce noise levels to existing residents.  

 

Air Quality  
Per our comments on GHG, it appears that the City may intend to use the wrong baseline for air 

quality and traffic analysis.   

 

The Santa Clarita Valley is in a non-attainment area for ozone, PM2.5 and PM10 air pollution. In 

a rating from marginal to extreme, the SCV was rated severe. Approval of the 2007 Air Quality 

Management Plan allowed local entities to request a “bump up” to the Extreme classification. 

This “bump-up” applies to ozone only. The category change allowed an extension of time to 

comply, but required instituting certain mitigation measures and the attainment of “milestones”. 

We do not see the required mitigation measures in the DEIR. Nor is there a discussion of the 

milestones that must be reached in order to comply with the 2007 Air Quality Plan.  Without 

compliance, Federal funding for road expansion will be denied.  

 

The health effects of this pollutant as described on the EPA air quality website are as follows: 

Ozone –“(a) Pulmonary function decrements and localized lung edema in humans and animals; 

(b) Risk to public health implied by alterations in pulmonary morphology and host defense 

in animals; (c) Increased mortality risk; (d) Risk to public health implied by altered 

connective tissue metabolism and altered pulmonary morphology in animals after long-term 

exposures and pulmonary function decrements in chronically exposed humans; 

(e)Vegetation damage; and (f) Property damage.” 
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The attainment date for PM2.5 is much earlier then the 2024 extended date for the ozone extreme 

designation. The PM2.5 plan, due in 2008, is still being processed with the US EPA.  

 

Adverse health effects for particulate pollution as described by the EPA website are as follows: 

PM10 “(a) Exacerbation of symptoms in sensitive patients with respiratory or 

cardiovascular disease; (b) Declines in pulmonary function growth in children; and (c) 

Increased risk of premature death from heart or lung diseases in the elderly”. 

PM2.5 Same as above. 

 

Based on the thresholds of significance identified in Appendix G of the 2005 CEQA Guidelines, 

a project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would: 

(a) conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan; 

(b) violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air 

quality violation; 

(c) result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the 

project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality 

standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone 

precursors);  

 

The DEIR should address these issues.  

 

Wildlife corridors and impacts to Placerita Creek 

Placerita Creek is a tributary to the Santa Clara River which serves as a major wildlife corridor. 

The DEIR should thoroughly discuss these issues and provide alternatives that would reduce 

impacts to Placerita Creek and its function as a wild life corridor.  

 

An alternative should be provided that would enhance the function of this tributary by replanting 

with native riparian plants, thus enhancing the re-charge and corridor values of the tributary. 

 

At Grade Railroad Crossings 

The project proposes an at-grade railroad crossing immediately north of the existing Newhall 

MetroLink station. At grade crossings are permitted through the California Public Utilities 

Commission (CPUC). In the past, the CPUC has not granted approval for such crossings. This 

issue should be discussed in the DEIR. An alternative should be included that provides for a 

bridge going over the railroad crossing, in the event that such a crossing does not receive 

approval. The financial requirements for building a bridge should also be discussed in the DEIR. 

 

An at-grade crossing may slow or otherwise impede MetroLink trains on this railroad line, as 

well as adding to the potential for train/car accidents that already exists at several crossings. The 

DEIR should evaluate this increased risk. Also, a stalled train may impede emergency access to 

the Placerita Canyon neighborhood as has occurred in other areas of the Santa Clarita Valley. 

While the potential for such an impact already exists, it would be increased by the proposal at 

hand. 

 

Traffic and Circulation 

It appears that his project may impact access or create other traffic related problems for the 

Newhall Library as well as increasing traffic and noise on Lyons Ave. Please address these issues 

in the DEIR. 
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Conclusion 
We believe that conducting the environmental analysis for this project at this time is premature, 

unless the City has the funding to begin work and complete the entire (not just this first phase).   

 

It appears that the project will have substantial major negative impacts on adjacent residents, 

reducing both their home values and their quality of life. It will increase cumulative air pollution 

and add to GHG production in the Santa Clarita Valley.  

 

We therefore urge the City to re-consider moving forward with this project at this time. At a 

minimum, the City should conduct noticed hearings on this NOP to hear from residents and 

consider the financial impacts of the project.  

 

We will be providing additional comments as the public process continues and request to receive 

a copy of the DEIR when it becomes available.  Thank you for the opportunity to participate.  

 

Sincerely, 

 

Carmillis Noltemeyer 
 

Carmillis Noltemeyer 

Board Member 

 
Lynne Plambeck 

President 
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Subject: RE:	  LyonsAve/Dockweiller	  Drive	  Extension	  Project
Date: Tuesday,	  September	  3,	  2013	  4:16:52	  PM	  Pacific	  Daylight	  Time

From: Mike	  Hennawy
To: 'Sandra	  Cattell'
CC: 'Shane	  Parker'

Thank	  you	  Ms.	  Cattell	  for	  your	  comments.	  I	  forwarded	  them	  to	  my	  environmental	  consultant	  to	  include	  in
the	  EIR.
	  
If	  you	  have	  any	  questions,	  please	  don’t	  hesitate	  to	  contact	  me.
	  
Thanks,
	  
__________________________

Mike Hennawy
Senior Engineer
City of Santa Clarita

Phone: (661) 286-4056
Email: MHENNAWY@santa-clarita.com
Web: http://www.santa-clarita.com

P Think before you print
	  
	  
From: Sandra Cattell [mailto:SandraCattell@burbankusd.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 03, 2013 4:11 PM
To: Mike Hennawy
Subject: LyonsAve/Dockweiller Drive Extension Project
 
Dear Mr Hennawy,
I am a 34 year resident of Santa Clarita who moved to Placerita Canyon for the quiet, rural equestrian lifestyle. 
This project would substantially damage the community I live in, as well as create an unsafe crossing of the
railroad tracks. Currently there are about 460 homes in Placerita Cyn, and a smattering of commercial business. 
Residents are able to use the south gated entrance whenever going in that direction with the use of a gate card,
which many residents take advantage of, but we still use 13th street when going into Newhall. In spite of the
decreased traffic due to the south access, residents must still often wait at the tracks for trains to clear the station
and the crossing.
The plan will increase the traffic using the crossing over the tracks by making it convenient to go down Lyons and
use the proposed Dockweiller Extension.  The increase in traffic would come from the revitalization of Newhall,
additional proposed development in Placerita Canyon to the tune of over 750 new homes and a lot of commercial
development, and the revitalization of Lyons Corridor.  Additionally, there will be increased traffic from the
development of the approved Disney Project and the approved Gates-King Project.  Even if the crossing was
expanded to 4 lanes (2 in each direction) it could not adequately handle the destined increase in traffic. It would
increase the wait times for ingress and egress of Placerita Canyon residents.
Another problem would be the additional impacts to the lifestyle of Placerita Canyon residents like myself.  Taking
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down the bluffs that shelter the canyon, and actually define the canyon would open it up for noise and light
pollution, from both trains and the city.  Placerita Canyon is a low-key, rural equestrian community, where kids still
ride their horses down to the Sidestore on hot days for a soda.  Also negatively impacted would be the residents
along Dockweiller, who depend upon the street as a place to park their cars, but more importantly, as a place to
walk, as their are NO SIDEWALKS, and actually, no place to put them either.  In some places the walls of homes
are within feet of the street.
The proposed crossing at Lyons would also be over the Newhall creek, creating the possibility of pollution of our
local Newhall water, as well as a disruption to the flora and fauna that depend upon the creek. It would be
adjacent to a large floodway area.
Lastly, I do not see how Newhall Avenue could possibly be raised the 4 1/2 to 5 feet necessary for an at-grade
crossing without seriously impacting the neightborhood and surrounding neighbors who use Newhall Avenue daily
for their north-south commute.  It would be endangering the community, as it would hinder the ability of residents
to get out of the community, as we have seen when traffic has been diverted to Newhall Ave. in freeway
emergencies.
Please protect our community, and do not put in the Dockweiller extension, nor the Lyons crossing.  Preferred by
myself and my neighbors would be a safety upgrade of the 13th street crossing, without encouraging additional
usage.
Thank you for the opportunity to give my comments,
Sandra Cattell
21648 Oak Orchard Rd,
Newhall, Ca 91321
661 259-0433
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Subject: FW:	  Comments	  on	  Proposed	  Lyons	  Avenue/Dockweiler	  Drive	  Extension	  Initial	  Study	  Checklist
Date: Thursday,	  September	  5,	  2013	  11:34:19	  AM	  Pacific	  Daylight	  Time

From: Mike	  Hennawy
To: 'Shane	  Parker'
CC: Henrik	  Nazarian,	  James	  Chow

	  
	  
From: Darrell Clarke [mailto:darrclarke@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 03, 2013 5:33 PM
To: Mike Hennawy
Subject: Comments on Proposed Lyons Avenue/Dockweiler Drive Extension Initial Study Checklist
	  
Mike	  Hennawy
City	  of	  Santa	  Clarita
via	  email

Thank	  you	  for	  the	  opportunity	  to	  comment	  on	  the	  Proposed	  Lyons	  Avenue/Dockweiler	  Drive
Extension	  Initial	  Study	  Checklist.	  Here	  are	  three	  points	  I’d	  add	  to	  your	  draft	  checklist:

1.	  I	  don’t	  see	  reference	  to	  vertical	  or	  horizontal	  alternatives	  to	  this	  proposed	  railroad	  grade	  crossing
at	  Lyons	  Avenue,	  which	  one	  would	  expect	  in	  a	  Draft	  EIR.	  In	  particular,	  it	  is	  the	  policy	  of	  Metrolink	  and
the	  CPUC	  to	  discourage	  new	  railroad	  grade	  crossings	  in	  favor	  of	  grade	  separations,	  especially	  for	  such
a	  major	  arterial	  as	  Lyons/Dockweiler:	  “Any	  new	  highway-‐rail	  grade	  crossings	  are	  strongly
discouraged	  by	  not	  only	  the	  SCRRA	  but	  by	  the	  CPUC	  and	  FRA	  and	  other	  State	  and	  Federal	  Agencies.”
Page	  3,	  SCRRA	  HIGHWAY–RAIL	  GRADE	  CROSSINGS,	  June	  30,	  2009.

A	  further	  difficulty	  –	  and	  construction	  impact	  –	  of	  such	  a	  grade	  crossing	  is	  the	  significant	  elevation
difference	  between	  Railroad	  Avenue	  and	  the	  adjacent	  railroad	  tracks	  that	  would	  have	  to	  be	  filled	  in.

2.	  I’d	  elaborate	  on	  the	  note	  under	  XVI.	  Transportation/Circulation,	  Response	  a-‐g,	  “The	  potential	  of
the	  Project	  to	  cause	  a	  substantial	  change	  in	  traffic	  patterns	  in	  relation	  to	  existing	  traffic	  loads	  and
capacity	  on	  local	  streets	  will	  be	  analyzed	  in	  the	  EIR.”	  Cumulative	  impacts	  of	  revitalizing	  downtown
Newhall,	  development	  of	  the	  new	  Gates	  King	  and	  Disney	  projects,	  and	  the	  projected	  over	  750	  new
homes	  and	  commercial	  development	  in	  Placerita	  Canyon	  would	  likely	  turn	  quiet,	  narrow	  Dockweiller
(currently	  with	  no	  sidewalks)	  into	  a	  major	  traffic	  corridor.

3.	  And	  in	  addition	  to	  the	  Response	  under	  I.	  Aesthetics,	  substantial	  bulldozing	  of	  hills	  that	  create	  the
Newhall	  Creek	  canyon	  would	  potentially	  impact	  the	  larger	  Placerita	  Canyon	  community	  with
increased	  noise	  and	  light.

Darrell	  Clarke
24804	  Parchman	  Avenue
Newhall,	  CA	  91321




























































































































































































































































































