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1. Introduction 

1.1 INTRODUCTION 

This Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) has been prepared in accordance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) as amended (Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.) and 
CEQA Guidelines (California Administrative Code Section 15000 et seq.). 

According to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15132, the FEIR shall consist of: 

(a) The Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) or a revision of the Draft; 

(b) Comments and recommendations received on the DEIR either verbatim or in summary; 

(c) A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies comments on the DEIR; 

(d) The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the review 
and consultation process; and 

(e) Any other information added by the Lead Agency. 

In accordance with these requirements, the Castaic High School EIR is comprised of the following:   

1) Circulated DEIR for Castaic High School, State Clearinghouse No. 22004031110, July 2012. 

2)  This Final EIR document, October 2012, that incorporates requirements (b)–(e) as listed 
above. 

This document contains responses to comments received on the DEIR for the Castaic High School 
during the public review period, from July 24, 2012 to September 6, 2012. This document has been 
prepared in accordance with CEQA Statute and the CEQA Guidelines and represents the 
independent judgment of the William S. Hart Union High School District (District) as lead agency. 
The circulated DEIR and this document combined are identified as the FEIR, in accordance with 
CEQA Guidelines, Section 15132. 

1.2 FORMAT OF THE FEIR 

This document is organized as follows:  

Section 1, Introduction. This section describes CEQA requirements and content of this FEIR.  

Section 2, Response to Recurring Comments. This section provides responses to reoccurring 
comments raised by responding agencies and the public.  

Section 3, Response to Comments from Agencies and Organizations. This section provides a list 
of agencies and organizations commenting on the DEIR; copies of comment letters received during 
the 45-day public review period; and individual responses to written comments. To facilitate review of 
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the responses, each comment letter has been reproduced and assigned a number (A-1 through A-7 
for letters received from public agencies and O-1 and O-2 for letters received from organizations). 
Individual comments have been numbered in comment letter and responses follow with references 
to the corresponding comment number.  

Section 4, Response to Comments from Residents and Individuals. This section provides a list of 
residents and interested persons commenting on the DEIR; copies of comment letters received 
during the 45-day public review period; and individual responses to written comments. To facilitate 
review of the responses, each comment letter has been reproduced and assigned a number (R-1 
through R-225). Individual comments have been numbered in comment letter and responses follow 
with references to the corresponding comment number. 

Section 5. Revisions to the Draft EIR. This section contains revisions to the DEIR text and figures as 
a result of the comments received, and/or errors and omissions discovered subsequent to release of 
the DEIR for public review.  

The responses to comments contain material and revisions that will be added to the text of the FEIR. 
The District has determined that none of the EIR revisions constitute the type of significant new 
information that requires recirculation of the DEIR for further public comment under CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088.5. The EIR revisions would not result in significant new environmental 
impact not previously disclosed in the DEIR. Additionally, the EIR revisions would not result in a 
substantial increase in the severity of previously identified environmental impacts that would not be 
mitigated, or would result in any of the other circumstances requiring recirculation described in 
Section 15088.5. 

1.3 CEQA REQUIREMENTS REGARDING COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 (a) outlines parameters for submitting comments, and reminds 
persons and public agencies that the focus of review and comment of DEIRs should be “on the 
sufficiency of the document in identifying and analyzing possible impacts on the environment and 
ways in which significant effects of the project might be avoided or mitigated. Comments are most 
helpful when they suggest additional specific alternatives or mitigation measures that would provide 
better ways to avoid or mitigate the significant environmental effects. At the same time, reviewers 
should be aware that the adequacy of an EIR is determined in terms of what is reasonably feasible. 
…CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all research, study, and 
experimentation recommended or demanded by commenters. When responding to comments, lead 
agencies need only respond to significant environmental issues and do not need to provide all 
information requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the 
EIR.”  

CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 (c) further advises, “Reviewers should explain the basis for their 
comments, and should submit data or references offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on 
facts, or expert opinion supported by facts in support of the comments. Pursuant to Section 15064, 
an effect shall not be considered significant in the absence of substantial evidence.” Section 15204 
(d) also states, “Each responsible agency and trustee agency shall focus its comments on 
environmental information germane to that agency’s statutory responsibility.” Section 15204 (e) 
states, “This section shall not be used to restrict the ability of reviewers to comment on the general 
adequacy of a document or of the lead agency to reject comments not focused as recommended by 
this section.” 
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In accordance with CEQA, Public Resources Code Section 21092.5, copies of the written responses 
to public agencies will be forwarded to those agencies at least 10 days prior to certifying the 
environmental impact report. The responses will be forwarded with copies of this FEIR, as permitted 
by CEQA, and will conform to the legal standards established for response to comments on DEIRs.  
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2. Responses to Recurring Comments 

2.1 INTRODUCTION 

Several common issues were raised in the comment letters received during the public review period 
for the DEIR. This section provides a summary of responses to the recurring comments raised by 
responding agencies and the public. The summary of responses provides a comprehensive 
explanation and response to these common issues raised during the public review period. 

2.2 ACCESS ROUTES 

Proposed access route scenarios and options are summarized below in Table 2-1 and are shown in 
DEIR figure 4-2. 

Table 2-1
Access Roads Scenarios Summary 

Scenario Option 
Eastern Access 

Route (public roads)

Southern Access 
Route  

(public roads) 
Southern gated 

Emergency Access 

1 
A 

Sloan Canyon Road- 
Mandolin Canyon Road- 
Harp Canyon Road- 
North Romero Canyon  
     Road- 
Valley Creek Road 

None Romero Canyon Road 

B 
Sloan Canyon Road- 
Canyon Hill Road 

None Romero Canyon Road 

2 

A 

Sloan Canyon Road- 
Mandolin Canyon Road- 
Harp Canyon Road- 
North Romero Canyon  
     Road- 
Valley Creek Road 

Sloan Canyon Road- 
Baringer Road- 
Romero Canyon 

Road/Valley Creek 
Road 

Romero Canyon Road 

B 
Sloan Canyon Road- 
Canyon Hill Road 

Sloan Canyon Road- 
Baringer Road- 
Romero Canyon 

Road/Valley Creek 
Road 

Romero Canyon Road 

 

Congestion due to with-project traffic volumes exceeding roadway capacities 

Comments: Traffic generated under the with-project conditions with one access route (Scenario 1) 
would exceed roadway capacities.  

Response: The comment is correct. Project traffic impacts are discussed in Section 5.14, 
Transportation and Traffic, of the DEIR, and minor revisions are in Chapter 3 of this FEIR. Access 
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Scenario 1 would have significant and unavoidable traffic impact in 2014 at one intersection with 
1,600 students and four intersections with 2,600 students; and at full buildout, at one intersection 
with 2,600 students and long-range highway improvements completed. Access Scenario 2 would not 
have significant and unavoidable traffic impacts in any of those three conditions.  

Congestion on one access road due to school dropoffs 

Comments: One access road with heavy traffic in both directions would create severe congestion 
during school drop-offs. Examples cited were existing congestion at West Ranch High School and 
Rancho Pico Middle School with one access road, Valencia Boulevard.  

Response: School drop-off traffic is included in forecasts of project-related traffic generation. The 
District acknowledges that Scenario 1 would have greater traffic impacts than Scenario 2. 

Congestion during I-5 closures 

Comments: During I-5 closures (due to snow, ice, or fire hazard conditions) traffic is detoured onto 
The Old Road in the Castaic area. The Old Road off ramps become extremely congested and school 
trips via The Old Road would be impossible or would face extreme delays. 

Response: The District agrees that local traffic conditions worsen when the I-5 freeway is shut down 
due to extreme weather or fire events. The freeway closures typically cause northbound traffic to be 
detoured at the Parker Road interchange, resulting in congestion on the off-ramp. Under Scenario 1, 
school traffic from the south would need to use The Old Road as the alternative to the freeway, 
leading to increased congestion at the intersection of The Old Road and Parker Road. Under 
Scenario 2, school traffic from the south could use the Hillcrest Parkway connection as an alternative 
to taking the I-5 freeway to Parker Road.  Scenario 2 is acknowledged as superior to Scenario 1 
under I-5 closure conditions. 

Disproportionate congestion burden along eastern route in Scenario 1 

Comments:  Scenario 1 would result in a disproportionate burden of traffic and/or congestion on 
Sloan Canyon Road along the eastern access route.  

Response: The comment is correct. As identified in the DEIR, Scenario 1 would result in significantly 
higher traffic volumes on the eastern access route under Scenario 1, compared to Scenario 2 with 
two access routes. 

Safety 

Comment: Scenario 1 would have inadequate access to the school for police and fire responses 
and/or emergency evacuation from the school.  

Response: The DEIR concluded that, while Scenario 1 and Scenario 2 would each provide adequate 
emergency access to the site, Scenario 2 would provide superior access to the site and is preferred. 
Scenario 1 has been approved in concept by the Los Angeles County Fire Department (LACoFD); 
the design of the emergency-access gate would need to be approved by the Los Angeles County 
Public Works Department as well. 
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Project Trip Distribution 

Comments: Most school trips would be much longer if Scenario 1 chosen, as 58 percent of students 
would use Hillcrest Parkway for school trips.  

Response: The travel distance to the proposed high school site is approximately 3.6 miles from the 
intersection of The Old Road at Hillcrest Parkway via the southerly access route (Scenario 2). Via the 
northerly access route, the distance is also approximately 3.6 miles from this same point, resulting in 
effectively equivalent trip lengths regardless of the route chosen. For the residents of the Hillcrest 
community, the southerly access route results in a trip length of approximately 2.6 miles from the 
center of the community. Without the southerly access route, residents of the Hillcrest community 
would first travel north via The Old Road for a total trip length of approximately 4.6 miles. In 
summary, for residents of the Hillcrest community (27 percent of the school trips) the southerly 
access route (Scenario 2) results in an average trip length reduction of approximately 2 miles. For 
residents of communities further south of the Hillcrest community (31 percent of the school trips) the 
southerly access route does not have an effect on their average trip length. 

Pedestrian and bicycle access to school 

Comments: In Scenario 1 most students would live outside of pedestrian and bicycle travel distances 
to school. Under Scenario 2, the average resident of the Hillcrest Community would be 
approximately 2.6 miles (+/- 1 mile) from the high school. Under Scenario 1, in which only the 
northern access route is provided, the practicality of walking or biking to from the high school would 
be limited to the community along Sloan Canyon Road and Parker Road, some of which is up to two 
miles from the school site. Residents of the Hillcrest Community would not have a practical walking 
or biking route to from the high school under Scenario 1 as the distance to the high school would be 
approximately 4.6 miles (+/- 1 mile).  

Response: The District concurs that in Scenario 1 students in the Hillcrest community would live 
outside of walking distance from the school, and, for some students, outside of bicycling distance.  

Comment: The long routes to school for some students in Scenario 1 would be inconsistent with 
California’s Safe Routes to School policy. The California Safe Routes to School (SR2S) program has 
the primary goal of increasing the number of children walking or biking to school by making it safer 
for them to do so. Safe routes are achieved by providing separation between pedestrians, bicycles, 
parent vehicles, and buses.  

Response: The proposed access roadway cross sections include sidewalks for pedestrians and 
allocate space for shared use trails for bicyclists as the adjacent areas are developed (see DEIR 
Figure 4-3 and Appendix J-1, and FEIR Appendix K). Land for a Class I off road trail will be dedicated 
to the County along the school. The need for traffic signals has been identified at major intersections 
as well as the high school’s primary access driveway, and these signals will include pedestrian 
crosswalks and pedestrian phasing in accordance with the Los Angeles County Department of 
Public Works standards. In these ways, the proposed access routes meet the primary goal of the 
Safe Routes to School program. 

Access between Castaic Middle School and proposed high school  

Comment: Scenario 2 is better in part because it would provide more convenient access between 
Castaic Middle School and the proposed high school for families who would have students in both 
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schools. [Castaic Middle School is at 28900 Hillcrest Parkway in Castaic, about 3,000 feet east of the 
intersection of Hillcrest Parkway and Sloan Canyon Road].  

Response: The District concurs that Scenario 2 would provide superior access between the 
proposed high school and Castaic Middle School for families needing to drop off students at both 
schools. However, the proportion of households in the community that would have students at both 
schools at the same time is rather small. The District uses a student generation rate of 0.2603 for 
detached single-family dwellings. Middle school education for the Community of Castaic is provided 
by the Castaic Union School District (CUSD). Middle school student generation factors for CUSD are 
estimated here using statewide student generation factors from the California Department of 
Education (CDE 2010). Elementary (K-8) school districts are estimated to generate 0.5 students per 
unit. Pro-rating 0.5 by 3 years (grades 6-8) out of 9 (grades K-8) gives a generation factor of 0.167 for 
middle school. The estimated proportion of households that would have students at the proposed 
high school and at Castaic Middle School simultaneously, therefore, is 0.2603 x 0.167, or about 4.3 
percent. 

Construction of southern access route by school opening rather than waiting till school 
enrollment reaches 1,600 

Comment: If the District waits till enrollment reaches 1,600 to build the southern access route, 
building that access will be more difficult, more expensive, and would be unlikely to be built.  

Response: None of the cumulative projects identified in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIR are along the 
proposed southern access route. Thus, there are no known development projects that would 
complicate construction of the southern access route to open when the proposed school reached 
1,600 student enrollment rather than to open upon initial opening of the school. Road rights-of-way 
from Hillcrest Parkways to the southern boundary of the high school site all exist except for 
additional right-of-way to be obtained just north of Hillcrest Parkway and alternate alignments in the 
vicinity of Baringer Road and Sloan Canyon Road.  Easement acquisition would be pursued for the 
alignment in the vicinity of Baringer Road and Valley Creek Road, if the project is approved the 
school district board. 

The District acknowledges that the costs of land, labor, and construction materials may increase by 
the time enrollment of the proposed school reached 1,600. Current enrollment projections for the 
school are 320 students in 9th grade in 2015; adding one grade per year for the following three 
school years until enrollment reached 1,316 in 2018.  

Preferred Access Scenario 

If the District selects Access Scenario 2 and Option B, the following approval language is suggested:  

The District hereby selects and approves Access Scenario 2-Option B, which provides two public 
access routes to the high school.  The eastern route follows Sloan Canyon Road and Canyon Hill 
Road (from east to west) and the southern route follows Sloan Canyon Road- Baringer Road-
Romero Canyon Road/Valley Creek Road (from south to north).  Option A (Sloan Canyon Road-
Mandolin Canyon Road-Harp Canyon Road-North Romero Canyon Road-Valley Creek Road) may 
be substituted for Option B if obstacles in obtaining rights-of-way or other issues would delay the 
road’s completion (approvals are already in place for Option A). Because of the complexities in 
obtaining all approvals for and in completing the southern route, the school may open prior to its 
completion, subject to the provision of a second emergency route. 
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Hazards of high school access routed via Hillcrest Parkway 

Comment: Placing novice high school drivers on Hillcrest Parkway would be dangerous.  

Response: There are two existing schools located on Hillcrest Parkway: Castaic Elementary School 
and Castaic Middle School. Castaic Elementary School is accessed via the signalized intersection of 
Park Vista Drive at Hillcrest parkway. Castaic Middle School is accessed via an unsignalized 
driveway just east of Barcelona Road. Hillcrest Parkway is already used for high school trips by 
drivers to and from Valencia High School; 27 percent of the forecast enrollment of the proposed 
school is from the Hillcrest community. Project trip distribution assumes that the 31 percent of high 
school trips coming from south of the Hillcrest community would use the southern access route in 
Scenario 2; that is, slightly more than a doubling of high school trips using Hillcrest Parkway, from 27 
percent at present to 58 percent in with-project (Scenario 2) conditions. However, under Scenario 2 
the maximum volume of high school trips on Hillcrest Parkway (58 percent) occurs at the westerly 
end of Hillcrest Parkway while the easterly end at The Old Road will increase only slightly from 27 
percent to 31 percent. 

Steep grades on Hillcrest Parkway 

Comment: Routing novice high school drivers on Hillcrest Parkway would create hazards due to 
grades on the roadway. 

Response: The California 2012 Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices (California MUTCD; 
Caltrans 2012) recommends hill warning signs for downgrades of grades 5 percent that are 3,000 
feet or longer, and downgrades of 6 percent that are 2,000 feet or longer. The average grade on the 
segment of Hillcrest Parkway between Castaic Middle School and The Old Road is 5.6 percent, a 
grade at which the California MUTCD recommends placement of hill warning signs. Thus, the 
County of Los Angeles may install grade warning signs in accordance with the California MUTCD 
recommendations. Currently on the downhill portion of Hillcrest Parkway at each of the schools, 
special school area 25 mile per hour speed limit signs with flashing warning lights notify drivers of 
the reduced speed limits while children are present. Average grades on Hillcrest Parkway are shown 
below.  

 
AVERAGE GRADES ON HILLCREST PARKWAY

Segment Vertical rise Distance Percent Grade
From Intersection Hillcrest Parkway/Sloan Canyon Road 
(elevation 1,477 feet) to top of Hillcrest Parkway about 
170 feet east of intersection of Hillcrest Parkway/Cannes 
Place (elevation 1,532 feet) 

55 feet 2,225 feet 2.5 percent 

From top of Hillcrest Parkway (elevation 1,532 feet) to 
Hillcrest Parkway at east end of Castaic Middle School 
(elevation 1,435 feet) 

97 feet 2,260 feet 4.3 percent 

From Hillcrest Parkway at east end of Castaic Middle 
School (elevation 1,435 feet) to intersection of Hillcrest 
Parkway/The Old Road (elevation 1,087 feet) 

348 feet 6,245 feet 5.6 percent 
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High school student drivers on road with existing middle school and elementary school 
pedestrian and bicycle traffic.  

Comment: Novice high school drivers would use Hillcrest Parkway, which is also used by students 
walking and bicycling to and from Castaic Middle School and Castaic Elementary School; this would 
be a safety hazard.  

Response: There are sidewalks on both sides of Hillcrest Parkway from The Old Road to about 400 
feet east of the intersection of Hillcrest Parkway and Sloan Canyon Road, thus providing access for 
pedestrians. The right-hand lanes in each direction are currently about 14 feet wide, which are 
narrower than what is needed to stripe a bike lane for a 50 mile-per-hour roadway. The current 
roadway would generally not be considered acceptable for all but the most experienced of bicyclists. 
The entrance to Castaic Elementary School is signal-controlled. There are school zone warning 
signs for both Castaic Middle School and Castaic Elementary School. Hillcrest parkway is already 
used by high school trips between the Hillcrest Community and Valencia High School. Also, as 
noted above, school area 25 mile per hour speed limit signs with flashing warning lights notify 
drivers of the reduced speed limits while children are present.  The entrance to Castaic Elementary 
School is signal-controlled. There are school zone warning signs for both Castaic Middle School and 
Castaic Elementary School. Hillcrest parkway is already used by high school trips between the 
Hillcrest Community and Valencia High School. Also, school area 25 mile-per-hour speed limit signs 
with flashing warning lights notify drivers of the reduced speed limits while children are present. 

Congestion impact of adding project school traffic to a road with traffic to two existing schools 
on Hillcrest Parkway 

Comment: Adding project trips to Hillcrest Parkway, which is already used to access Castaic Middle 
School and Castaic Elementary School, would result in excessive congestion on Hillcrest Parkway.  

Response: Castaic Elementary has a start time of 8:00 AM and a dismissal time of 2:30 PM. Castaic 
Middle School has a start time at 8:35 AM and a dismissal time of 3:18 PM. The start time utilized by 
the proposed Castaic High School, which has yet to be decided, will determine how much of an 
effect the high school traffic will have on the access to the Elementary and the middle schools. The 
school district may establish the high school start and dismissal times such that it minimizes the 
amount of high school traffic near the Elementary and the Middle Schools during their start and 
dismissal times. 

Impact to rural and rural-residential nature of Sloan Canyon Road north of Hillcrest Parkway.  

Comment: Impacts of project traffic on existing rural and rural-residential conditions along Sloan 
Canyon Road between Hillcrest Parkway and Baringer Road.  

Response: The District acknowledges that Sloan Canyon Road in Scenario 2 would be paved, with a 
concrete sidewalk on one side of the road. The District acknowledges that traffic volumes on the 
referenced segment of Sloan Canyon Road in Scenario 2 – 58 percent of total project-generated 
traffic - would be much greater than existing corresponding traffic volumes; the segment of Sloan 
Canyon Road is currently a one-lane dirt road. 



 
2. Response to Recurring Comments 

 

Castaic High School Final EIR William S. Hart Union High School District  Page 2-7 

2.3 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

Adequacy of alternatives analysis and alternatives not analyzed in DEIR 

Comments: District should consider other sites for the project; alternative sites should be re-
analyzed; the analysis of alternative sites in the DEIR is inadequate. 

Response: The CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 requires that an EIR describe and comparatively 
evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives.  An EIR is required to evaluate a “No Project” alternative 
and alternatives that would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid 
or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project. An EIR does not need to consider 
every conceivable alternative to the project.  

Sterling Residential Site: The Sterling Residential property was one of six high school sites 
considered by the District in 2008. The District then chose to proceed with the Sterling Residential 
property; it was later found that restrictions on that property prohibited development of a school. 

Palmer Site: The Palmer Site was considered and rejected in the EIR certified in 2005 because it 
had significantly greater environmental impacts than three alternatives the District chose to proceed 
with in the EIR: (1) NorthLake (“the project”), (2) Hasley/Sloan, and (3) Hasley/Del Valle. The Palmer 
site was also considered in the 2008 EIR and rejected. 

Hasley/Del Valle Site: The Hasley/Del Valle site comprises 77 acres west of the Commerce Center 
between Hasley Canyon Road and Witherspoon Parkway, east of Del Valle Road, and west of the I-5 
and the City of Santa Clarita. The Hasley/Del Valle site was found to have greater geology and 
hazards impacts than the NorthLake site in the 2005 EIR due to a nearby fault and oil wells. Several 
landslides are mapped within the Del Valle site in the Seismic Hazard Zones Report for the Val Verde 
Qaudrangle issued by the California Geological Survey in 2002 (CGS 2002). In addition, the Del Valle 
site has a buildable area of 43 acres due to steep terrain on the site, less than the 50 acres needed 
for a comprehensive high school. 

Grasshopper Canyon/NorthLake: The Grasshopper Canyon site was the NorthLake site analyzed 
in the 2005 EIR. Development of a high school campus at NorthLake was dependent on 
development of the NorthLake community, which was not developed. 

Hasley-Sloan Site: (analyzed in Section 7.8 of the DEIR for the proposed project): Development of 
the school on the Hasley-Sloan site would reduce one significant and unavoidable impact of the 
proposed project, transportation and traffic, to less than significant after implementation of 
mitigation. Of the other significant and unavoidable impacts of the proposed project—to aesthetics, 
air quality, and noise—the impact to air quality would be reduced, but the impacts to aesthetics and 
noise would be increased. Also, this alternative would likely create a new significant and unavoidable 
impact on hydrology and water quality related to the adjacency of the creek. The conclusion of a 
likely significant and unavoidable impact to hydrology is supported in Section 7.8.8 of the DEIR. 
Parts of the western and southern portions of this alternate site are in 100-year flood hazard zones 
mapped by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). The proposed project site is not 
in 100-year flood hazard zones. In addition, development of the school on the Hasley-Sloan site 
would require construction of a new bridge over the Hasley Creek; it is assumed that parts of the 
bridge structure would be in the streambed. The Hasley-Sloan alternative was not found to be 
environmentally superior to the proposed project. 



 
2. Response to Recurring Comments 
 

Page 2-8  The Planning Center|DC&E October 2012 

Lombardi-Romero Site: The Lombardi-Romero Site was parcels 2 and 3 of Tract 47807. The first 
school site analyzed by the District in Tract 47807 was parcels 1 and 4 of the Tract, analyzed as the 
Romero Canyon Alternative Site in Section 7.7 of the DEIR. Parcels 2 and 3, the Lombardi-Romero 
Site, became available for purchase in October 2011. The proposed project site is the entire 198-
acre Tract 47807, including both the Romero Canyon Alternative Site (parcels 1 and 4) and the 
Lombardi-Romero Site (parcels 2 and 3). This project background is described further in Section 4.2, 
Project Overview and Background, of the DEIR. 

Alternative sites recommended in comments have been previously assessed by the District. The 
District has rejected all of those sites due to several factors: environmental impacts of development 
of a high school on those sites, or inadequate size for a comprehensive high school (Hasley/Del 
Valle), or property restrictions prohibiting development of a school (Sterling Residential), or failure of 
the NorthLake community project (NorthLake). The Lombardi-Romero Site has been incorporated 
into the proposed project site. The history of consideration of various sites for the proposed project 
is summarized in Section 7.1 of the DEIR and is described in slightly greater detail above. The 
analysis of alternatives in the DEIR fully complies with the CEQA requirements.  

The Proposed Project in Relation to Newhall Ranch 

Comments: Is the project intended for students from Newhall Ranch, a set of developments planned 
southwest and west of the I-5/SR-126 junction? 

Response: It is estimated that 31 percent of project students would come from developments south 
of the Hillcrest community, including planned developments in Newhall Ranch. Two planned 
developments in Newhall Ranch are Landmark Village and Mission Village. It is projected by Davis 
Demographics & Planning, the District’s consultant for enrollment projections, that students from 
Landmark Village will attend West Ranch High School and students from Mission Village would 
attend Castaic High School; however, which schools will serve specific developments will be 
determined by the District. 
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3. Response to Comments from Agencies and 
Organizations 

Section 15088 of the CEQA Guidelines requires the Lead Agency (District) to evaluate comments on 
environmental issues received from public agencies and interested parties who reviewed the DEIR 
and prepare written responses. This section includes DEIR comments sent by agencies and 
organizations and the District’s responses to each comment. 

Comment letters and specific comments are given letters and numbers for reference purposes. 
Where sections of the DEIR are excerpted in this document, the sections are shown indented. Except 
as noted, changes to the DEIR text are shown in underlined text for additions and strikeout for 
deletions. 

The following is a list of public agencies and organizations that submitted comments on the DEIR 
during the public review period. 

 
Reference 
Number Agencies and Organizations Date of Comment Page No.

Agencies 
A1 Native American Heritage Commission August 3, 2012 3-3
A2 County of Los Angeles Fire Department August 14, 2012 3-8
A3 County of Los Angeles Department of Parks and Recreation August 30, 2012 3-11
A4 County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County September 5, 2012 3-15
A5 California Department of Fish and Game September 5, 2012 3-18
A6 Local Agency Formation Commission September 17, 2012 3-34
A7 County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works September 18, 2012 3-36

Organizations 
O1 Castaic Area Town Council August 25, 2012 3-50
O2 Chatten-Brown & Carstens September 6, 2012 3-52
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LETTER A1 – Native American Heritage Commission (4 pages) 
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A1. Response to Comments from Native American Heritage Commission, dated August 3, 
2012. 

A1-1 The District acknowledges the NAHC’s status as trustee agency for Native 
American cultural resources. 

A1-2 The comment sets forth CEQA requirements and does not require a response. 

A1-3 The comment recommends that the District ask the NAHC to conduct a Sacred 
Lands File search for the project site. The NAHC conducted such a search for 
the site, as stated in the NAHC’s Notice of Preparation comment letter dated 
February 3, 2012; no Native American cultural resources were identified onsite in 
that search. No additional Sacred Lands File search is needed. 

A1-4 The comment consists of suggestions regarding Native American consultation. 
Native American consultation letters were sent as part of cultural resources 
investigations conducted by Gwen R. Romani in April 2010, and Jeanette 
McKenna et al. in August 2011 and January 2012.  

No responses were received from consultation letters sent by McKenna; John 
Valenzuela, Chairperson of the San Fernando Band of Mission Indians, 
responded by phone to the letter from Romani asking if cultural resources were 
found during the Romani survey or had been recorded in the survey area. The 
District has complied with NAHC recommendations for Native American 
consultation. 

A1-5 The comment sets forth legal requirements regarding confidentiality respecting 
cultural resources, and accidental discovery of human remains. No response is 
needed. 

A1-6 The comment is a suggestion regarding Native American consultation; no 
response is needed. 

A1-7 The comment recommends that sites containing a prevalence of Native 
American cultural sites or burial sites be avoided. The project site does not 
contain a prevalence of such sites, as substantiated in Section 5.4, Cultural 
Resources, of the DEIR. 

A1-8 This is a contact list. Native American tribes have been contacted. 
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LETTER A2 – County of Los Angeles Fire Department (2 pages) 
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A2. Response to Comments from County of Los Angeles Fire Department, dated August 
14, 2012. 

A2-1 The comment states that inclusion of the helipad in the project should be 
identified as mitigation in the DEIR.  All access scenarios under consideration for 
the project have two access routes for emergency ingress and egress and 
additional mitigation is not required.  A pad for a future helipad was included as 
part of the project at the request of the Fire Department and as such, a 
mitigation measure to provide the pad is not necessary.  The helipad represents 
a benefit for the entire community. 

A2-2 The District acknowledges that the Fire Prevention Division, Land Development 
Unit has no comments. 

A2-3 The comment enumerates statutory responsibilities of the LACoFD Forestry 
Division. Each of the topics mentioned are analyzed in the DEIR: erosion control 
in Sections 5.5, Geology and Soils, and 5.8, Hydrology and Water Quality; 
watershed management in Section 5.8, Hydrology and Water Quality; rare and 
endangered species, vegetation, and the County Oak Tree Ordinance in Section 
5.3, Biological Resources; fuel modification for Fire Hazard Severity Zones in 
Section 5.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials; and archaeological and cultural 
resources in Section 5.4, Cultural Resources. 

A2-4 The removal of the 24 coast live oaks was not done as part of this high school 
project. Oak Tree Permit 89-213 was issued to property owner, not the school 
district. The existing condition on the project site when the District started its 
environmental review for the high school project did not have the 24 oaks; 
therefore, the responsibility for mitigation compliance and replacement of the 
oaks lies with the property owner/permit holder.  The proposed project would 
require the removal of additional oak trees and would be mitigated as outlined in 
Mitigation Measure BIO-3 in the Draft EIR. 

A2-5 The District acknowledges that the Health Hazardous Materials Division has no 
comments on the project. The Department of Toxic Substances Control, which 
has jurisdiction over assessments of school sites for hazardous materials, 
approved the Preliminary Environmental Assessment for the site on September 
19, 2011. 
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LETTER A3– County of Los Angeles Department of Parks and Recreation (3 pages) 
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A3. Response to Comments from County of Los Angeles Parks and Recreation, dated 
August 30, 2012. 

A3-1 As discussed in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR, as residential development comes 
into the area, a multi-purpose off-road trail would be constructed along the along 
the opposite side of the road. The multi-purpose trail would not be constructed 
as part of the school project, except on the project site as part of the drainage 
facility service roads. The District will work with the County to determine 
responsibility for other on- and off-site trails.  
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LETTER A4 – County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County (2 pages) 
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A4. Response to Comments from County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County, dated 
September 5, 2012. 

A4-1 The District acknowledges that previous Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts 
(LACSD) comments dated March 21, 2011 still apply to the project. 

A4-2 Proposed new and upgraded sewers are detailed in Section 5.15, Utilities and 
Service Systems, of the DEIR. The District acknowledges that wastewater would 
need to be conveyed to the nearest LACSD trunk sewer by local sewers, 
currently at Castaic Road and Neely Street.  

A4-3 Page 5.15-6 in Section 5.15, Utilities and Service Systems, of the DEIR is hereby 
revised. 

These facilities form a regional treatment system known as the Santa Clarita 
Valley Joint Sewerage System, which has a design capacity of 28.1 mgd 
and, in 2010, had an average daily flow of 20.4 19.7 mgd (LACSD 2010). 

A4-4 Page 5.15-7 is hereby revised.  

The proposed project operating at full capacity is estimated to generate 
about 31,200 50,000 gallons of wastewater per day. The rate is based on the 
wastewater generation rate for high private schools of 12 gallons per day 
(equivalent for a public school) at 200 gallons per day per 1,000 square feet  
of building space (City of Los Angeles 2006 LACSD 2012 DEIR comment 
letter; generation rates at lacsd.org). Some of the students who would 
attend the proposed high school would transfer from existing high schools 
to relieve overcrowding; thus, the net increase in wastewater generation in 
the region would be less than 31,00 50,000 gallons per day. Regarding 
sewer main capacity, wastewater generation by the proposed school is 
estimated as 0.151 cubic feet per second (cfs). The project site is outside 
the service area of the Santa Clarita Valley Sanitation District (SCVSD), part 
of LACSD. The proposed project includes an application to the SCVSD to 
annex the project site. LACSD would coordinate with the District to treat 
wastewater generated at the project site. There is adequate wastewater 
treatment capacity in the region for estimated wastewater generation by the 
proposed project, and the project would not require the building of new or 
expanded wastewater treatment facilities.  

A4-5 The comment is a direction to information about LACSD connection fees, and 
does not address the adequacy of the EIR. 

A4-6 The District acknowledges that the project site is currently outside of LACSD 
jurisdiction and that therefore LACSD cannot provide sewerage service to the 
project until LACSD accepts annexation of the site into LACSD service area. 
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LETTER A5 – California Department of Fish and Game (9 pages) 
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A5.  Response to Comments from California Department of Fish and Game, dated September 
5, 2012. 

A5-1 The comment is an accurate summary of the project description. 

A5-2 The comment summarizes waters of the state within the site, and drainages within 
roadway alignments, identified in the DEIR. 

A5-3 The comment summarizes approvals and permits for the residential tract approved on 
TTM 47807 but not developed. 

A5-4 The comment summarizes alternatives analyzed in Chapter 7, Alternatives, of the DEIR. 

A5-5 The comment identifies stressors affecting wildlife and habitats in the project region 
identified in the California Wildlife Action Plan (Plan); the District has accessed the Plan 
via CDFG’s website. 

A5-6 The District acknowledges CDFG’s role as a Responsible Agency, and as trustee agency 
for fish and wildlife resources. 

A5-7 Mitigation is not being proposed for CSC species, for the most part, with the sole 
exception of the burrowing owl.  CSC species are considered to be a species that is: 

  
 extirpated from the State or, in the case of birds, in its primary seasonal or breeding 

role;  
 listed as Federally-, but not State-, threatened or endangered; meets the State 

definition of threatened or endangered but has not formally been listed;  
 experiencing, or formerly experienced, serious (noncyclical) population declines or 

range retractions (not reversed) that, if continued or resumed, could qualify it for 
State threatened or endangered status;  

 naturally small in population size exhibiting high susceptibility to risk from any 
factor(s), that if realized, could lead to declines that would qualify it for State 
threatened or endangered status 

 
The species discussed include: western spadefoot (Spea hammondi), San Diego desert 
woodrat (Neotoma lepida intermedia), coast horned lizard (Phynosoma blainvillii) and 
white-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus).  These species are all extant within the state and none 
of these species are formally listed at the federal level, nor do they meet the definition of 
threatened or endangered at the state level.  It is unlikely that they would qualify for state 
threatened or endangered species status.   

 
According to the CDFG website, "Species of Special Concern" is an administrative 
designation and carries no formal legal status. The intent of designating SSCs is to: 

 focus attention on animals at conservation risk by the Department, other State, local 
and Federal governmental entities, regulators, land managers, planners, consulting 
biologists, and others;  

 stimulate research on poorly known species;  
 achieve conservation and recovery of these animals before they meet California 

Endangered Species Act criteria for listing as threatened or endangered.  
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The western spadefoot is a species that is poorly understood, but is generally known to 
occur in relatively small populations, though it does seem to be widespread.  The San 
Diego desert woodrat is similarly less understood, especially in terms of its range and 
abundance.  Both of these species could use more study before making educated 
management decisions about them.  Both of the species are known to be within several 
larger preserve areas and are considered to be adequately conserved in most southern 
California multiple-species planning efforts. 

 
The coast horned lizard is restricted in its overall range, but is still considered quite 
common among biologists.  The project site is at the northern limits of the species 
range, and so populations in this area are likely to be sparse.  The species is known to 
be within several preserve areas and is considered to be adequately conserved in most 
southern California multiple-species planning efforts.  

 
The white-tailed kite is considered a species that has been increasing in populations 
statewide since the 1980s.  The species thrives in the urban/wildlands interface and is 
especially found in grasslands and agricultural areas.  As these habitats have increased 
within the state, the kite has likewise increased in its populations.  The species is also 
known to be within several preserve areas and is considered to be adequately 
conserved in most southern California multiple-species planning efforts. 

 
A5-8 The 250 acres includes offsite roadways described in Chapter 4, Project Description. 

The project site is consistently described in the DEIR as the 198-acre Tract 48707; the 
school site is consistently described as 71.4 acres within the project site.  

 
A5-9 Pre-construction surveys for sensitive species are being proposed for the burrowing owl, 

nesting birds, and rare plants.  Surveys for other CSC species are not deemed 
necessary due to their lower levels of sensitivity or relative lack of suitable habitat on site.  
In addition, focused surveys of the site would be conducted as part of pre-construction 
survey efforts for Tract 47807, should that project move forward, in accordance with 
permit requirements. 

 
A5-10 There are several CSC species that could potentially occur on site that would not likely 

meet the criteria for state listing.   
 

A5-11 The coastal sage scrub that is located on the project site and in the surrounding hills is 
largely unsuitable for coastal California gnatcatcher use.  The habitat is a mixture of 
coastal sage scrub and chaparral species, and is marginal habitat for the gnatcatcher.  
The species is considered to be very sparsely distributed in this portion of its historic 
range.  It is therefore considered unlikely that gnatcatchers could occur on site.  Further, 
the site is located outside of mapped Final Critical Habitat for the gnatcatcher.  As such, 
the area is not recognized as an important habitat area for the species. 

 
A5-12 Coastal sage scrub is one of the common shrub communities of California, ranging from 

as far north as San Francisco south to the Mexican border.  The habitat has been in 
decline due to urban development and other types of development throughout its range.  
Several sensitive plant and animal species are associated with coastal sage scrub, 
including the coastal California gnatcatcher.  However, not all coastal sage scrub areas 
within the state have the potential to support the same suite of plant and wildlife species.  
The range of distribution of coastal sage scrub is quite large with respect to the range of 
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many sensitive species, such as the coastal California gnatcatcher, which is only known 
from San Diego, Orange, San Bernardino and Los Angeles Counties, and (formerly) from 
Ventura County.  

 
Therefore, although coastal sage scrub is a recognized sensitive habitat community, the 
impacts to the community proposed by the project are not considered substantial or 
adverse due to the lack of highly sensitive species present within the habitat.  No 
mitigation is recommended. 

 
A5-13 The District does not concur that impacts to western spadefoot would be considered 

significant under CEQA. 
 
The western spadefoot is a “Species of Special Concern” at the state level.  It has no 
federal status.  And the spadefoot is poorly understood due to several factors.  First, the 
species is secretive and spends most of its time underground waiting for spring rains.  
When the species does emerge, it is only for a short time during the spring to breed.  It 
enters breeding ponds during and shortly after rainy periods.  Second, the species has 
not been the subject of many focused studies and so little is known of its distribution 
other than anecdotal information.  This means that the species could be very common, 
but just is not seen much because the opportunities to see it are uncommon.  ECORP 
conducted a focused habitat assessment for the spadefoot in 2010, and found that the 
High School site contains no suitable pools that could support the species.  No focused 
habitat assessment has been conducted for the species for the access roads portion of 
the project.  However there were no temporary pools observed in this area and the 
access road portions have little in the way of suitable habitat area for the species, 
restricted to possible temporary pooling along dirt road surfaces that may or may not be 
adequate for the species to use.  There are also detention basins on private properties 
along Romero Canyon road that could support spadefoot toads.  The species, if present 
in the surrounding areas of the site that were not surveyed, could potentially use 
portions of the site as dispersal habitat.   

 
Due to the relative low level of sensitivity of the species and lack of suitable habitat within 
the project area, we do not find it likely that impacts to the species would be considered 
significant.  No mitigation is recommended. 

 
A5-14 The District does not concur that impacts to the white-tailed kite would be considered 

significant under CEQA. 
 
The white-tailed kite is currently a “Fully Protected” species at the state level.  This status 
protects the species from being taken or possessed, except in cases of legitimate 
research or specific relocation efforts.  The kite is still a relatively common species in the 
state and its population numbers have been increasing over the past two decades.  
Further, its nesting areas would be protected by nesting bird survey requirements 
detailed within the plan.   

 
Based on the low level of sensitivity of the species and protective measures already in 
place that would cover the species, we do not find it likely that the project would 
adversely impact the white-tailed kite.  No mitigation is required. 
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A5-15 The District does not concur that impacts to special status species would be considered 
significant under CEQA, with the exception of the burrowing owl and, potentially, rare 
plant species.  Without a significant impact, mitigation for impacts to special status 
species would not be required.  Mitigation for these species would be incidentally 
accomplished by the mitigation for various habitats on site, such as oak woodlands and 
riparian plant communities, and this would be considered sufficient to offset impacts to 
lower sensitivity species. 

 
A5-16 Mitigation Measure BIO-9 on page 5.3-23 is hereby renumbered BIO-10 and revised as 

follows. 
 
BIO-10 Prior to any construction during the raptor nesting season, January 311 to 

September 1, a qualified biologist shall conduct a site survey for active nests two 
weeks 30 days prior to any scheduled clearing, grading, or construction 
activities. The survey shall be conducted within all trees, man-made structures 
and any other potential raptor nesting habitat.   

 
Mitigation Measure BIO-10 on Page 5.3-23 is hereby renumbered as BIO-11 and revised 
as follows. 
 
BIO-11 Prior to any vegetation disturbance between March 1 and September 15, a 

qualified biologist shall conduct a survey for nesting birds in all breeding/nesting 
habitat within the project site and adjacent to the project site within 300 feet of 
disturbance areas. The surveys will be conducted within trees and structures, 
wherever nesting bird species may be located.  Nesting bird surveys shall be 
conducted no earlier than 30 days prior to initiation of ground or vegetation 
disturbance by the project. If no breeding/nesting birds are observed and 
concurrence has been received from CDFG, site preparation and construction 
activities may begin. If breeding activities and/or an active bird nest is located 
and concurrence has been received from CDFG, the breeding habitat/nest site 
shall be fenced by the biological monitor a minimum of 300 feet (500 feet for 
raptors) in all directions, and this area shall not be disturbed until the nest 
becomes inactive, the young have fledged, the young are no longer being fed 
by the parents, the young have left the area, and the young will no longer be 
impacted by the project. If the qualified biologist determines that narrower buffer 
between the construction activities and the observed active nests is warranted, 
the biologist may submit a written explanation as to why (e.g., species-specific 
information; ambient conditions and bird’s habituation to them; and terrain, 
vegetation, and birds’ lines of sight between the construction activities and the 
nest and foraging areas) to the District and, upon request, CDFG. Based on the 
submitted information, the District, acting as the lead agency (and CDFG, if 
CDFG requests) will determine whether to allow a narrower buffer.  

 
If any threatened or endangered avian species are observed on the project site, 
no work shall occur during the breeding season (March 1 and September 15) to 
avoid direct or indirect (noise) take of listed species. If any formally state or 
federal listed animal or plant species are observed on the property, then State 
and/or Federal threatened/endangered species permits may be required prior to 
commencing project activities. 
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A5-17 We acknowledge the need to protect bat nursery sites during construction of the project. 
The following text is added to Impact Statement 5.3-5 on Page 5.3-19. 
 
Bat Species 

 
Trees and shrubs onsite, in addition to buildings and other structures that would be 
affected by the project site and in the roadway alignments could be used by bat species 
as nursery sites.  The project would clear about 250 acres, most of which are currently 
vegetated, and including 71.4 acres on the school site, 86.6 acres of graded slopes and 
landslide removals, and 92 acres of roadways. Site clearance would remove trees and 
shrubs in the 250 acres to be cleared, in addition to some number of man-made 
structures, and thus could remove areas used by bat species. 
 
The following mitigation measure is added on Page 5.3-24 and to the Executive 
Summary Table 1-4. 
 
BIO-12 During the year prior to construction, a survey shall be conducted by a qualified 

biologist for bat habitat areas within the project site and the roadway 
alignments between March 1 and September 30.  The areas shall be 
characterized as to their potential for supporting a bat maternal colony or 
nursery site.  The survey shall include all trees and any man-made structures, 
or other bat habitat areas, that could be affected.  If bat maternal colony or 
nursery sites are identified, then these areas shall be avoided by construction 
during the bat breeding season, from March 1 through September 30.  Each 
tree or structure supporting an active maternity roost shall be inspected a week 
prior to disturbance to determine the presence or absence of roosting bats. 

 
 

A5-18 Mitigation Measure BIO-9 pertaining to Impact 5.3-4 is hereby added to Page 5.3-23 
and to the Executive Summary Table 1-4. 

 
BIO-9  During site clearing, vegetation removal, and grading, the District shall have a 

qualified biological monitor present onsite to ensure that all measures required 
under the Lake or Streambed Alteration Agreement (LSA) to be issued by the 
California Department of Fish and Game are followed. The biological monitor 
shall also observe and protect wildlife species to the extent practicable.  

  
A5-19 Mitigation Measure AES-8 requires that night lighting be directed away from sensitive 

areas and meet the standard of 0.5 fc at the property boundary.   
 

A5-20 A survey for rare plant species was conducted for both the site and the roadway 
alignments.  The survey was adequate for the detection of most species, but the slender 
mariposa lily population located on Option A may have been underestimated or 
overestimated since the plants were dried out at the time of the survey.  The late season 
timing of the botanic surveys only affected the results for the slender mariposa lily, not 
for the Pierson’s morning glory.  Pierson’s morning glory plants that were present on the 
site and roadway alignments would have been identified if present. The mariposa lily that 
were present were identified only within the alignments of Mandolin Canyon Road and 
Harp Canyon Road.  The late season timing resulted in the plants being dried out and 
not completely identifiable to species. The extent of the plants was, however, mapped. 
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A5-21 Per CDFG comments, the biological resource mitigation measure will be modified to not 

include translocation as a mitigation measure.  Instead, there will be an effort to protect 
plant populations (slender mariposa lily) in place to the maximum extent practicable and 
to collect voucher specimens of plants that are unavoidable.  No Pierson’s morning glory 
is expected to be impacted by the project. 
 
The late season timing of the botanic surveys only affected the results for the slender 
mariposa lily, not for the Pierson’s morning glory.  Pierson’s morning glory plants that 
were present on the site and roadway alignments would have been identified if present.  
The mariposa lily that were present were identified only within the alignments of 
Mandolin Canyon Road and Harp Canyon Road.  The late season timing resulted in the 
plants being dried out and not completely identifiable to species.  The extent of the 
plants was, however, mapped. 

 
 Mitigation Measure BIO-1 on Page 5.3-20 and the Executive Summary Table 1-4 is 

hereby revised as follows. 
 
BIO-1 If the District chooses to develop the access roads under Option A, before the 

beginning of clearing operations on the alignments of Mandolin Canyon Road or 
Harp Canyon Road, the District shall have a qualified biologist collect bulbs from 
slender mariposa lily. The bulbs shall be planted in coastal sage scrub habitat 
preserved and restored or enhanced pursuant to Mitigation Measure BIO-7. 
retain a qualified biologist to ensure that individuals of slender mariposa lily that 
cannot be avoided by project construction are collected prior to site 
development and deposited with the Rancho Santa Ana Botanical Garden or a 
similar entity for preservation of the genetic material of this species. 

 
A5-22 The EIR oak mitigation measures are consider adequate according to the Los Angeles 

County Oak Ordinance.  The mitigation ratio suggested is a minimum of 2:1 replacement 
and may be modified by the project biologist as needed, in addition to the project 
manager and landscape contractor. 

 
A5-23 Page 5.3-18 in Section 5.3, Biological Resources, is hereby revised as follows.  

 
Project Site 
 
Project development would destroy 0.212 acre of Waters of the US onsite and 0.019 
0.086 acre of Waters of the US offsite, for a total of 0.231  0.298 acre of impact area. The 
project would destroy 0.831 acre of Waters of the State onsite and 0.054 0.230 acre of 
Waters of the State offsite, for a total of 0.885 1.061 acre of impact area. No wetlands 
were identified on the project site. 
 

 Roadway Alignments 
 
Jurisdictional areas identified in the roadway alignments are 0.729 0.772 acre of Waters 
of the US and 1.759 2.262 acres of Waters of the State. The roadway alignments 
surveyed for the Biology Report were 300 feet wide. The impact areas for road 
construction would be 80-foot-wide rights-of-way plus scattered areas to be graded for 
landslide removals. Access road design has not been finalized and is subject to county 
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approval, and thus the jurisdictional areas that would be impacted by access road 
development cannot be specified precisely at this time. Impact areas would be less than 
0.729 0.772 acre of Waters of the US and 1.759 2.262 acres of Waters of the State. 
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LETTTER A6 – Local Agency Formation Commission (1 page[s]) 
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Response to Comments from Local Agency Formation Commission dated September 17, 2012. 

A6-1 LAFCO was included on the distribution list for the DEIR; the certified mail 
receipt was signed by Patricia Ward at LAFCO on August 6, 2012. The District 
regrets that the DEIR apparently did not reach addressee Paul Novak, General 
Manager. A second copy of the DEIR was shipped to LAFCO on September 24 
2012 and was received at LAFCO on September 26. 

A6-2 The Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) of Los Angeles County is 
specified as a Responsible Agency on Page 4-16 of the DEIR.  
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LETTTER A7 – County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works (9 page[s]) 
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A7. Response to Comments from County of Los Angeles Public Works dated  
September 17, 2012. 

A7-1 and -2 A preliminary conceptual striping plan is included in Appendix K (A7-
1_Cross Sections) of this FEIR. Since the final alignment of the streets is subject 
to adjustment in some areas, the scale (normally 1”=40’) was reduced and 
details provided at each intersection and major driveway (such as the 
elementary school) with several typical interim/ultimate plan views and typical 
cross sections for each major roadway. On-street parking is not provided but 
Class 3 bike routes and sidewalk on one side with provisions for a variable width 
multi- purpose trail on the opposite side are included. The offsite access streets 
are in an existing residential area that has two-acre minimum lot size, which 
should provide adequate parking in each lot. Where additional R/W may be 
required (such as along Baringer Road) there are existing facilities that the 
District will attempt to avoid. There also appears to be old previous grading near 
Romero Canyon Road and the District will attempt to reduce roadway crossing 
limits of the existing flood plain and reduce or balance the roadway earthwork.   

 
A7-3 The traffic studies supporting the EIR were submitted to the Department of 

Public Works with the DEIR Distribution; the DEIR public review period began 
July 24, 2012. The preliminary conceptual striping plan is included as Appendix 
A of this FEIR. 

A7-4 Where additional right-of-way may be required (such as along Baringer Road) 
there are existing facilities that the District will attempt to avoid.  The project team 
is currently working to secure the additional right-of-way. 

A7-5 and A7-6 A sidewalk width of five feet is typical for low pedestrian volume areas 
and is consistent with standard County requirements. The proposed roadways 
are within a rural area and, as such, pedestrian volumes are expected to be 
minor. Typically for a rural roadway, the County would not include sidewalks; 
however due to the proposed roadways functioning as a route to a school, a 
sidewalk is recommended. On-street parking is not proposed nor anticipated 
along the roadway due to the negligible amount of development along the 
proposed roadway alignment. Should future development proposals show the 
need for on-street parking or wider sidewalks, those developments can propose 
modified sections consistent with their development plan. Final roadway cross-
sections are subject to County approval and may include provisions for wider 
sidewalks or on-street parking if determined as necessary during the plan review 
and approval process. 

A7-7 The EIR addresses the impacts of forecast traffic along Parker Road and 
identifies significant impacts that vary based on Scenario. In a developed area 
such as along Parker Road, roadway capacity needs are primarily defined by the 
lane requirements at intersections since intersections represent the limiting 
constraint in the system. Parker Road is also identified on the County Master 
Plan of Highways (MPH) as a limited secondary highway and, as such, has a 
functional classification that is expected to accommodate higher volumes of 
traffic than other classifications such as residential or collector streets. Properties 
that obtain access directly from a County highway can be expected to 
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experience greater delays in access than would a property that obtains access 
from a residential or a collector street. 

  Under Scenario 1, significant impacts are shown to occur along Parker Road at 
Sloan Canyon Road, at The Old Road, at the Southbound I-5 Ramp, and at the 
Northbound I-5 Ramp. Under Scenario 2, significant impacts are shown to occur 
along Parker Road at Sloan Canyon Road only (see DEIR Table 5.14-27). 
Mitigation has been identified to the extent feasible, which results in significant 
and unavoidable impacts under Scenario 1 along Parker Road at The Old Road 
and at the I-5 Southbound Ramps (see DEIR Table 5.14-36). Under Scenario 2, 
the identified feasible mitigation fully mitigates the project’s impacts. The traffic 
study area extends easterly of the intersection of Parker and Sloan Roads, and 
the analysis determined that the project would not result in significant impacts 
with the exception of along Parker Road at the locations listed above. 

A7-8 The middle turn lane is proposed on the main access road from Quail Valley 
Road (on Sloan Canyon Road and Canyon Hill Road) to Valley Creek Road.  
This road section has 40 feet of paved surface (curb to curb) which will 
accommodate a middle turn lane. 

A7-9 One of the 6 studies referenced in the original table was omitted in the circulated 
DEIR because it was later updated. The appendices were also re-numbered as 
shown below in Revised Table 5.14-1. This table is revised as shown in Chapter 
4, Revisions to the Draft EIR, of this FEIR.  

Table 5.14-1 Topics Analyzed in Traffic Studies
Time Horizon School Capacity Access Road Scenario Traffic Studies 

Existing Plus Project 1,600 and 2,600 1 and 2 J-2 
Short-Term (2014) Plus 
Project 

1,600 and 2,600 1 J-1, J-5 
1,600 and 2,600 2 J-4 

Buildout Plus Project 
2,600 1 J-1, J-5 
2,600 2 J-4 

Proposed Access Road 
Intersections, Northern 
Route 

2,600  and 2 J-1 

 

A7-10 The proposed driveways to the high school site are shown on the preliminary 
conceptual site plan.  A full size scaled site plan will be submitted for DPW 
review and approval. 

A7-11 All of the recommended mitigation measures for impacts to the intersection of 
Sloan Canyon Road and Quail Valley Road are included in Mitigation Measure T-
1 in Section 5.14, Transportation and Traffic, of the DEIR. The District would be 
responsible for the cost of all of the improvements in Mitigation Measure T-1, as 
stated in that Mitigation Measure. The District would submit a detailed signing 
and striping plan and a traffic signal plan to the Department of Public Works for 
approval at least six months before opening of the school. 
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A7-12 The DEIR identifies the locations where project impacts remain significant and 
unavoidable (see DEIR Table 5.14-36), which includes the locations listed in the 
comment above. Under Scenario 1, additional mitigation to fully mitigate project 
impacts at those locations is not feasible. Under Scenario 2, all locations are 
fully mitigated with the identified feasible mitigation. 

A7-13 As shown in DEIR Tables 5.14-33 and 5.14-35, the intersection of Sloan Canyon 
Road at Parker Road is fully mitigated by the identified mitigation under Scenario 
2. Levels of service (LOS) with the mitigation are LOS A, and the maximum 
intersection capacity utilization (ICU) level is 0.60. As such, the recommended 
improvements will fully mitigate the project’s significant impact. 

A7-14 The comment accurately describes the mitigation identified in the DEIR. 

A7-15 Full buildout of the project was analyzed in the DEIR. The school would increase 
enrollment each year as new class levels are added until buildout. 

A7-16 Conceptual signing and striping plans and traffic signal plans will be submitted 
to Public Works for review and approval. All off-site roadway improvements 
would comply with the County roadway standards and the latest edition of the 
California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices, and would be reviewed 
and approved by the County Department of Public Works prior to construction. 

A7-17 See response to A7-16, above. 

A7-18 The locations of all school area warning signs would be specified on the 
conceptual signing and striping plans to be submitted the County Department of 
Public Works for review and approval prior to construction. 

A7-19 See response to A7-16, above. 

A7-20 The District will prepare Traffic and Parking Management Plans for Public Works 
review and approval for special events expected to exceed typical levels of 
attendance. 

A7-21 The proposed bikeway facility for Sloan Canyon Road would be consistent with 
adjacent planned bikeway facilities provided the existing right-of-way width is not 
increased on the interim.  Parkway widths for a Class 2 and Class 3 bikeway will 
be shown on the preliminary conceptual striping (see Appendix K, A7-1_Cross 
Sections). 

A7-22 The traffic studies that are provided as technical appendices to the EIR contain 
the level of service and traffic signal analysis for the intersections listed above. 
Since each of the locations listed above are future intersections that would be 
constructed to serve future development in the area, traffic signals are only 
required if the cross streets are constructed as assumed for the purpose of this 
cumulative conditions analysis. With the exception of the high school driveways, 
the project trips will not experience cross-traffic at these intersections until such 
time that the surrounding area is developed, thus the need for a traffic signal will 
be determined by the level of future development that occurs in these areas. As 
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shown in the Supplemental Traffic Analysis (May 2012), under Option A each of 
the three roadway intersections listed above will require a traffic signal if the 
surrounding area is developed. Under Option B, the Sloan Canyon 
Road/Canyon Hill Road/Mandolin Canyon Road intersection will require a traffic 
signal if the surrounding area is developed. Under either Option, of the four 
proposed high school driveways, only the main high school driveway 
intersection (Driveway 3) is anticipated to require a traffic signal. 

A7-23 Impact 5.5-5 in DEIR Section 5.5, Geology and Soils, is hereby modified in FEIR 
Chapter 5 as follows:   

site grading would include about 4.89 million cubic yards (mcy) of cut and 4.89 
mcy 5.1 mcy of fill.  Grading for project access roads would involve an additional 
1.63 mcy of cut and 348,000 cy 1.21 mcy of fill. 

 There is no import or export as the excess cut in the access roads is used to 
balance the site. 

A7-24 There is no import or export as the excess cut in the access roads is used to 
balance the project. 

A7-25 Page 5.5-11 in DEIR Section 5.5, Geology and Soils, is revised in FEIR Chapter 5 
as follows. 

The District’s construction contractor and civil engineer would be responsible for 
administering, implementing, and ensuring compliance with BMPs addressing 
soil erosion and specified in the project SWPPP.  Within unincorporated Los 
Angeles County, compliance with BMPs is administered enforced by the Los 
Angeles County Department of Public Works. 

A7-26 Since the final improvement plans require a final hydrology study in addition to 
the preliminary hydrology study which shows that the 50 year event has no 
impact to downstream waters, it was concluded that 2, 5, and 10 year events 
would be included in the hydrology study for the final improvement plans. 

A7-27 For Scenario #1, modified by Detail IV, shows that crossing of the natural 
drainage courses is being designed to span the floodway limits and will not 
create a restriction.  For Scenario #2 there are no restrictions as the drainage 
facility outlets at Baringer Road. Detailed drainage concepts are included in 
Appendix K, A7_Drainage Concepts. 

 
A7-28 Within the high school site, the upstream portion of the Adopted Floodway per 

Adopted ML Map 388-ML8 would be adjusted by processing an LA County 
modification request concurrent with preparation and processing of the final 
improvement plans and standard manual. 

A7-29 The project will comply with the LA County Low-Impact Development (LID) 
ordinance by providing retention basins to retain any excess run-off volume.  
The improvement plan submittal will include the final hydrology study for the 
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project which will provide the final calculations for compliance with the County’s 
LID Standard Manual. 

A7-30 In general, privately maintained drainage facilities will be all facilities west and 
south of Valley Creek Road. Publicly maintained drainage facilities would be in 
Valley Creek Road and the adjacent drainage facilities along the east and north 
side of Valley Creak Road.  As an option, subject to LA County approval, the 
District may decide to maintain the adjacent drainage facilities. Detailed 
drainage concepts are included in Appendix K, A7_Drainage Concepts. 

A7-31-33 The County has recently indicated that debris retention facilities may be 
required.  Debris facilities would include locations at the northeasterly side of the 
of Valley Creek Road and in a portion of TTM No. 46443 cul-de-sac area.  The 
final hydrology study would include hydrologic calculations for increases in run-
off, any change in drainage patterns, debris producing areas, and the capacity 
of any existing storm drain facilities. Final soils and geology reports will be 
submitted.  Engineering calculations to support sizing of debris, retention and 
detention basins will be provided. 

A7-34 A flow test will be required on the existing sewer mains prior to preparation of 
sewer plans to confirm the findings of the sewer study. 

A7-35 Obtaining utility will-serve letters is not a requirement to obtain CEQA clearance 
prior to project approval. Utility responses to service questionnaires are not the 
same as a will-serve letter and do not create a contractual obligation to provide 
service.  A water service will-serve letter will be requested after project approval. 
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LETTER O1 – Castaic Area Town Council (1 page) 
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O1. Response to Comments from Castaic Area Town Council, dated August 25, 2012. 

O1-1 The District acknowledges the Town Council’s support for Access Scenario 2, 
and for both access roads to be completed by project opening. Responses to 
comments on project access are in Section 2.1, Project Access, of this FEIR. 

O1-2 Responses to comments on project access are in Section 2.1, Project Access, of 
this FEIR. 

O1-3 Romero Canyon Road will not be used for construction traffic. 
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LETTER O2 – Chatten-Brown & Carstens (1 page) 
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O2. Response to Comments from Chatten-Brown & Carstens, dated September 4, 2012. 

O2-1 The comment regarding the project description is noted. Responses to specific 
assertions in this comment are provided in responses to subsequent comments in this 
letter. 

O2-2 Responses to the statement of inadequacy of the EIR in this comment are provided in 
responses to subsequent comments in this letter. 

O2-3 The baseline used in the DEIR is existing conditions on and surrounding the site when 
the notice of preparation is published, as provided in CEQA Guidelines Section 
15125(a). The environmental setting in the DEIR satisfied that requirement. The baseline 
is discussed further below in Response O2-24. Responses to comments on the project 
description are contained in Responses O2-10 through O2-22 below.  

O2-4 The optional access routes are all analyzed in the EIR and are not mitigation measures. 

O2-5 This comment is a reference to the Hasley-Sloan Alternative Site analyzed in Section 7.8 
of the DEIR. Responses to comments on project alternatives are in Section 2.3, Project 
Alternatives, of this FEIR. 

O2-6 The 45-day DEIR public review period began on July 24, 22 days before the public 
meeting. The meeting was scheduled to allow time for residents and other interested 
parties to submit written comments to the District after seeing the presentation on the 
project at the August 15 meeting. The public meeting is scheduled to allow interested 
parties time to review the DEIR before the meeting; and to write and submit comments 
after the meeting within the 45-day review period. There is no legal requirement that the 
District hold this public hearing, nor one that allows a specific timeframe after publication 
of the Draft EIR.  Rather, the meeting was part of the District’s efforts to inform the public 
and obtain public comments about the project. 

O2-7 The referenced statement by a Board member was not part of the CEQA process. This 
comment does not relate to the adequacy of the EIR and the accuracy of the newspaper 
quote is not relevant to the adequacy of the EIR. 

O2-8 Although the online versions were reduced in size to accommodate public downloads, 
higher resolution versions of all documents were available during the 45-day public 
review period at five locations as identified on the Notice of Availability.  Figure 5.1-4 is 
correctly labeled. The figure shows a conceptual rendering of how the site would look in 
the future, and shows North Romero Canyon Road as a future road currently identified in 
existing tract maps. 

O2-9 The supporting arguments do not meet the legal definition of pre-commitment as 
defined under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) because the actions 
taken can be reversed without substantial cost to the District. The District has not yet 
committed funds for grading, school construction, or road or utilities construction. 
District expenses on the proposed project site thus far include CEQA documentation, 
technical studies supporting CEQA documentation, and engineering work.  
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O2-10 The project description, especially regarding access roads, is consistently stated 
throughout the EIR, and in Chapter 4, Project Description, and in Section 5.14, 
Transportation and Traffic. This applies to both the names and locations of proposed 
roadways, and to the time of implementation. A summary table of access road scenarios 
and options is provided in Table 5.14-8. Analyzing multiple options for a project is 
common in CEQA documentation and does not render the EIR inadequate. 

O2-11 The District does not intend to utilize Romero Canyon Road south of the proposed 
emergency gate, for access to the new high school.  Access to and from the project 
would be from the roads identified in Chapter 4 of the DEIR. Access Scenario 1 provides 
public access along a route that begins as an extension of Sloan Canyon Road to the 
high school campus.  As shown on Figure 4-2, School Access Roadways, the District is 
considering two options for the extension of Sloan Canyon Road to the campus.  These 
options are as follows: 

Access Scenario 1  

 Option A  

 1. Sloan Canyon Road west to Mandolin Canyon Road 

 2. Mandolin Canyon Road north to Harp Canyon Road 

 3. Harp Canyon Road west to North Romero Canyon Road 

 4. North Romero Canyon Road south to Valley Creek Road 

 5. Valley Creek Road to the school access point 

 Option B  

 1. Sloan Canyon Road west to Canyon Hill Road 

 2. Canyon Hill Road west to Valley Creek Road at school access point 

Access Scenario 2 

 Access Scenario 2 includes the same northern public access road options as 
Access Scenario 1, but is combined with a southern public access road connecting 
the campus to Hillcrest Parkway.  This proposed route follows existing dirt roads. 

 1. Sloan Canyon Road north beginning at the western end of Hillcrest Parkway 

 2. Baringer Road west to Valley Creek Road 

 3. Romero Canyon Road/Valley Creek Road north to campus.   

Romero Canyon Road would be utilized in emergency circumstances only, in the event 
other access points to the project are rendered unusable by an emergency, or not 
reasonably available due to an emergency. 
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O2-12  Land use impacts of the project are assessed in Section 5.9, Land Use and Planning, of 
the Draft EIR. CEQA pertains to impacts to the physical environment; fiscal impacts are 
outside of the purview of CEQA. 

 1) See map in Appendix K (O2-12_ROW Maps), which shows existing road rights-of-way 
from Quail Valley Road to the high school site for options A and B.  Easement 
acquisition will be requested for Canyon Hill Road between the eastern boundary of the 
high school site and Mandolin Canyon Road and the realignment of Mandolin Canyon 
Road between Tract 46443 and Canyon Hill Road if the project is approved the school 
district board. 

 
 2) Road rights-of-way from Hillcrest Parkway to the southern boundary of the high 

school site all exist except for additional right-of-way to be obtained just north of Hillcrest 
Parkway and the alignment in the vicinity of Baringer Road and Sloan Canyon Road. 
Easement acquisition will be pursued for the alignment in the vicinity of Baringer Road 
and Valley Creek Road, if the project is approved the school district board. 

 
 A separate map in Appendix K shows existing road rights-of-way from the southern 

boundary of the high school site to Hasley Canyon Road. 
 
  CEQA does not require that fiscal impacts be analyzed in the EIR. 
 
O2-13 The school site would be 71.4 acres, meeting CDE requirements for a comprehensive 

high school for the proposed buildout enrollment. The District has no plans to sell part of 
the proposed project site to College of the Canyons. If the school is built within Tentative 
Tract Map (TTM) 47807, then the remainder of the TTM and its units would not be built 
and the map would essentially “dissolve”. The District has no plans to sell part of the 
TTM for future residential development (see Appendix K, O2-13_Acerage Summary). 

O2-14 There is no statement on DEIR page 3-3 referencing a conditional use permit (CUP). The 
District plans to exempt the site from County zoning requirements, as stated on DEIR 
page 4-15; thus, the District would not need to obtain a CUP to develop the proposed 
school on the site. 

O2-15 To the extent that a beacons or lights are needed on any county operated broadcast 
towers the county will be responsible. The District will not be constructing a helipad. The 
District has no plans to put lights on District-operated towers. 

O2-16 The numbers of stories refer to different buildings on campus. The eight classroom 
buildings are labeled on the conceptual site plan as one story each. The 
gymnasium/shower/locker building is expected to be about 40 feet high – that height is 
needed for indoor basketball and volleyball play. The performing arts building would 
most likely be three stories high; the height is needed for the theater. All of the building 
heights used in the visual simulations in Section 5.1, Aesthetics, are currently planned 
heights as described above. Further detail in the project description is not required for 
an understanding of the project or for decision makers to understand the environmental 
impacts.  

O2-17 The District has no plans to install solar panels on top of any buildings onsite.  If solar 
panels are installed on site, they are likely to be within the parking areas, which are at 
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the lower elevations and would not be highly visible from surrounding areas.  The panels 
are dark to maximize solar collection and would not be reflective. 

O2-18 The site is being annexed into a different water district to provide a reliable water supply 
for the project. 

O2-19 The anticipated schedule for demolition would take longer than two months and would 
not require acquisition of any parcels. As stated in Section 3.2.3, Site Environmental 
Setting, of the DEIR, the site is in a natural undeveloped state except for a few dirt roads. 
Clearing the grading area of vegetation would require about two months. 
 
Demolition activities include contractor move-in, setting up an equipment maintenance 
yard, providing a temporary source of construction water, providing SWPPP items, then 
doing clearing and grubbing, including brush and tree removal. 

O2-20 No additional parcels are needed for the school site. 

O2-21 Construction equipment and vehicles will access the site from Sloan Canyon Road to the 
east.   

O2-22 It is estimated that 31 percent of project students would come from developments south 
of the Hillcrest community, including planned developments in Newhall Ranch such as 
Landmark Village and Mission Village. It is projected by Davis Demographics & 
Planning, the District’s consultant for enrollment projections, that students from 
Landmark Village will attend West Ranch High School and students from Mission Village 
will attend Castaic High School; however, which schools will serve specific 
developments will be determined by the District. 

O2-23 DEIR Page 3-2 states: “Various rural residences surround the site and more dense 
residential development is to the east….Small residential developments occur to the 
west and around the southern roads of the site.” 

Surrounding residential land uses are described in the Air Quality section (5.2); and 
surrounding land uses include “a few scattered homes” as stated in the Land Use 
section (5.9). The site surroundings include scattered rural residential land uses and no 
revision to the EIR is needed. 

O2-24 The baseline is existing conditions on the ground when the NOP was published, January 
30, 2012; not including previous actions purportedly in furtherance of the project. The 
removal of 24 oak trees from the site in 2010 was done pursuant to County Oak Tree 
Permit No. 89-213 granted in relation to development of a residential project onsite.  

O2-25 See Response O2-22. 

O2-26 The DEIR accurately discloses those locations that are not fully mitigated under Scenario 
1. For example, under short-term 2014 conditions with 2,600 students, there is one 
intersection location that remains at LOS D with mitigation, two locations that remain at 
LOS E with mitigation, and one location that remains at LOS F with mitigation (see DEIR 
Table 5.14-32). With 1,600 students, the impacts of the project under Scenario 1 are fully 



 
3. Response to Comments from Agencies and Organizations 
 

Page 3-102  The Planning Center|DC&E October 2012 

mitigated with the identified mitigation measures with the exception of one location that 
remains at LOS D (see DEIR Table 5.14-31).  

Under Scenario 2, one location is identified as significantly impacted (see DEIR Tables 
5.14-18 and 5.14-20), but the identified mitigation measure fully mitigates the project’s 
impacts (see DEIR Table 5.14-33). 

O2-27 The DEIR identifies three mitigation measures, of which at least one must be met prior to 
the school exceeding 1,600 students with the one access route (Mitigation Measure T-2). 
One requires widening the northerly access route to a four-lane roadway, another 
requires completing the second (southerly) access route, and another requires the 
completion of other future roadways in the area that provide a sufficient amount of 
additional capacity to accommodate 2,600 students (see DEIR page 5.14-36). The DEIR 
also identifies an additional mitigation measure that must be met prior to the school 
exceeding 1,600 students, which requires the implementation of staggered start times 
(MM T-3). The purpose of the staggered start times, described as three start times with 
each of the times at least 30 minutes apart and with at least 25 percent of the student 
enrollment in each of the three start times, is to spread the peak traffic generation with 
full enrollment over a longer time period, thus lessening the impact at any given time. 
With the start times staggered as described, the effective impact of 2,600 students would 
not exceed the peak hourly traffic generation of 1,600 students. 

O2-28 The widening of the northerly access route to four-lanes would provide sufficient 
capacity to accommodate 2,600 students; however, as noted in the comment, a single 
northerly access route would result in longer trip lengths for residents of the Hillcrest 
Parkway community in comparison to the two-access route scenario (Scenario 2).  

The trip distribution percentages for the high school were derived from student 
population data provided by the District. The data, which identified future student 
locations for the anticipated Castaic attendance area, results in approximately 27 
percent of the trips originating in the northerly Castaic area, approximately 27 percent of 
the trips originating in the Hillcrest Parkway community, and the remaining 46 percent of 
the trips originating further south (see DEIR Figure 5.14-5). As such, over 58 percent of 
the trips are estimated to be arriving from the south. These trip percentages include trips 
made by students as well as faculty and staff. Of the trips originating in the Hillcrest 
Parkway community and areas south, the majority are estimated to utilize the southerly 
access route via Hillcrest parkway and these trips represent approximately 58 percent of 
the total (see DEIR Figure 5.14-5). The remaining trips from the south are estimated to 
utilize the northerly access route via The Old Road or the I-5 freeway. 

A single access route to the south via Hillcrest Parkway with 1,600 students was not 
specifically evaluated in the DEIR; however, it would generally be comparable to the 
conditions identified for the full 2,600 student enrollment in which 58% of the total trips 
(equivalent to approximately 1,500 students) is estimated to use the southerly access 
route. 

O2-29 The northerly access road would be designed to the established specifications of the 
County Department of Public Works, which limits the grade and curvature to accepted 
standards.  
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Local traffic conditions worsen when the I-5 freeway is shut down due to extreme 
weather or fire events. The freeway closure typically results in northbound traffic being 
removed at the Parker Road interchange, resulting in congestion on the northbound off-
ramp. Under Scenario 1, school traffic from the south would need to utilize The Old 
Road as the alternative to the freeway, leading to increased congestion at the 
intersection of The Old Road and Parker Road. Under Scenario 2, school traffic from the 
south could utilize the Hillcrest Parkway connection as an alternative to taking the I-5 
freeway to Parker Road. 

O2-30  The use of staggered start times for the High School does not directly translate to 
incompatibility with carpooling. If the high school’s start time is different than other 
schools in the area, carpooling between those schools becomes easier since it allows 
time for the parent to travel between the two locations. Staggered start times at the high 
school can also result in more opportunities for parents to coordinate a schedule that fits 
their particular carpooling needs. Nonetheless, staggered start times can be a challenge 
for parents when they have multiple students at the high school if each student has a 
different start time. For those circumstances, it is recommended that the school maintain 
flexibility when scheduling the classes of siblings in order to minimize inconvenience to 
the family. 

O2-31 The segment of Romero Canyon Road from Baringer Road to Hasley Canyon Road 
(“South Romero Canyon Road”) would be used as a gated emergency access in both 
Scenarios 1 and 2, as described in DEIR Chapter 4. As in Scenario 2 South Romero 
Canyon Road would be used as a gated emergency access until the southern public 
access route was built, use of South Romero Canyon Road as a gated emergency 
access would continue after construction of the southern access route. 

 See map of existing road rights-of-way (Appendix K, O2-12_ROW Maps) for Romero 
Canyon Road with easement for references. There is an existing water line with fire 
hydrants in Romero Canyon Road for LA County Fire Department use.  Title company 
review of existing documents may be necessary as it isn’t clear about emergency use. 

O2-32 The District does not intend to utilize Romero Canyon Road south of the proposed 
emergency gate, for access to the new high school.  Access to and from the project 
would be from the roads identified in Chapter 4 of the DEIR under Scenario 1 and 2. 
Romero Canyon Road would be utilized in emergency circumstances only, in the event 
other access points to the project are rendered unusable by an emergency, or not 
reasonably available due to an emergency. The right to use private streets for 
emergency purposes is recognized under applicable law. 
 
A Romero Canyon Road Right-of-Way Exhibit Map, included in Appendix K of this FEIR, 
shows existing Road right-of-way with recorded document references from Hasley 
Canyon Road to the High School site.  The existing pavement is approximately 30 feet 
wide from Hasley Canyon Road to Anvik Street and then transitions to approximately 20 
feet wide to approximately 1,500 feet from the southerly boundary of Parcel Map 67132, 
then it’s some broken pavement and dirt the remaining 1,500 feet.   There is an existing 
water main and fire hydrants for Los Angeles County use from Hasley Canyon Road to 
the southerly boundary of PM 67132.  The High School District does not intend to widen 
the existing paved road, but would provide a 20-foot-minimum width pavement to an 
emergency gate south of Baringer Road. 
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O2-33 
to 36 See Appendix K, O2-36_TTM Conditions for conditions of approval for TT 47807. 

O2-37 See Response 02-21. 

O2-38 As stated in the Supplemental Traffic Analysis (May, 2012), on-street Class III bike routes 
(signed but not striped) are appropriate for cyclists comfortable with riding in the 
roadway (see page 19, Supplemental Traffic Analysis, May, 2012). For high school 
students, who are generally less experienced riders and not as comfortable with riding in 
close proximity to vehicular traffic, a separate bike trail (Class I) is preferable. Delineated 
bike lanes (Class II), would be less desirable than a Class I trail for most high school 
students. 

For the proposed access roadways, multiple cross sections have been proposed as 
shown in Appendix C of the Supplemental Traffic Analysis, May, 2012 (see DEIR, 
Appendix J-1).  Additionally, cross sections are shown in Appendix K of this FEIR. 
Roadways could accommodate a Class II bike lane if required by the County 
Department of Public Works, which will decide the roadway configuration. More 
importantly, the proposed grading limits can also accommodate a Class I trail 
completely separate from the vehicle roadway. Land for a Class I off road trail will be 
dedicated to the County along the school. The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 
minimum recommended width of a shared use path is 10 feet. For a dedicated two-way 
cycle-track, the National Association of City Transportation Officials (NACTO) minimum 
recommended width is 8 feet. Either configuration could be accommodated within the 
proposed access roadway grading limits, and each allows for bicycle travel in both 
directions. 

O2-39 Under Scenario 2, the average resident of the Hillcrest Community would be 
approximately 2.6 miles (+/- 1 mile) from the high school. Under Scenario 1, in which 
only the northern access route is provided, the practicality of walking or biking to the 
high school would be limited for the community along Sloan Canyon Road and Parker 
Road, some of which is up to two miles from the school site. Residents of the Hillcrest 
Community would not have a practical walking or biking route to from the high school 
under Scenario 1 as the distance to the high school would be approximately 4.6 miles 
(+/- 1 mile). 

The California Safe Routes to School (SR2S) program has the primary goal of increasing 
the number of children walking or biking to school by making it safer for them to do so. 
Safe routes are achieved by providing separation between pedestrians, bicycles, parent 
vehicles, and buses. The proposed access roadway cross sections include sidewalks for 
pedestrians and allocate space for shared use trails for bicyclists as the adjacent areas 
are developed (see DEIR Figure 4-3 and Appendix J-1, and FEIR Appendix K, A7-
1_Cross Sections). The need for traffic signals has been identified at major intersections 
as well as the high school’s primary access driveway, and these signals will include 
pedestrian crosswalks and pedestrian phasing in accordance with the Los Angeles 
County Department of Public Works standards. In these ways, the proposed access 
routes meet the primary goal of the Safe Routes to School program. 

O2-40 Within the Santa Clarita Valley, high school bus service is provided by Santa Clarita 
Transit (SCT) with special routes (600 Series). Because student enrollment continues to 
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grow and the school district regularly opens new schools, SCT school-oriented routes 
and schedules are adjusted annually. The proposed school will require additional 
school-oriented routes (Fajans & Associates 2006). To facilitate the use of transit, the 
District is coordinating with SCT about the location of bus stops at the proposed project 
site (see DEIR Page 5.14-26). 

O2-41 Access to the high school is proposed to consist of new roadways through areas that 
are primarily undeveloped. The access roadways would be designed to the established 
specifications of the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works, which places 
limits on the amount of curvature and steepness of the roadways, and which includes 
specific criteria in regard to the provision of safety enhancing measures such as guard 
rails. A determination regarding the use of guard rails, or other safety measures, will be 
made through consultation with County engineers as part of the roadway design 
process. 

O2-42 Since the Baringer Road/Romero Canyon Road/Valley Creek Road intersection is an off-
site public intersection, the specific configuration will be determined by the Los Angeles 
County Department of Public Works. The school district, if it so chooses, can make a 
request of the County to consider the reconfiguration of the intersection as well as the 
naming of the roadways. 

O2-43 Until such time that additional development occurs in the vicinity of the high school site, 
traffic on the middle section of Sloan Canyon Road will primarily be related to the high 
school. As such, the initial configuration of the Sloan Canyon Road/Baringer Road 
connection is to facilitate trips to and from the school. When future development is 
proposed, the optimal configuration of the future Sloan Canyon Road/Baringer Road 
intersection will be based on the expected traffic patterns resulting from the new 
development in combination with the school traffic. The proposed configuration of Sloan 
Canyon Road would not preclude the reinstatement of the limited secondary highway 
designation at a future date if so desired by the County. 

O2-44 The South Coast Air Quality Management District’s (SCAQMD) draft methodology for 
determining significant project-level GHG emissions impacts is a tiered approach.1  The 
3,000 metric tons per year cited by the commenter is not a significance threshold but 
screening criteria (Tier 3) under SCAQMD’s draft methodology. Projects that exceed the 
“bright line” screening criteria move on to SCAQMD’s Tier 4 efficiency metric to 
determine project-related GHG emissions impacts.  

SCAQMD’s draft per capita significance thresholds are based on the greenhouse gas 
(GHG) reduction targets of Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32). In general, the per capita 
“efficiency metric” is based on an expanded interpretation of the California Air Resources 
Board (CARB)’s statewide GHG reduction target as documented in the 2008 Scoping 
Plan. In the 2008 Scoping Plan, CARB identifies that on a per capita basis, annual 
emissions would need to be reduced to 14 tons of carbon dioxide-equivalent CO2e to 
”10 tons per person by 2020.” CARB’s per-capita analysis is based on residents only 
(not residents plus employees).  

                                                      
1   Tier 1 is a check to see if the project is exempt from CEQA, Tier 2 is if the project is consistent with a qualified 
GHG reduction plan, neither of which apply in this situation. 
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On a state level this approach is applicable because if you work in California the 
chances are you also live in California. Dividing the total emissions inventory by the total 
population of the state as a statewide efficiency target more accurately identifies how 
efficient the state as a whole is in terms of GHG emissions and GHG emissions 
reductions. However, when chopping it down to a smaller sale (e.g., regional or General 
Plan level) when Air Districts were developing CEQA significance thresholds, it was 
quickly realized that people typically live in one City and may work in another. Because 
GHG emissions are dominated by the on-road vehicle trips, not accounting for people 
who work at the project site would drastically underestimate a project’s GHG emissions 
efficiency. As a result, a different interpretation of “per capita” was developed when 
evaluating GHG emissions impacts for project-level analyses under CEQA.  

The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) was one of the first air districts 
to propose efficiency metrics for CEQA documents. The term “Service Population” (SP) 
was first coined by BAAQMD as part of their Draft CEQA Guidelines and it is based on 
their evaluation of CABR’s statewide efficiency metric. This term is now used state-wide. 
In BAAQMD’s guidelines, they developed a definition for Service Population to resolve 
the fact that emissions generated by the project are generated by both people who "live 
or work" in the project site but likely do not “live and work” in the project site. This is 
primarily because the predominant emission source is the vehicles driven by those 
people who “visit” the site.  

However, a traditional definition of Service population that only includes residents and 
employees is not always applicable for projects that may have different “users” of the 
site. Therefore, for the purpose of evaluating GHG emissions from school projects, a 
definition of Service Population has been expanded to include students and staff. These 
two populations are the primary generators of GHG emissions from school projects 
(e.g., trips are primarily generated by the students who drive/are driven to the school).2  
Therefore, it is the lead agencies independent judgment that there is substantial 
evidence to support the definition of Service Population for the proposed school project, 
which is consistent with past methodology developed by Air Districts in California for 
evaluating CEQA impacts. 

O2-45 As described in Response to Comment O2-28, the trip distribution percentages were 
derived based on what the District anticipates as future student growth areas. The Draft 
EIR identifies that approximately 27 percent of the trips originating in the Hillcrest 
community while the majority (46 percent) originating further south. VMT is based on the 
CalEEMod program defaults and is consistent with the anticipated student boundary for 
the proposed school. A one-way trip estimated in the CalEEMod is between 7.3 to 9.5 
miles one way (with the majority, 77.8 percent, of trips being 9.5 miles). The default trip 
lengths are consistent with the trip lengths for trips in Los Angeles County and were 
developed based on County-specific data that was integrated into CalEEMod. Access 
through the southern route would provide a shorter route for residents in the Hillcrest 

                                                      
2   For another example, a park project would include maybe one or two Department of Recreation/Public Works 
employees who visit the site. However, the park may have active use areas (e.g., baseball field, soccer fields) that 
generate enough daily trips to warrant a parking lot. In this example, emissions may or may not exceed 3,000 
MTons/day (depending on the number of trips generated) under Tier 3. However, if a Tier 4 analysis was necessary, 
there would be no true way to evaluate the project's "efficiency" without considering an alternative definition that 
includes average daily park users. 
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communities and communities further south compared to the northern route resulting in 
less GHG emissions for those residents driving to and from that community in Phase 1. 
However, in Scenario 2, by Phase 2 the southern access route would be constructed.3  
GHG emissions were identified as a less than significant impact of the proposed project. 
 
The travel distance to the proposed high school site is approximately 3.6 miles from the 
intersection of The Old Road at Hillcrest Parkway via the southerly access route 
(Scenario 2). Via the northerly access route, the distance is also approximately 3.6 miles 
from this same point, resulting in effectively equivalent trip lengths regardless of the 
route chosen. For the residents of the Hillcrest community, the southerly access route 
results in a trip length of approximately 2.6 miles from the center of the community. 
Without the southerly access route, residents of the Hillcrest community would first travel 
north via The Old Road for a total trip length of approximately 4.6 miles. In summary, for 
residents of the Hillcrest community (27 percent of the school trips) the southerly access 
route (Scenario 2) results in an average trip length reduction of approximately 2 miles. 
For residents of communities further south of the Hillcrest community (31 percent of the 
school trips) the southerly access route does not have an effect on their average trip 
length. 

O2-46 See Response to Comment O2-39. It is true that if Scenario 1 is implemented some 
students may choose to walk along dirt roads to the school. Students in these areas are 
currently driven to school because of the distance to the nearest school. However, under 
Scenario 2, by Phase 2 the southern access route would be constructed. In addition, the 
proposed project would still implement a California Safe Routes to School (SR2S) 
program to increase the number of students walking or biking to school by making it 
safer for students to do so.  

Access to the project site under each scenario would include a five foot sidewalk for pedestrians 
in accordance with County roadway standards. Due to the rural nature of the area, a 
sidewalk is proposed for one side of the roadway only, which would be based on the 
side most convenient for access. As residential development comes into the area, a 
multi-purpose trail would be constructed along the opposite side of the road. Busses 
would access the school by the main access routes constructed as part of the project. 

O2-47 VMT is based on the CalEEMod program defaults and is consistent with the anticipated 
student boundary for the proposed school. A one-way trip estimated in the CalEEMod is 
between 7.3 to 9.5 miles one way (with the majority, 77.8 percent, of trips being 9.5 
miles) and overestimates trip length by under Scenario 2 access. Under Scenario 2 the 
southern access route would be constructed and would result in lower VMT for residents 
of the Hillcrest Community and those communities further south and even shorter 
distance for the future residential communities. No trip reductions from use of alternative 
transportation or VMT reductions were counted in the modeling from development of the 
future residential communities surrounding the site. A qualitative statement was included 
in the Draft EIR to describe the potential reduction in GHG emissions from those 
reported and used in the air quality analysis when properties surrounding the school are 
eventually developed. Therefore, the statement made by the commenter is incorrect. 

The traffic forecasts for the proposed project for Existing plus Project conditions and for 
2014 (Cumulative conditions) are based on a distribution pattern in which 100 percent of 

                                                      
3   It is 4.6 miles to the Hillcrest community for Phase 1 and approximately half the distance for Phase 2. 
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the project trips are distributed to the south (see DEIR Figures 5.14-4 and 5.14-5). In 
other words, the traffic forecasts to not assume that the future development of areas near 
the Project site will reduce the vehicle miles traveled for the purpose of the traffic 
analysis. The project site is approximately 3.6 miles from the intersection of The Old 
Road at Hillcrest Parkway regardless of which access route is utilized. The traffic 
forecasts to the south of the Hillcrest Community, estimated as 46 percent of the total 
(see DEIR Figure 5.14-5), reflect the trips that could be made by students traveling from 
the Newhall Ranch or other future developments in the south. 

O2-48 The detention basins would only be used for parking in an “overflow” situation. An 
overflow situation is only expected to occur during a full capacity event, which is 
anticipated no more than two times per year. In addition, the detention basin, while 
unpaved, is not sand or gravel but would be covered by vegetation, such as turf grass. A 
substantial increase in particulate matter emissions from use of overflow parking on a 
landscaped detention basin is not anticipated and therefore not analyzed in the EIR. 

O2-49 The geotechnical study prepared by Fugro West (2010) covered all four parcels of the 
site. The Fugro West study relied on previous subsurface explorations and did not 
involve subsurface exploration; additional subsurface exploration in parcels 2 and 3 is 
needed to confirm Fugro West’s understanding of the site. The geotechnical study by 
Geolabs West (2010) included subsurface exploration in parcels 1 and 4. 

O2-50 The DEIR discussion is adequate and alleged deficiencies are not supported by law. 
Design-level geotechnical investigations for projects are often done after CEQA 
clearance is completed. The mitigation measures in Section 5.5, Geology and Soils, of 
the DEIR contain performance standards and are specific and enforceable. 

O2-51 The referenced landslide removal is outside of the school building pad. 

O2-52 The 30 oak trees onsite that would be removed by the project are all in areas that would 
be developed by the project as part of the school, or as evaporation basins, or as 
roadways. While the Los Angeles County Oak Tree Ordinance does not apply to the 
school district, the District is using the ordinance and CDFG permit requirements to 
determine impact significance and mitigation requirements. 
 
Many of the oak woodlands that would be impacted along the roadway alignments 
occur along dirt roads and are impacted by foot traffic and vehicle traffic, as well as 
compaction around the root zone.  The mitigation ratio of 2:1 minimum is considered 
adequate under the Los Angeles County Oak Ordinance, and can be modified to 
accommodate Heritage Oak Trees as determined by the project biologist. 

O2-53 The CDFG, in a DEIR comment letter dated September 5, 2012 concurred with the DEIR 
assessment that there are 1.209 acres of Waters of the State onsite. 
 
A Streambed Alteration Agreement would be pursued for impacts to Waters of the State 
engendered by the project.  Mitigation measures for these impacts to the satisfaction of 
the California Department of Fish and Game would be determined during that process. 

O2-54 The District appreciates the suggestion that it consult with the US Army Corps of 
Engineers (Corps) and the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) regarding 
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the amounts of Waters of the US and Waters of the State onsite. A preliminary 
jurisdictional delineation (JD) was prepared for the proposed project by Ecorp in July 
2012; a preliminary JD for parcels 1 and 4 was prepared by Ecorp in July 2010. The two 
JDs are included in the DEIR Appendices E-1 and E-3, respectively.  
 
In addition to permitting and associated mitigation with the state, permitting and 
mitigation would also be pursued with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers through the 
appropriate regulatory process. 

O2-55 The disturbance to the site in 2010 was not done as part of this high school project. 
 
Several species of concern could occur within the project site and roadway alignments; 
however most of these are species that are not highly sensitive or declining, as would be 
the case with species listed as endangered or threatened.  The one exception is the 
burrowing owl, for which mitigation is being proposed.  The other species would also 
benefit from mitigation measures being proposed for habitats. 

O2-56 The dark, rural nature of the area surrounding the project site is described on page 5.1-7 
of the DEIR under the heading Existing Light and Glare: “There are no existing sources 
of light or glare from lights on the site, and no street lights on the existing dirt roads on 
or near the site. Offsite light sources consist of safety and security lights at scattered 
rural residences.” 

O2-57 The reference to 75 feet on page 5.1-9 is an error and is corrected in Chapter 5, 
Revisions to the Draft EIR, of this FEIR. Field lighting poles to be installed on the project 
may be up to 90 feet high. Spill light impacts from field lights are reduced with 90-foot 
poles compared to 75-foot poles because light is focused more narrowly downward onto 
the playfield with the higher poles.  

O2-58 Proposed campus parking lots would be screened from surrounding residences by 
existing topography and by proposed graded slopes, as shown on DEIR Figures 5.1-5a 
and 5.1-5b, Visual Simulation. The minimum distance from a proposed parking lot to the 
nearest residence would be about 920 feet. Even in winter, most students would leave 
campus before sunset. Nighttime events attracting many participants or spectators, such 
as open house, back-to-school night, football games, and school plays, would be 
occasional.  

O2-59 Field lights and field light poles would be visible from a few existing residences south 
and east of the school site (see DEIR Figure 5.1-5b, Visual Simulations, showing 
buildings visible from observation points 6 and 8). However, considering the minimum 
distance from field lights to the nearest residences – 1,450 feet – spill light would be well 
below the 0.5-footcandle threshold at those residences. Spill light usually declines to 
under 0.5 footcandle within 200 horizontal feet of field lights. Overall night lighting 
impacts of the proposed project are identified as significant and unavoidable. The DEIR 
conclusions regarding spill light impacts from field lights to residences and overall 
lighting impacts remain valid and no revision is needed.  

O2-60 The measures cited in the comment are regulations included in the proposed Los 
Angeles County Rural Outdoor Lighting District ordinance. They are not project 
mitigation measures. Mitigation measures for nighttime lighting impacts (AES-7 through 
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AES-9) contain specific performance standards regarding prohibited levels of spill light 
(over 0.5 footcandle) and time lights must be extinguished (10 PM), or reduced to allow 
spectators to exit the campus safely. The performance standards are enforceable. 

O2-61 There is no clear cut definition of what constitutes a scenic vista. What some may 
consider a scenic vista may not be considered that by others. The assessment of 
aesthetic impacts that would result from construction and operation of the proposed 
project was conducted in compliance with CEQA. Several resources were researched for 
specific guidance, including: 

 Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan 
 Castaic Area Community Standards District 
 Rural Outdoor Lighting District 
 FHWA Visual Impact Assessment for Highway Projects 
 BLM Visual Resource Management Manual 
 US Forest Service, Department of Agriculture  Landscape Aesthetics: A 

Handbook for Scenery Management 

The threshold of significance used for impacts to scenic vistas is not unique or unusual. 
This threshold used for scenic vistas is also used in other CEQA documents for projects 
in undeveloped rural areas throughout California. A few examples include: Fresno 
County General Plan, Open Space and Conservation Element; Beacon Solar project in 
Kern County, and Moody Flats Quarry Project in Shasta County. 

This CEQA issue of concern about scenic vistas, addresses the degree to which project-
related features interfere with a scenic vista, either by physically screening the vista from 
view, or by blocking access to a formerly available specific public viewing location. A 
broader interpretation would also include adverse effects on the visual resources within 
view, in addition to the obstruction of the view or access to it. This broader interpretation 
was thoroughly analyzed under Impact 5.1-3 in the DEIR.  

Extensive photographic documentation of the project site’s existing visual character was 
taken from public viewsheds surrounding the site. Computer simulations were created 
and extensive analysis of the impacts on aesthetics was conducted. 

Because of the substantial alteration of the existing natural setting, grading of valleys 
and ridges, reduced topography of the site, the resultant views of graded slopes and 
school development, and the sensitivity of the residential viewers, impacts to the visual 
character of the site are considered significant. Additionally, impacts to two of the three 
designated Primary Significant Ridgelines would be significant. The EIR found that 
aesthetic impacts of the project would be significant and unavoidable even with 
implementation of mitigation measures. 

O2-62 The heights of the eight classroom buildings (one story) and the science 
classroom/library/administration building (two stories) are indicated on the Conceptual 
Site Plan (DEIR Figures EX-3 and 4-1). The two buildings likely to be the highest 
buildings at the school are the performing arts building and the 
gymnasium/shower/locker building, at up to three stories each. Those were the building 
heights used in the visual simulations in Figures 5.1-5a and 5.1-5b. 
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O2-63 Public trails and paths surrounding the project site are at generally similar distances 
from the site as residences for which aesthetic impacts are analyzed in detail in Section 
5.1, Aesthetics. Thus, the aesthetic impacts that would be experienced by residents are 
generally similar to what would be experienced by equestrians. Impacts to the visual 
character of the site and its surroundings would be significant and unavoidable. 

O2-64 The proposed ridgeline cut for Canyon Hill Road is onsite. The DEIR identifies impacts to 
significant ridgelines as significant and unavoidable. No inadequacy of the EIR is 
identified in this comment. 

O2-65 The roadway protection would be buried below ground surface (see DEIR Figure 5.8-6), 
and no aesthetic impact would occur. 

O2-66 The project site and surrounding land are zoned A-2-2, Heavy Agriculture, permitting 
single-family residences at up to two units per net acre. Public K-12 schools are 
permitted in the A-2-2 zone with a conditional use permit (CUP), as mentioned in Section 
5.9, Land Use and Planning, of the DEIR. Considering that several residential projects 
have already been approved on the project site and nearby tracts; applications for 
several other residential projects have been submitted to the County; and schools are 
permitted uses in the A-2-2 Zone with a CUP, the District disagrees with the commenter’s 
claim that the project would constitute leapfrog development. 

O2-67 Disclosure of information on easements and/or dedications is not required for CEQA 
compliance. 

O2-68 Water released from shearing of inlet-outlet pipes from each of the two 750,000-gallon 
tanks would be directed to, and then contained in, evaporation basins A1 and A2 (the 
two basins would have combined capacity of 10.65 acre-feet, or over 3.4 million 
gallons). Basin A2 would have an outflow pipe discharging into Romero Canyon. Basins 
A1 and A2 would have adequate capacity so that, in the event of failure of both tanks, 
water could be discharged into Romero Canyon at a rate not exceeding existing 50-year 
flood flows in Romero Canyon. 

O2-69 Fencing around each of the six basins would be required by the Los Angeles County 
Department of Public Works. Page 4-6 of the DEIR specifies that overflow parking use of 
Basins A1 and A2 would occur during the dry season; thus, there would be no conflict 
between the evaporation basin function and planned parking use of these two basins. 

O2-70 The District has agreed to provide a pad at the request of the LACoFD. The site was 
selected for its high elevation, so the school buildings would not represent an 
obstruction to the helipad approach.  The helipad is a possible future project to be 
planned, built and operated by LACoFD.  Therefore, the fire department will be 
responsible for reviewing and confirming its safe operation. 

O2-71 The project would comply with all of the requirements included in the LACoFD NOP 
comment letter dated February 27, 2012, and enumerated in Section 5.7, Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials, of the DEIR. All of the students that would attend the school either 
live in Castaic now or would live in developments that are already planned. Much of the 
Castaic area is designated as Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones. Thus, the project 
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would not increase the numbers of students or persons in Very High Fire Hazard 
Severity Zones in the Castaic area. 

O2-72 The project does not propose installation of generators or fuel tanks for generators.  

O2-73 Romero Canyon Road would be used by the project for gated emergency access only. 
Specific actions undertaken to prevent or mitigate an emergency are statutorily exempt 
from CEQA (Guidelines Section 15269.c). The District does not plan to use the segment 
of Romero Canyon Road between Baringer Road and Hasley Canyon Road for 
construction traffic. Construction traffic routes are specified in Response O2-21.  

O2-74 Trash collection trucks do not operate at the hours suggested in this comment. 

O2-75-76 The District has acknowledged the existence of the County trail that is 
designated through this property.  The District has indicated its willingness to dedicate 
land for the trail along its eastern perimeter. Trails are not included in a road right-of-way, 
but can be subsequently constructed in a separate trail easement.  The Romero Canyon 
Road trail (now called Valley Creek Road) will be constructed by the County within the 
High School Site.  Other trails will be connected by adjacent development. 

O2-77 The 50-year flood analyzed in the DEIR (Section 5.8, Hydrology and Water Quality) 
complies with County Public Works Department requirements. 

O2-78 The Los Angeles County Department of Public Works has recently indicated that debris 
retention facilities may be required.  Debris facilities would include locations at the 
northeasterly side of the north end of Valley Creek Road and in a portion of TR No. 
46443 cul-de-sac area.  The final hydrology study would again include increases in run-
off, any change in drainage patterns, debris producing areas, and the capacity of any 
existing storm drain facilities. Final soils and geology reports will be submitted, if 
required.  Engineering calculations to support sizing of debris, retention and detention 
basins will again be provided. 

O2-79 The project would prepare and implement a SWPPP to obtain coverage under the 
General Construction Permit issued by the State Water Resources Control Board; water 
quality impacts are discussed in Section 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the DEIR. 
The 50-year flood analyzed in the DEIR (Section 5.8, Hydrology and Water Quality) 
conforms with County Public Works Department requirements. 

O2-80 The traffic forecasts for the proposed project for Existing plus Project conditions and for 
2014 (Cumulative conditions) are based on a distribution pattern in which 100 percent of 
the project trips are distributed to the south (see DEIR Figures 5.14-4 and 5.14-5). In 
other words, the traffic forecasts to not assume that the future development of areas near 
the Project site will reduce the vehicle miles traveled for the purpose of the traffic 
analysis. As noted in Response to Comment 02-45 above, the project site is 
approximately 3.6 miles from the intersection of The Old Road at Hillcrest Parkway 
regardless of which access route is utilized. The traffic forecasts to the south of the 
Hillcrest community, estimated as 46 percent of the total (see DEIR Figure 5.14-5), reflect 
the trips that could be made by students traveling from the Newhall Ranch or other 
future developments in the south, such as the Palmer project. 
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O2-81 If the school is built within TTM 47807, then the remainder of the map and its units would 
not be built and the map would essentially “dissolve”. 

O2-82 The estimate of 619 units is a conservative estimate using the maximum permitted 
residential density on those tracts. 

O2-83 See Response to Comment 02-47, above. 

O2-84 See Response to Comment 02-47, above. 

O2-85 Roadway extensions and utility services are already planned and approved and would 
follow Sloan Canyon Road. Approved utilities are already sized for the previous 
residential tract. The school project would not increase the size or capacity of the 
approved road. Under Scenario 1, the District would only build a two lane road of 
sufficient width for four lanes; however, if required the road could be restriped to provide 
four lanes. This option would be temporary until residential development occurs, then 
the road would be restriped back to two lanes. The road would not accommodate an 
increase capacity that would induce growth. The project site is located within an area 
that is planned for significant growth.  
 
Los Angeles County requires that any project within the sewer service area has to 
consider and provide for an adequate size sewer to serve the total service area, which 
includes any existing sewer line expansion.  No existing sewer expansion is required for 
either the High School site or TR 46443 but approximately 1900 feet of existing sewer will 
require expansion with subsequent full development of the service area. 

O2-86 The Newhall County Water District (NCWD) water system would provide the High School 
site a more reliable, efficient, and less costly system by use of an intermediate service 
zone. This system has an option for a possible connection to the existing Los Angeles 
County waterworks system at the south High School site boundary which would provide 
a local regional benefit.  Projects like TR 46443 were starting their development but the 
sudden start of the current recession created an interim construction halt. 

O2-87 This comment refers to requirements that the lead agency make certain findings 
concerning the significant impacts of the project.  These are findings are not part of the 
EIR and may be found under separate cover. 

O2-88 Responses to comments on the Hasley-Sloan Alternative Site are in Section 2.2, Project 
Alternatives, of this FEIR; the Hasley-Sloan Alternative Site is analyzed in Section 7.8 of 
the DEIR. 

O2-89 The description and analysis of the Hasley-Sloan Alternative Site do not compare the 
topography onsite to the topography on the proposed project site. The northeast part of 
the site is on the west slope of a canyon tributary to Hasley Canyon; the bottom of the 
tributary canyon passes through the northeast corner of the site.  

O2-90 The conclusion of a likely significant and unavoidable impact to hydrology is supported 
in Section 7.8.8 of the DEIR. Parts of the western and southern portions of this alternative 
site are in 100-year flood hazard zones mapped by the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA). The proposed project site is not in 100-year flood hazard zones. In 
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addition, development of the school on the Hasley-Sloan site would require construction 
of a new bridge over the Hasley Canyon drainage; it is assumed that parts of the bridge 
structure would be in the streambed. 

O2-91 More residents would be impacted by the school at this alternative site than at the 
proposed project site. 

O2-92 “At this alternative site, sound levels from stationary sources at the school facility ….have 
the potential to reach residential receptors in the surrounding community areas. 
Because of the shorter distances and the less-shielding topographical characteristics 
sound levels can be expected to be higher for this alternative than for the proposed 
project site. Therefore noise impacts are anticipated to be greater.” 

O2-93 CEQA deals with impacts to the physical environment; project cost and project funding 
are outside of the purview of CEQA (other than in the consideration of feasibility). 
Regardless, the District Governing Board will consider the comment on project cost, and 
all written comments, when considering whether to certify the FEIR. The DEIR 
acknowledges that grading would be reduced on this alternative site due to less 
topographic relief, or less rugged topography, on this site than on the proposed project 
site, in two places in Section 7.8: Section 7.8.4, Cultural Resources, and Section 7.8.10, 
Noise. The reduced amount of road construction in this alternative is also acknowledged 
in DEIR Section 7.8. The DEIR did not find the Hasley-Sloan Alternative Site to be 
environmentally superior to the proposed project site, for reasons described in DEIR 
Section 7.8. 

O2-94 Responses to comments on project alternatives are in Section 2.3, Project Alternatives, 
of this FEIR. The DEIR analyzed six alternatives including three alternative sites, and met 
CEQA requirements respecting analysis of alternatives. 
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O2-95 Table 5.14-31 on Page 5.14-38 is hereby revised to show font change from regular to 
 to show significant impacts. bold

 

Table 5.14-31  
Scenario 1: Short-Term 2014 With-Project (1,600 Students) 

 Intersection LOS with Mitigation 

Intersection 

Short-Range Conditions 
without Project 

Short-Range Conditions with 
1,600 Student Project with 

Mitigation 

AM Peak 
Hour 

PM Peak 
Hour AM Peak Hour 

PM Peak 
Hour 

ICU LOS ICU LOS ICU LOS ICU LOS 

1 Sloan Canyon Road at  
Quail Valley Road .41 A .35 A .52 A .33 A 

2 Lake Hughes Road at  
Northbound I-5 Ramp .34 A .51 A .33 A .51 A 

3 Parker Road at  
Southbound I-5 Ramp .71 C .60 A .74 C .62 B 

4 Ridge Route at  
Northbound I-5 Ramp .52 A .64 B .74 C .66 B 

5 Sloan Canyon Road at  
The Old Road  .41 A .46 A .41 A .45 A 

6 The Old Road at  
Parker Road .67 B .66 B .86 D .58 A 

7 Castaic Road at  
Lake Hughes Road .36 A .52 A .37 A .52 A 

8 Castaic Road at  
Ridge Route .38 A .44 A .38 A .44 A 

9 Sloan Canyon Road at  
Parker Road .47 A .48 A .62 B .31 A 

Bold: Significant impact remaining after mitigation

 

O2-96 The commenter’s credentials as a highly experienced traffic engineer are acknowledged. 

O2-97 The comment accurately describes the proposed access scenarios, distribution 
percentages, and the findings from the traffic studies. 

O2-98 The comment accurately summarizes the findings shown in DEIR Tables 5.14-10, 5.14-
12, and 5.14-30 for Existing plus Project with 1,600 students conditions. 
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O2-99 Table 5.14-27 on Page 5.14-25 is hereby revised (see Comment O2-106 for all revisions 
to Table 5.14-27). 

O2-100 Table 5.14-13 on Page 5.14-12 is hereby revised as shown below. 

 
Table 5.14-13  

Intersection ICU and LOS, Existing plus 2,600-Student Project Conditions, 
Scenario 2 

Intersection 

Existing Conditions 
Existing plus Project 

(2,600 Students) 
Project 

Increment 
AM Peak 

Hour 
PM Peak 

Hour 
AM Peak 

Hour 
PM Peak 

Hour 
ICU LOS ICU LOS ICU LOS ICU LOS AM PM 

1 
Sloan Canyon Road 
at Quail Valley Road 

0.26 A 0.23 A 0.61 B 0.30 A 0.35 0.06 

2 
Lake Hughes Road 
at Northbound I-5 
Ramp 

0.32 A 0.47 A 0.35 A 0.47 A 0.03 0.00 

3 
Parker Road at  
Southbound I-5 
Ramp 

0.59 A 0.48 A 0.62 B 0.52 A 0.03 0.00 

4 
Ridge Route at  
Northbound I-5 
Ramp 

0.46 A 0.55 A 0.52 A 0.56 A 0.06 0.00 

5 
Sloan Canyon Road 
at The Old Road  

0.38 A 0.42 A 0.41 A 0.42 A 0.03 0.01 

6 
The Old Road at  
Parker Road 

0.51 A 0.49 A 0.59 F A 0.52 A 0.08 0.01 

7 
Castaic Road at  
Lake Hughes Road 

0.33 A 0.47 A 0.39 A 0.47 A 0.06 0.00 

8 
Castaic Road at  
Ridge Route 0.33 A 0.40 A 0.35 A 0.40 A 0.02 0.00 

9 
Sloan Canyon Road 
at Parker Road 

0.28 A 0.25 A 0.73 C 0.44 A 0.45 0.07 

 

O2-101 Table 5.14-36 on Page 5.14-41 is hereby revised as follows (see Comment O2-104 for all 
revisions to Table 5.14-36).  

O2-102 Table 5.14-31 was corrected in Response OS2-95 to show as bold the "0.86" and "LOS 
D" in the AM peak hour for Intersection 6, The Old Road and Parker Road. 
 
Table 5.14-36 is hereby revised to identify The Old Road at Parker Road as remaining a 
significant and unavoidable impact after mitigation for Short Term 2014 with 1,600 
students for Scenario 1 (see Comment O2-104 for all revisions to Table 5.14-36). 

O2-103 The comment accurately summarizes the findings shown in DEIR Tables 5.14-20 and 
5.14-33 for Year 2014 plus Project with 2,600-student conditions. 
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O2-104 Table 5.14-36 was revised per Comment O2-102 (revision is shown below) to identify 
The Old Road at Parker Road as remaining a significant and unavoidable impact after 
mitigation for Short Term 2014 with 1,600 students for Scenario 1. 
 
Table 5.14-36 is hereby revised to identify Sloan Canyon Road at Parker Road as 
remaining a significant and unavoidable impact after mitigation for Short Term 2014 with 
2,600 students for Scenario 1, in addition to the three intersections shown. 

 
Table 5.14-36  

Significant and Unavoidable Impacts 

Year 
School 
Capacity, 
Students 

Scenario Option 
Significant and Unavoidable Traffic 
Impacts 

Existing plus 
Project 

1,600 
1 Either option None 

2 Either option None 

2,600 
1 Either option 

 Parker Road at Southbound I-5 Ramp 

 Ridge Route at Northbound I-5 Ramp 

 The Old Road at Parker Road 

2 Either option None 

Short Term (2014) 

1,600 
1 Either option 

 None  
 The Old Road at Parker Road 

2 Either option 
 Sloan Canyon Road at Parker Road 
 None 

2,600 

1 Either option 

 Parker Road at Southbound I-5 Ramp 

 Ridge Route at Northbound I-5 Ramp 

 The Old Road at Parker Road 

 Sloan Canyon Road at Parker Road 

2 Either option 
None 

 

Buildout with Long-
Range Highway 
Improvements 

2,600 
1 Either option  The Old Road at Parker Road 

2 Either option None 
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O2-105 The comment accurately summarizes the findings shown in DEIR Tables 5.14-23 and 
5.14-35 for Buildout plus Project with 2,600-student conditions. 

O2-106 Table 5.14-22 on Page 5.14-21 is hereby revised to show font change from regular to 
 to show significant impacts. bold

 
Table 5.14-22  

Intersection ICU and LOS, Buildout Conditions  
with Long-Range Highway Improvements, 2,600 Students, Scenario 1 

Intersection 

Without Project With Project
Project 

Increment AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour
PM Peak 

Hour 
ICU LOS ICU LOS ICU LOS ICU LOS AM PM

1 Sloan Canyon Road at 
Quail Valley Road 

.33 A .29 A .71 C .35 A .38 .06 

2 Lake Hughes Road at  
Northbound I-5 Ramp 

.47 A .73 C .49 A .73 C .02 .00 

3 Parker Road at  
Southbound I-5 Ramp 

.62 B .48 A .68 B .48 A .06 .00 

4 Ridge Route at  
Northbound I-5 Ramp 

.42 A .57 A .64 B .57 A .22 .00 

5 Sloan Canyon Road at 
The Old Road  

.52 A .57 A .50 A .57 A -.02 .00 

6 The Old Road at  
Parker Road 

.51 A .57 A 1.01 F .61 B .50 .04 

7 Castaic Road at  
Lake Hughes Road 

.74 C .74 C .76 C .74 C .02 .00 

8 Castaic Road at  
Ridge Route 

.64 B .58 A .64 B .58 A .00 .00 

9 Sloan Canyon Road at 
Parker Road 

.34 A .29 A .84 D .34 A .50 .05 

Note: Bold denotes significant impact. 
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Per comment O2-106, Table 5.14-27 on Page 5.14-25 is hereby revised as follows. 
 

Table 5.14-27   
Impacts Summary 

Year School Capacity Scenario* Intersections Significantly Impacted 

Existing plus Project 

1,600 
1 

 Sloan Canyon Road at Quail Valley Road 

 The Old Road at Parker Road 

 Sloan Canyon Road at Parker Road 

2 None 

2,600 
1 

 Sloan Canyon Road at Quail Valley Road 

 Parker Road at Southbound I-5 Ramp 

 Ridge Route at Northbound I-5 Ramp 

 The Old Road at Parker Road 

 Sloan Canyon Road at Parker Road 

2 None 

Short Term (2014) 

1,600 
1 

 Sloan Canyon Road at Quail Valley Road  

 Parker Road at Southbound I-5 Ramp  

 The Old Road at Parker Road  

 Sloan Canyon Road at Parker Road 

2  Sloan Canyon Road at Parker Road 

2,600 
1 

 Sloan Canyon Road at Quail Valley Road  

 Parker Road at Southbound I-5 Ramp 

 Parker Road at Northbound I-5 Ramp 

 The Old Road at Parker Road  

 Sloan Canyon Road at Parker Road 

2  Sloan Canyon Road at Parker Road 
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Table 5.14-27   
Impacts Summary 

Year School Capacity Scenario* Intersections Significantly Impacted 

Buildout with Long-
Range Highway 
Improvements 

2,600 
1 

 The Old Road at Parker Road 

 Sloan Canyon Road at Parker Road 

2  Sloan Canyon Road at Parker Road 

*For either Option A or Option B 

 

O2-107 A complete analysis without the non-funded improvements has been prepared for 
Existing plus Project conditions as well as a future year Cumulative Conditions setting 
in accordance with CEQA requirements. The Long-Range General Plan Buildout 
Conditions analysis is provided in the traffic study as additional information to aid the 
public’s understanding of the project’s impacts in a long-range context, which includes 
the projects effect on the planned long-range roadway improvements.  

To accommodate the potentially significant amount of future growth allowed by the 
County Area Plan and the City of Santa Clarita General Plan, a well-documented set of 
infrastructure improvements is needed to accommodate the growth. The purpose of the 
long-range analysis provided in the study is to demonstrate the potential changes that 
would be needed to those previously identified long-range infrastructure improvements. 
That type of determination can only be prepared if those long-range infrastructure 
improvements are included in the analysis. In this case, the analysis shows that for 
Scenario 1, the intersection of The Old Road at Parker Road would have significant and 
unavoidable traffic impacts when taking into account the long-range infrastructure 
improvements that were previously considered adequate (see DEIR Table 5.14-36). 
Under Scenario 2, the previously identified long-range infrastructure improvements are 
shown as adequate for accommodating the project traffic (see DEIR Table 5.14-36). 

O2-108 See Response to Comment 02-107 above. 

O2-109 Future widening has not been proposed. 
 
A 60-foot right-of-way will provide a six-foot parkway with a 5.5-foot walk next to a 
concrete curb with an initial 28-foot wide roadway having a temporary asphalt concrete 
berm on the other side which leaves room for an ultimate 22-foot wide expansion for a 
50-foot-wide roadway with a concrete curb on the expansion side and a four-foot 
parkway with the potential for an adjacent six- to eight-foot multi-purpose trail next to 
the 60-foot right-of-way or its expansion with future development. 

O2-110 The comment accurately summarizes the findings shown in DEIR for Existing plus 
Project with 1,600-student conditions and for Year 2014 plus Project with 1,600 
students, for both Scenarios 1 and 2. 
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O2-111 As stated in Comment 02-95, above, the DEIR includes traffic studies that properly 
report the findings of the technical analysis. Various errors in the DEIR noted in the 
comments above will be corrected for the Final EIR as noted in the responses, above. 
The statement regarding Scenario 2 being the better alternative from a traffic 
engineering standpoint is noted. 

O2-112 The table on the first page of Comment 02-112 is revised as below by the District. The 
project background, including past evaluations of alternative sites, is described in DEIR 
Sections 4.1 and 7.1. Responses to comments on project alternatives are in Section 
2.2, Project Alternatives, of this FEIR. 

 
Actual and Projected Combined Enrollments 

At VHS and WRHS 2009‐2014 
Actual  

(from CBEDS reports)

Projected  
(from DDP Fall2011 Report)

Year  2009  2010  2011  2012  2013  2014 

Combined Design Capacity  5,200  5,200  5,200  5,200  5,200  5,200 

Valencia Enrollment  3,025  3,018  2,994  3,402  3,606  3,824 

West Ranch Enrollment  2,738  2,787  2,828  2,820  2,370  1,910 

Total Combined Enrollment  5,763  5,805  5,822  6,222  5,976  5,734 

Students Over Design Capacity  563  605  622  1,022  776  534 

Percentage Over Design Capacity  10.8%  11.6%  12.0%  19.7%  14.9%  10.3% 
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4. Response to Comments from Residents and Individuals 

Section 15088 of the CEQA Guidelines requires the Lead Agency (District) to evaluate comments on 
environmental issues received from public agencies and interested parties who reviewed the DEIR and 
prepare written responses. This section includes DEIR comments sent by residents and individuals and 
the District’s responses to each comment.  

Specific comments are numbered to reference the specific responses to the comments. Where sections 
of the DEIR are excerpted in this document, the sections are shown indented. Except as noted, changes 
to the DEIR text are shown in underlined text for additions and strikeout for deletions. 

The following is a list of residents and individuals that submitted comments on the DEIR during the 
public review period. 

Reference 
Number Residents and Individuals Date of Comment Page No.

R1 Jo Arimoto September 6, 2012 4-7
R2 Denise Sherwood September 6, 2012 4-7
R3 Paula Reber September 6, 2012 4-7
R4 Joan Ronia and Family September 5, 2012 4-9
R5 Glen Martin September 5, 2012 4-9
R6 Ben and Becky Sill September 5, 2012 4-11
R7 Lisa Soares September 5, 2012 4-11
R8 Steve Sansone September 5, 2012 4-13
R9 Erick R. Solis September 5, 2012 4-13

R10 Tom, Judy, Nick and Lisa Ferkel September 5, 2012 4-13
R11 Kristen Mayberry September 5, 2012 4-15
R12 Monica London September 5, 2012 4-15
R13 Flo Lawrence September 5, 2012 4-17
R14 Andrea Douglas September 5, 2012 4-17
R15 Alexandra Ernst September 5, 2012 4-19
R16 Armando and Estela Castellanos September 5, 2012 4-19
R17 John Allen September 5, 2012 4-19
R18 Richard Landy September 5, 2012 4-21
R19 Georgina Hitchens September 5, 2012 4-21
R20 Jean Cloyd September 5, 2012 4-21
R21 Teresa Esteban September 5, 2012 4-21
R22 Caryn Sanders September 5, 2012 4-27
R23 Linda Dodson September 5, 2012 4-27
R24 Steve Quale September 5, 2012 4-27
R25 Roger Van Wert September 4, 2012 4-29
R26 Mark, Velayn and John Barrett September 5, 2012 4-33
R27 Bruce and Michele Edmonson September 5, 2012 4-33
R28 Rob Cloyd September 4, 2012 4-33
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Reference 
Number Residents and Individuals Date of Comment Page No.

R29 Christine Waldron September 4, 2012 4-33
R30 Robert W. Wright September 4, 2012 4-35
R31 Bob Arimoto September 4, 2012 4-35
R32 Marie McDonald September 4, 2012 4-35
R33 Laura Sheriff September 4, 2012 4-37
R34 Matthew Johnson September 4, 2012 4-37
R35 Bill Maxon, R.P.A. September 4, 2012 4-37
R36 Philip A. Scorza September 4, 2012 4-37
R37 Carmelita Vidad September 4, 2012 4-40
R39 Marvin and Manette Metcalf September 4, 2012 4-41
R40 Renee Sabol September 1, 2012 4-43
R41 Karen Douglas September 4, 2012 4-43
R42 Alex Diksas September 4, 2012 4-43
R43 Chris M. Ralles September 4, 2012 4-43
R44 Teresa Boyle September 4, 2012 4-45
R45 Jean and Gerald Page September 4, 2012 4-45
R46 Terry Miller September 4, 2012 4-45
R47 Roxanne Kamins September 4, 2012 4-45
R48 Tom Caesar September 4, 2012 4-45
R49 Cristina Gamboa September 4, 2012 4-47
R50 Susan Ingold September 4, 2012 4-47
R51 Natalie Berend September 4, 2012 4-47
R52 Barbara and Dean Benforado September 4, 2012 4-47
R53 Monica Davis September 4, 2012 4-47
R54 Marianne Hoffarth September 2, 2012 4-49
R55 Lyn Ferma September 3, 2012 4-50
R56 Alan Wilcox September 3, 2012 4-51
R57 Marina Martin September 3, 2012 4-51
R58 Cliff Airhart September 3, 2012 4-51
R59 Concerned Hillcrest Resident September 3, 2012 4-53
R60 Edmond Mietzner September 3, 2012 4-53
R61 Susan and Michael Rodgers September 3, 2012 4-53
R62 Michelle and Rolando Rodriquez September 3, 2012 4-55
R63 Sandra Picciotto September 3, 2012 4-55
R64 Jodi Carter September 3, 2012 4-55
R65 Robin Cook September 3, 2012 4-57
R66 Christopher Cook September 3, 2012 4-57
R67 Fernando Schiantarelli September 3, 2012 4-57
R68 Andy H. MacNair September 3, 2012 4-59
R69 James and Mickie Clifton September 3, 2012 4-59
R70 Michael and Beth Hansen September 3, 2012 4-61
R71 Tony Galls September 3, 2012 4-61
R72 Raye Diaz September 2, 2012 4-61
R73 Ron Kettle September 2, 2012 4-63
R74 Mr. and Mrs. Michael Bosch September 2, 2012 4-63
R75 Teresa Leon-Salmon September 2, 2012 4-63
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R76 Jackie MacNair September 2, 2012 4-65
R77 Madelein DeWier September 2, 2012 4-65
R78 The Tyndall Family September 2, 2012 4-65
R79 Jen Stevenson September 2, 2012 4-65
R80 Jason Wise September 2, 2012 4-68
R81 Janice Galla September 2, 2012 4-68
R82 John Bracken September 2, 2012 4-68
R83 Carol Walker September 2, 2012 4-68
R84 Lee and Terri Gately September 2, 2012 4-70
R85 Barry Wade September 2, 2012 4-70
R86 Kenny Lee September 2, 2012 4-70
R87 Mike Riggs September 1, 2012 4-72
R88 The Marino Family of Saint Tropez Pl. September 1, 2012 4-72
R89 Luisa Vaca September 1, 2012 4-74
R90 Kristen Andrews September 1, 2012 4-74
R91 Gina Bracci September 1, 2012 4-74
R92 Amanda Whalen September 1, 2012 4-76
R93 Ryan Goedike September 1, 2012 4-76
R94 Robin Madden September 1, 2012 4-76
R95 Phyllis Madden September 1, 2012 4-76
R96 Jim Bracci September 1, 2012 4-78
R97 Glen and Terri Esteban September 1, 2012 4-78
R98 Mayreen Burk September 1, 2012 4-78
R99 Kristin Hargrove September 1, 2012 4-80
R100 Doug Eagle September 1, 2012 4-80
R101 JoAnn Eagle September 1, 2012 4-80
R102 Mark Craig September 1, 2012 4-80
R103 Vanessa Woolley August 31, 2012 4-82
R104 Dave Lange August 31, 2012 4-82
R105 Alicia and Chris Balsman August 31, 2012 4-82
R106 Debbie Lange August 31, 2012 4-82
R107 Liliana Velasco August 31, 2012 4-84
R108 Mike Dozier August 31, 2012 4-84
R109 Gloria Mercado-Fortine August 31, 2012 4-84
R110 Mike Jensen August 31, 2012 4-86
R111 Kym Torres August 31, 2012 4-86
R112 Irene Milner August 31, 2012 4-88
R113 Tina Powers August 31, 2012 4-88
R114 Keith Robison August 31, 2012 4-88
R115 Hiromi Ahlgreen August 31, 2012 4-88
R116 Dean Paradise August 31, 2012 4-90
R117 Christine Mazzeo August 31, 2012 4-93
R118 George and Voirrey Ricottone August 31, 2012 4-93
R119 Shawn Norfolk August 30, 2012 4-93
R120 Faviola Pizarro August 30, 2012 4-95
R121 Kevin Bailey August 30, 2012 4-95
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Number Residents and Individuals Date of Comment Page No.

R122 Drake Family August 30, 2012 4-95
R123 Florence Lacore August 30, 2012 4-97
R124 Jim and Chris Zeilenga August 30, 2012 4-97
R125 Paul J. Fancett August 30, 2012 4-99
R126 David and Natalie Alcaras August 30, 2012 4-99
R127 Donald Colwell August 30, 2012 4-99
R128 Dawn Snyder August 30, 2012 4-101
R129 Dan and Kamela Woodings August 30, 2012 4-101
R130 Nancy and Richard Montes August 30, 2012 4-101
R131 Tom and Anita Schmid August 30, 2012 4-103
R132 Gerrit Maxwell August 30, 2012 4-103
R133 Mark and Janet Tompson August 30, 2012 4-105
R134 Colleen and David Blankenship August 30, 2012 4-105
R135 Rhonda Robinson August 30, 2012 4-105
R136 Tim Duguid August 30, 2012 4-107
R137 Jose Tayag August 30, 2012 4-107
R138 Dennis R. Chamling August 30, 2012 4-107
R139 Eric and Starlet Picone August 30, 2012 4-107
R140 Joe Mowry August 29, 2012 4-109
R141 Jim Perry August 29, 2012 4-109
R142 Solomon L. Sambou August 29, 2012 4-109
R143 Rhonda Robinson August 29, 2012 4-111
R144 Jim and Carol Snipper August 29, 2012 4-111
R145 Chia Family August 29, 2012 4-113
R146 Michelle Terranova August 29, 2012 4-113
R147 Glen, Sandia, Mary, and Ashlyn Ennis August 30, 2012 4-114
R148 Rod Kaufman July 29, 2012 4-124
R149 Tamera Rice July 30, 2012 4-124
R150 Castaicjack July 29, 2012 4-124
R151 Sylvia Duncan July 31, 2012 4-127
R152 Lee and Terri Gately August 7, 21012 4-127
R153 Kristina Strong August 15, 2012 4-129
R154 Scott Muir No date 4-129
R155 Fernando Gudino August 17, 2012 4-131
R156 Jeanette Yamamoto August 29, 2012 4-131
R157 Lisa Cover August 28, 2012 4-133
R158 Jorge Luis Ortiz August 28, 2012 4-133
R159 Amy Chin August 28, 2012 4-135
R160 Mia Adams August 28, 2012 4-135
R161 Karen Anderson August 28, 2012 4-135
R162 Chris Winner August 27, 2012 4-137
R163 Carrie Delim August 27, 2012 4-137
R164 Anthony and Louise Riccio August 27, 2012 4-137
R165 Gwen Romani August 27, 2012 4-137
R166 Alexa Biggers August 26, 2012 4-139
R167 Yvonne Pearce August 26, 2012 4-139
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R168 Tamar Schuyler August 26, 2012 4-139
R169 Andrew Everett August 26, 2012 4-139
R170 Gloria Everett August 26, 2012 4-141
R171 Cort Nila August 25, 2012 4-141
R172 Phil Olivero August 25, 2012 4-143
R173 Margo Marshall August 25, 2012 4-143
R174 Ginger Gulley August 25, 2012 4-143
R175 Steve Gulley August 25, 2012 4-143
R176 George and Barbara LaRue August 25, 2012 4-143
R177 Thomas Prasch August 24, 2012 4-145
R178 Cynthia Shea August 24, 2012 4-145
R179 Carol Waldrip August 24, 2012 4-145
R180 Clay Rawlins August 24, 2012 4-147
R181 Kristy DeMatte August 24, 2012 4-147
R182 Steve Brown August 24, 2012 4-147
R183 Nancy Taylor August 24, 2012 4-149
R184 Lisa Schwalm August 24, 2012 4-149
R185 Sally Ives August 24, 2012 4-149
R186 Quezada residence August 23, 2012 4-151
R187 Sue Carpenter August 23, 2012 4-151
R188 Brian Vanyo August 23, 2012 4-153
R189 Glenn Milner August 23, 2012 4-153
R190 David Sjoberg August 23, 2012 4-153
R191 Tony and Jessica Caballero August 23, 2012 4-153
R192 David Wadleigh, PhD August 23, 2012 4-155
R193 Eliseo C. and Cleofas. L Aspillage August 22, 2012 4-155
R194 Proyag Datta August 22, 2012 4-157
R195 Esther Regalado August 22, 2012 4-157
R196 Charlie and Launalee Upton August 22, 2012 4-157
R197 Gabriel Subia August 22, 2012 4-157
R198 Luis Corretjer August 22, 2012 4-159
R199 Bill and Patricia Steele August 22, 2012 4-159
R200 Melissa Blansfield August 22, 2012 4-159
R201 Mariella Abel August 22, 2012 4-159
R202 Judith L. Houser August 22, 2012 4-159
R203 Jennifer Odrich August 22, 2012 4-161
R204 Joanne Sofianos August 22, 2012 4-161
R205 Donald VanGelderen August 21, 2012 4-161
R206 Jon Slinker August 21, 2012 4-163
R207 Naomi P. Moore August 21, 2012 4-165
R208 Janine Ray August 21, 2012 4-165
R209 Jeannette Molina August 20, 2012 4-167
R210 Dean Paradise August 20, 2012 4-167
R211 Kathleen Rodriguez August 20, 2012 4-167
R212 Janet Zimmerly August 20, 2012 4-167
R213 Ana Marrone August 20, 2012 4-169
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R214 William Suarez-Villamil August 20, 2012 4-169
R215 Tanya Noe August 20, 2012 4-169
R216 Gordon and Denise Wade August 19, 2012 4-169
R217 Cathy O’Neill August 18, 2012 4-169
R218 Monte and Diana Anders August 18, 2012 4-171
R219 Timmi Botton August 18, 2012 4-171
R220 Bruce Turnn August 18, 2012 4-171
R221 Melanie Crowley August 18, 2012 4-171
R222 Timmi Botton August 18, 2012 4-171
R223 Jean Cloyd August 15, 2012 4-173
R224 Richard Landy August 15, 2012 4-175
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LETTER(S) R1 through R3 (1 page) 
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Response to comments from Letters R1 through R3  

R1-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for the Option 2 access route. 
Responses to comments on project access are in Section 2.2, Project Access, of this 
FEIR. 

R2-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for dual access. Responses to 
comments on project access are in Section 2.2, Project Access, of this FEIR. 

R3-1 The commenter states concurrence with Richard Landy’s letter (R18). Please see 
responses to comments R18-1 through R18-18. 
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LETTER(S) R4 and R5 (1 page) 
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Response to comments from Letters R4 and R5  

R4-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for dual access. Responses to 
comments on project access are in Section 2.2, Project Access, of this FEIR. 

R5-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B. 
Responses to comments on project access are in Section 2.2, Project Access, of this 
FEIR. Each of the topics addressed in the comment – emergency access, pedestrian 
and bicycle access, and access route between the project site and Castaic Middle 
School – are addressed in Section 2.2. 
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LETTER(S) R6 and R7 (1 page) 
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Response to comments from Letters R6 and R7  

R6-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for dual access. Responses to 
comments on project access are in Section 2.2, Project Access, of this FEIR. 

R7-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for dual access. Responses to 
comments on project access are in Section 2.2, Project Access, of this FEIR. 

R7-2 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for the project. 
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LETTER(S) R8 through R10 (1 page) 
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Response to comments from Letters R8 through R10  

R8-1 The comment requests a copy of a flyer about the proposed project circulated to 
Castaic residents. The Notice of Preparation and the Notice of Availability for the 
environmental document is on the District website at 
http://www.hart.k12.ca.us/index.php/community/public-disclosure/deir 

R9-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access routes. 

R10-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for one access road. 
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LETTER(S) R11 and R12 (1 page[s]) 
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Response to comments from Letters R11 and R12  

R11-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2. Responses to 
comments on project access are in Section 2.2, Project Access, of this FEIR. 

R12-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B. 
Responses to comments on project access are in Section 2.2, Project Access, of this 
FEIR. 
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LETTER(S) R13 through R14 (1 page[s]) 
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Response to comments from Letters R13 through R14 

R13-1 The comment supports the project. As proposed, the project would accommodate a 
total of 2,600 students. A detailed description of the project is in Chapter 4 of the 
DEIR. 

R13-2 Responses to comments on project access are in Section 2.2, Project Access, of this 
FEIR. 

R13-3 The previously approved residential development on the project site and permits for 
that development, are discussed in Section 4.2, Project Overview and Background, 
of the DEIR. 

R14-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for dual access. Responses to 
comments on project access are in Section 2.2, Project Access, of this FEIR. 
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LETTER(S) R15 through R17 (1 page) 
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Response to comments from Letters R15 through R17 

R15-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. Responses to comments on project access are in Section 2.2, Project 
Access, of this FEIR. 

R16-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. Responses to comments on project access are in Section 2.2, Project 
Access, of this FEIR. 

R17-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2 access route. 
Responses to comments on project access are in Section 2.2, Project Access, of this 
FEIR. 
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LETTER(S) R18 through R21 (3 pages) 
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Response to comments from Letters R18 through R21 

R18-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. Responses to comments on project access are in Section 2.2, Project 
Access, of this FEIR. 

R18-2 See response to comment R18-1. 

R18-3 Responses to comments on project alternatives are in Section 2.3, Project 
Alternatives, of this FEIR. 

R18-4 Since the Baringer Road at Romero Canyon Road/Valley Creek Road intersection is 
an off-site public intersection, the specific configuration will be determined by the 
Los Angeles County Department of Public Works. The school district, if it so 
chooses, can make a request of the County to consider the reconfiguration of the 
intersection as well as the naming of the roadways. 

R18-5 Final roadway configuration will be determined by the Los Angeles County 
Department of Public Works in cooperation with the school district. The District will 
dedicate land for trails to be constructed by the County. 

R18-6 The comment states that the project should have drainage capacity for a 200-year 
storm event, rather than a 50-year storm event as planned. The planned drainage 
facilities meet Los Angeles County Department of Public Works drainage 
requirements. The retention basins would have sufficient capacity for drainage from 
a 50-year storm after a fire (the “50-year burned” condition). 

R18-7 Responses to comments on project access are in Section 2.2, Project Access, of this 
FEIR. 

R18-8 Four of the six planned basins onsite are evaporation basins as well as retention 
basins. Evaporation requires substantial surface area. Deep basins would hold 
stormwater runoff too long giving rise to favorable breeding habitat for mosquitos 
and the possible spread of disease. 

R18-9 The heliport would be for use by emergency service agencies only, and was 
specifically requested by the County of Los Angeles Fire Department. No regular 
flight operations would occur. The heliport would be used to reduce hazards to 
people at the school and in the surrounding area. 

R18-10 Flooding consequences of a failure of one or both of the proposed 750,000-gallon 
tanks was analyzed in detail and is discussed in Section 5.9, Hydrology and Water 
Quality, of the DEIR. Several precautions are included in the design of the tanks and 
surrounding topography that reduces flooding impacts to less than significant. 

R18-11 Aesthetics was fully analyzed in the DEIR, Chapter 5.1. The analysis included photo 
simulations that show impacts on the surrounding community. An analysis that 
includes the broadcast tower would not change the conclusion of the EIR aesthetics 
impact. The proposed project would substantially alter the existing visual character 
of the site and its surroundings. 
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R18-12 Responses to comments on traffic and pedestrian/bicycle safety are in Section 2.2, 
Project Access, of this FEIR. 

R18-13 The proposed high school would be a comprehensive high school for 2,600 
students. Proposed facilities and operation are discussed in Chapter 4, Project 
Description, of the DEIR. 

R18-14 Aesthetics was fully analyzed in the DEIR, Chapter 5.1. The District’s design will be 
functional and appropriate. 

R18-15 Aesthetics was fully analyzed in the DEIR, Chapter 5.1. The analysis included photo 
simulations that show impacts on the surrounding community. An analysis that 
includes the photovoltaic panels would not change the conclusion of the EIR 
aesthetics impact. The proposed project would substantially alter the existing visual 
character of the site and its surroundings. 

R18-16 Construction equipment and vehicles will access the site from Sloan Canyon Road 
to the east. Responses to comments on project access are in Section 2.2, Project 
Access, of this FEIR. 

R18-17 Noise impacts are discussed in Section 5.10, Noise, of the DEIR; lighting impacts 
are discussed in Section 5.1, Aesthetics, of the DEIR. 

R18-18 The comment is noted; the District Governing Board will consider all written 
comments during consideration of the FEIR for certification. 

R19-1 Responses to comments on project access are in Section 2.2, Project Access, of this 
FEIR. 

R20-1 Responses to comments on project access are in Section 2.2, Project Access, of this 
FEIR. 

R20-2 The planned drainage facilities meet Los Angeles County Department of Public 
Works drainage requirements. 

R20-3 The comment favoring the Halsley-Sloan alternative site is noted. Responses to 
comments on project alternatives are in Section 2.3, Project Alternatives, of this 
FEIR. 

R21-1 Responses to comments on project access are in Section 2.2, Project Access, of this 
FEIR. 
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LETTER(S) R22 through R24 (1 page) 
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Response to comments from Letters R22 through R24 

R22-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 

R23-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 

R24-1 Responses to comments on project access are in Section 2.2, Project Access, of this 
FEIR.  The  commenter’s preference  for  the Palmer property  site  for  the project  is 
noted. Responses  to  comments on project alternatives are  in  Section 2.3, Project 
Alternatives, of this FEIR. 
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LETTER R25 (3 pages) 

 



 
4. Response to Comments from Residents and Individuals 
 

Page 4-30  The Planning Center|DC&E October 2012 

 



 
4. Response to Comments from Residents and Individuals 

 

Castaic High School Final EIR William S. Hart Union High School District  Page 4-31 

 



 
4. Response to Comments from Residents and Individuals 
 

Page 4-32  The Planning Center|DC&E October 2012 

Response to comments from Letter R25 

R25-1 The commenter’s concern that the DEIR does not address or mitigate potentially 
significant impacts of the access alternatives is noted.  

R25-2 The District acknowledges the rural residential nature of the area along Sloan 
Canyon Road between Hillcrest Parkway and Baringer Road described by the 
commenter; rural residential land uses near the project site are described in DEIR 
Section 3.2. 

R25-3 Proposed access roadway cross-sections are provided in Figure 4-3, Road Sections, 
of the DEIR. Roadway cross-section for the southern access route includes a 5.5-
foot-wide concrete sidewalk on the westerly side of the roadway and a Class 3 bike 
path with roadway adjacent to the curb on each side (bike path would be signed but 
not striped on pavement). The District would dedicate land for the County 
multipurpose trail. Street lights are proposed at street and lot major driveway 
intersections; however, the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works (DPW) 
would determine if additional lights are required for the sidewalk. The access 
roadways would be designed to the established specifications of the Los Angeles 
County Department of Public Works, which places limits on the amount of curvature 
and steepness of the roadways, and which includes specific criteria in regard to the 
provision of safety enhancing measures such as guard rails. A determination 
regarding the use of guard rails, or other safety measures, will be made through 
consultation with County engineers as part of the roadway design process. 

The proposed speed limit is 35 miles per hour. All weather access is currently 
proposed. Horizontal curves are 350-foot minimum radius in AP 3247-042-006 to go 
easterly around an existing hilly area. Street grades are generally three percent on 
Sloan, except 15 percent maximum in the middle of Baringer Road.  

Selection of Scenario 1 or 2 for the eastern access should not affect safety as road 
design will provide for line of sight based on the design speed. 

R25-4 The commenter’s preference for Romero Canyon as a southern project access is 
noted. 

R25-5 The commenter’s desire for the project to include agricultural programs and facilities 
is noted. 

R25-6 The comment consists of several Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan (SCVAP) policies; no 
response is needed. 
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LETTER(S) R26 through R29 (1 page) 
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Response to comments from Letters R26 through R29 

R26-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 

R27-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 

R28-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 

R29-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, dual access. 
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LETTER(S) R30 through R32 (1 page) 
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Response to comments from Letters R30 through R32 

R30-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 

R31-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route.  

R32-1 The commenter’s opposition to including Hillcrest Parkway in one of the project 
access routes is noted. Responses to comments on project access are in Section 
2.2, Project Access, of this FEIR. 
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LETTER(S) R33 through R36 (2 pages) 
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Response to comments from Letters R33 through R36 

R33-1 The comment seems to pertain to project access but appears to be truncated; the 
comment mentions concerns about emergency access and congestion but does not 
support or oppose any option.  

R34-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2 access route. 

R35-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 

R36-1 The commenter’s concerns about his property values, access to his property, and 
his views are acknowledged. The District Governing Board will consider this 
comment, and all written comments, during consideration of the project. 

R36-2 The commenter’s preference for having the proposed pump station north of the site 
located on the Rasmusson property is noted. Viewshed observation location #1 
north of the proposed project is shown in Appendix C of the DEIR. As shown, 
because of an intervening ridgeline views of the school would include the tallest 
buildings. Views from location #1 would be less than most other view locations. 

R36-3 The area referenced in the comment is the part of the eastern access route 
(Scenario 1 Option A) within Tract 46443 north of the project site. No oak trees were 
identified in the 300-foot-wide area surveyed along the proposed roadway 
alignment. There are no trees in the area surveyed in Tract 46443; development of 
the access road in Option A would not reduce screening of the project site from the 
identified trees. 

R36-4 Fire hydrant spacing would be determined by the Los Angeles County Fire 
Department in accord with California Fire Code requirements. 

R36-5 The sources for the information are the Los Angeles County Department of Public 
Works Groundwater Well Data website and the Whitaker Peak 7.-5 minute 
topographic quadrangle. Although the California Geological Survey (2002) reported 
historical depths to groundwater of about 10 feet below ground surface (bgs) in the 
Romero Canyon drainage, geotechnical boreholes advanced at the site to a 
maximum depth of 70 feet bgs did not encounter groundwater (Fugro, 2010). The 
proposed school project construction and operation would comply with established 
regulations for protection of ground water; however, contact with groundwater is not 
anticipated. 

R36-6 No drainage improvements are proposed north of the north project site boundary. 
Onsite improvements would direct drainage from upstream of the site around the 
proposed campus building pad. 

R36-7 The commenter’s desire that the District replace the gate and fence on Romero 
Canyon Road at the north site boundary is noted.  
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LETTER R37 (1 page) 

 

 

Response to comments from Letter R37  

R37-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for dual access 
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LETTER R39 (1 page) 
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Response to comments from Letter R39 

R39-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2. 

R39-2 The commenter’s preference for the Del Valle and Palmer alternative sites is noted. 
The alternatives analysis assessed six alternatives including two alternative sites, 
Hasley-Sloan and Sterling Gateway. Further responses to comments on project 
alternatives are in Section 2.3, Project Alternatives, of this FEIR. 

R39-3 Construction equipment and vehicles would access the high school site from Sloan 
Canyon Road to the east. Oak trees were removed as part of an existing permit 
obtained by the land owner, not as part of the high school project. other comments 
do not relate to environmental impacts or the adequacy of the EIR. 

R39-4 Note that the District does not propose to use Romero Canyon Road for 
construction access. 
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LETTER(S) R40 through R43 (1 page) 
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Response to comments from Letters R40 through R43 

R40-1 The comment references an attachment; the comment does not pertain to the 
adequacy of the EIR and does not require a response. 

R41-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for dual access. Responses to 
comments on project access are in Section 2.2, Project Access, of this FEIR. 

R42-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 
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LETTER(S) R44 through R48 (1 page) 

 



 
4. Response to Comments from Residents and Individuals 
 

Page 4-46  The Planning Center|DC&E October 2012 

Response to comments from Letters R44 through R48 

R44-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 

R45-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for dual access Option 2. 

R46-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s opposition to Scenario #2. 

R47-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 

R48-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 
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LETTER(S) R49 through R53 (1 page) 
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Response to comments from Letters R49 through R53 

R49-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2. 

R50-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 

R51-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Option B dual access. 

R52-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 

R53-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 
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LETTER(S) R54 (1 page) 

 

 

Response to comments from Letter R54  

R54-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 
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LETTER R55 (1 page) 

 

 

Response to comments from Letter R55 

R55-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s opposition to Scenario #2. 

R55-2 The commenter’s preference for alternative sites is noted.  
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LETTER(S) R56 through R58 (1 page) 
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Response to comments from Letters R56 through R58 

R56-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s opposition of the project site. 

R57-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 

R58-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 
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LETTER(S) R59 through R61 (1 page) 
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Response to comments from Letters R59 through R61 

R59-1 The comment opposes use of Hillcrest Parkway as part of a site access route and 
supports an alternative site such as Grasshopper Canyon – also known as the 
NorthLake site analyzed in the 2005 EIR. The District acknowledges the 
commenter’s opposition of the proposed project site. 

R60-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 

R61-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 
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LETTER(S) R62 through R64 (1 page) 
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Response to comments from Letters R62 through R64 

R62-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s opposition of the project site. 

R63-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 

R64-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2. 
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LETTER(S) R65 through R67 (1 page) 
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Response to comments from Letters R65 through R67 

R65-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 

R66-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 

R67-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 
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LETTER(S) R68 through R69 (1 page) 
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Response to comments from Letters R68 through R69 

R68-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2. Responses to 
comments on project access are in Section 2.2, Project Access, of this FEIR. 

R69-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 
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LETTER(S) R70 through R72 (1 page) 
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Response to comments from Letters R70 through R72 

R70-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 

R71-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 

R72-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for the project. 
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LETTER(S) R73 through R75 (1 page) 

 



 
4. Response to Comments from Residents and Individuals 
 

Page 4-64  The Planning Center|DC&E October 2012 

Response to comments from Letters R73 through R75 

R73-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s opposition to students using Hillcrest 
Parkway to access the proposed new high school. 

R74-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for dual access. 

R75-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 
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LETTER(S) R76 through R79 (2 pages) 

 



 
4. Response to Comments from Residents and Individuals 
 

Page 4-66  The Planning Center|DC&E October 2012 
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Response to comments from Letters R76 through R79 

R76-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #1 access route. 

R77-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2 access route. 

R78-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s concern about traffic on Hillcrest 
Parkway.  
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LETTER(S) R80 through R83 (1 page) 
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Response to comments from Letters R80 through R83 

R80-1 to 3 This comment does not address the adequacy of the environmental analysis for the 
proposed project; no response is required. The District Governing Board will 
consider all written comments during consideration of the project. Yes, the only two 
access road options being considered by the District, and evaluated in the DEIR, are 
Scenario 1 and Scenario 2, but each has an Option A and Option B. 

R81-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 

R82-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s opposition to future students using 
Hillcrest Parkway to access the school. 

R83-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s opposition to one access route. 
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LETTER(S) R84 through R86 (1 page) 
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Response to comments from Letters R84 through R86 

R84-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for two-road access. 

R85-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, dual access. 

R86-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Option B dual access. 
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LETTER(S) R87 through R88 (1 page) 
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Response to comments from Letters R87 through R88 

R87-1 The high school is not proposed at the end of Hillcrest. The project site is on 
Romero Canyon Road 1.1 miles north of Hillcrest Parkway; see Figure 3-3, Local 
Vicinity, of the DEIR. Responses to comments on project access are in Section 2.2, 
Project Access, of this FEIR. 

R88-1 The high school is not proposed at the end of Hillcrest. Responses to comments on 
project access are in Section 2.2, Project Access, of this FEIR. 
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LETTER(S) R89 through R91 (1 page) 
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Response to comments from Letters R89 through R91 

R89-1 Responses to comments on project access are in Section 2.2, Project Access, of this 
FEIR. A detailed traffic study was conducted for this project and can be found in the 
DEIR on the Districts’ website. 

R90-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for dual access. 

R91-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 

 



 
4. Response to Comments from Residents and Individuals 
 

Page 4-76  The Planning Center|DC&E October 2012 

LETTER(S) R92 through R95 (1 page) 
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Response to comments from Letters R92 through R95 

R92-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for dual access. 

R93-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for dual access. 

R94-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 

R95-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, dual access. 
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LETTER(S) R96 through R98 (1 page) 
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Response to comments from Letters R96 through R98 

R96-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route.  

R97-1 This comment does not address the adequacy of the environmental analysis for the 
proposed project; no response is required. The District Governing Board will 
consider all written comments during consideration of the project. 

R98-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 
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LETTER(S) R99 through R102 (1 page) 
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Response to comments from Letters R99 through R102 

R99-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2 dual access. 

R100-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2 dual access. 

R101-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2 dual access. 

R102-1 The message is a commenter’s address; no response is needed. 
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LETTER(S) R103 through R106 (1 page) 
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Response to comments from Letters R103 through R106 

R103-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for dual access. 

R104-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for dual access. 

R105-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 

R106-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for dual access. 
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LETTER(S) R107 through R109 (1 page) 
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Response to comments from Letters R107 through R109 

R107-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 

R108-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 

R109-1 The comment does not require a response. 
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LETTER(S) R110 through R111 (1 page) 
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Response to comments from Letters R110 through R111 

R110-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #1. Responses to 
comments on project access are in Section 2.2, Project Access, of this FEIR. 

R111-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 
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LETTER(S) R112 through R115 (1 page) 
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Response to comments from Letters R112 through R115 

R112-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 

R113-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for dual access. 

R114-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #1. 

R115-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 
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LETTER R116 (2 page) 
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Response to comments from Letter R116 

R116-1 The DEIR analyzed six alternatives including two alternative sites and the Romero 
Canyon Alternative Site, part of the proposed project site previously considered as a 
project site. Considering the differences between the proposed project site and the 
Romero Canyon Alternative Site – discussed in Section 7.7 of the DEIR – analysis of 
that alternative fully complies with CEQA by reducing identified significant impacts. 
Responses to comments on project alternatives are in Section 2.3, Project 
Alternatives, of this FEIR. 

R116-2 The commenter is correct that there are existing utilities near the Hasley Canyon 
alternative site in and along Hasley Canyon Road; however, those utilities may 
require upgrading to meet utility demands of a 2,600-student high school.  

R116-3 Project alternatives and alternative sites are discussed in Section 2.3, Project 
Alternatives, of this FEIR. 

R116-4 Streambed areas that would be impacted by the project are described and mapped 
in Section 5.3, Biological Resources, of the DEIR. Impacts to significant ridgelines 
are described in Section 5.1, Aesthetics, of the DEIR. The commenter’s opposition to 
grading of ridgelines is noted. The school project will be submitted to the Army 
Corps of Engineers for review and permits. 

R116-5 Several nearby projects have been approved by the Los Angeles County Board of 
Supervisors, and applications for several additional projects have been submitted. 
Growth-inducing impacts of the project are discussed in Chapter 10 of the DEIR. 
Greenhouse gas emissions of the Hasley-Sloan Alternative are identified as slightly 
higher than those of the proposed project in Section 7.8 of the DEIR. Responses to 
comments on project alternatives are in Section 2.3, Project Alternatives, of this 
FEIR. 

R116-6 CEQA applies to impacts to the physical environment, and project funding is outside 
of the purview of CEQA. All comments will be considered by the District Governing 
Board prior to consideration of the project.  

R116-7 The analysis of the Hasley-Sloan alternative site in Chapter 7 of the DEIR met the 
requirements of CEQA. Analysis of alternatives is not required to be of similar depth 
and detail to analysis of the proposed project.  

R116-8 Responses to comments on project alternatives are in Section 2.3, Project 
Alternatives, of this FEIR. 
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LETTER(S) R117 through R119 (1 page) 
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Response to comments from Letters R117 through R119 

R117-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for dual access. 

R118-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 

R119-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for access from Hillcrest 
Parkway. 
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LETTER(S) R120 through R122 (1 page) 
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Response to comments from Letters R120 through R122 

R120-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for dual access. 

R121-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route.  

R122-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Option B access route. 
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LETTER(S) R123 through R124 (1 page) 
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Response to comments from Letters R123 through R124 

R123-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for dual access. 

R124-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2-dual access, 
Option B. 
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LETTER(S) R125 through R127 (1 page) 
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Response to comments from Letters R125 through R127 

R125-1 and R125-2 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, 
Option B access route. 

R126-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 

R127-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 

 



 
4. Response to Comments from Residents and Individuals 

 

Castaic High School Final EIR William S. Hart Union High School District  Page 4-101 

LETTER(S) R128 through R130 (1 page) 
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Response to comments from Letters R128 through R130 

R128-1 This comment does not address the adequacy of the environmental analysis for the 
proposed project; no response is required. The District Governing Board will 
consider all written comments during consideration of the project. 

R128-2 The proposed project will result in an increase in traffic. Traffic impacts are 
described in Section 5.14, Transportation and Traffic, of the DEIR. 

R128-3 The commenter’s desire that the District use existing funds for the project is noted. 

R128-4 This comment does not address the adequacy of the environmental analysis for the 
proposed project; no response is required. 

R128-5 The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted. 

R129-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 

R130-1 Project access scenarios are described in Chapter 4, Project Description, of the 
DEIR. The environmental document is available on the Districts’ website. 
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LETTER(S) R131 through R132 (1 page) 
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Response to comments from Letters R131 through R132 

R131-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for dual access. 

R132-1 Project access scenarios are described in Chapter 4, Project Description, of the 
DEIR. Project traffic impacts are described in Section 5.14, Transportation and 
Traffic, of the DEIR. The environmental document is available on the Districts’ 
website. 
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LETTER(S) R133 through R135 (1 page) 
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Response to comments from Letters R133 through R135 

R133-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for dual access. 

R134-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 

R135-1 The message is a commenter’s address; no response is needed. 
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LETTER(S) R136 through R139 (1 page) 
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Response to comments from Letters R136 through R139 

R136-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Option A access route. 

R136-2 All public roadway improvements associated with this project would include a five-
foot concrete sidewalk along one side of the road and a 4-foot-wide, on-road 
unmarked space for bicyclists (Class III bike route).  

R137-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 

R138-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for dual access via 
Parker/Sloan and Sloan to Hillcrest. 

R139-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 
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LETTER(S) R140 through R142 (1 page) 
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Response to comments from Letters R140 through R142 

R140-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 

R141-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 

R142-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 
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LETTER(S) R143 through R144 (1 page) 
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Response to comments from Letters R143 through R144 

R143-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s opposition to the project. 

R144-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 
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LETTER(S) R145 through R146 (1 page[s]) 

 

 

Response to comments from Letters R145 through R146 

R145-1 The message is a commenter’s address; no response is needed. 

R146-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Dual Scenario #2 access 
route. 
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LETTER(S) R147 (7 page[s]) 
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Response to comments from Letter R147. 

R147-1 The Romero-Rasmussen site was analyzed by the California Department of 
Education (CDE) personnel under CDE guidelines. The District conducted a public 
hearing pursuant to Education Code Section 17211 utilizing site selection standards 
required by CDE. 

The CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 requires that an EIR describe and 
comparatively evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives. An EIR is required to 
evaluate a “No Project” alternative and alternatives that would feasibly attain most of 
the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the 
significant effects of the project. An EIR is not required to consider every conceivable 
alternative to the project. Responses to comments on project alternatives are in 
Chapter 2, Section 2.3, Project Alternatives, of this FEIR 

R147-2 Construction equipment and vehicles will access the High School Site from the east 
in the general alignment of Canyon Hill Road. Construction access would not be 
from Romero Canyon Road. 

R147-3 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 

R147-4 Responses to comments on project alternatives are in Section 2.3, Project 
Alternatives, of this FEIR. 

R147-5 Responses to comments on project alternatives are in Section 2.3, Project 
Alternatives, of this FEIR. 

R147-6 Responses to comments on project alternatives are in Section 2.3, Project 
Alternatives, of this FEIR. 

R147-7 Several landslides are mapped within the Del Valle site as identified in the Seismic 
Hazard Zones Report for the Val Verde Quadrangle issued by the California 
Geological Survey in 2002 (CGS 2002). Further responses to comments on project 
alternatives are in Section 2.3, Project Alternatives, of this FEIR. 

R147-8 The Hasley-Sloan site is as far west of I-5 as the proposed project site is; and the 
Sterling-Gateway site is south of all the residential areas in Castaic except for Val 
Verde; road access between the Sterling-Gateway site and Val Verde is circuitous. 
Considering also the substantial growth planned near the proposed project site, it is 
not clear that either the Hasley-Sloan or Sterling-Gateway sites are better located to 
serve the Castaic area. 

R147-9 Responses to comments on project alternatives are in Section 2.3, Project 
Alternatives, of this FEIR. 

R147-10 As identified in the Draft EIR, page 5.1-13, “The introduction of nighttime street, 
building, field, and parking lot lighting would significantly change the current dark 
character of the site at night.“ The District would develop a lighting plan that follows 
the intent of the Los Angeles County Rural Outdoor Lighting District Ordinance, to 
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minimize lighting impacts and to ensure the safety of people on the site and 
surrounding streets. 

R147-11 Responses to comments on project alternatives are in Section 2.3, Project 
Alternatives, of this FEIR. 

R147-12 Responses to comments on project alternatives are in Section 2.3, Project 
Alternatives, of this FEIR. 

R147-13 Responses to comments on project alternatives are in Section 2.3, Project 
Alternatives, of this FEIR. 

R147-14 Impacts of project development on the proposed project site are assessed in 
Chapter 5, Environmental Analysis, of the DEIR. Responses to comments on project 
alternatives are in Section 2.3, Project Alternatives, of this FEIR. 

R147-15 Nearly all students traveling to the Hasley-Sloan site would approach from the east 
on Hasley Canyon Road; thus, a school on the Hasley-Sloan site would not divide 
traffic impacts as the commenter suggests. 

R147-16 Responses to comments on project alternatives are in Section 2.3, Project 
Alternatives, of this FEIR. 

R147-17 Roadways developed for the proposed project would include sidewalks and class III 
bike routes. Responses to comments on project alternatives are in Section 2.3, 
Project Alternatives, of this FEIR. 

R147-18 Responses to comments on project access are in Section 2.2, Project Access, of this 
FEIR. 

R147-19 The Hasley-Sloan site has one-way in-and-out access on Hasley Canyon Road. The 
access roads to the proposed site would be designed and constructed in 
compliance with Los Angeles County Department of Public Works and Los Angeles 
County Fire Department standards. Alternative sites are addressed in Section 2.3, 
Project Alternatives, of this FEIR. 

R147-20 Roadways developed for the proposed project would include sidewalks and class III 
bike routes. 

R147-21 The District has considered a reasonable range of alternatives in planning the 
Castaic High School, as discussed in Chapter 7, Alternatives, of the DEIR. 
Responses to comments on project alternatives are in Section 2.3, Project 
Alternatives, of this FEIR. 

R147-22 All public roadway improvements associated with this project would include a five-
foot concrete sidewalk along one side of the road and a 4-foot-wide, on-road 
unmarked space for bicyclists (Class III bike route). The project site is within the 
proposed Rural Outdoor Lighting District. According to the County ordinance street 
lights shall be installed at all roadway intersections and at driveways where the 
Director of Public Works indicates that a street light would be beneficial due to the 
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proposed use of the property. Street lights will not be allowed on local residential 
streets unless required by Public Works. Street lights shall be placed the maximum 
distance apart with the minimum lumens allowable by Public Works. While the 
school district is not subject to the Los Angeles County Rural Outdoor Lighting 
District Ordinance, the District plans to develop a lighting plan that generally follows 
the intent of the ordinance to minimize lighting impacts. 

R147-23 Responses to comments on project alternatives are in Section 2.3, Project 
Alternatives, of this FEIR. Real costs cannot be determined until engineering plans 
are further along. 

R147-24 Responses to comments on project alternatives are in Section 2.3, Project 
Alternatives, of this FEIR. 

R147-25 The Hasley-Sloan site is no closer to most of Castaic than is the proposed project 
site; most trips to the Hasley-Sloan site would be via the Old Road or I-5 to Hasley 
Canyon Road. The District will determine the attendance boundary for the new high 
school based on area demographics and location of residential development at the 
time. The Palmer site is addressed in Section 2.3, Project Alternatives, of this FEIR. 

R147-26 No public school-related traffic would use Romero Canyon Road. During a potential 
emergency it is necessary to have a secondary option.  

R147-27 Comment noted. The Board will consider all comments prior to making a decision 
on the project. 
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LETTER(S) R148 through R150 (2 pages) 
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Response to comments from Letters R148 through R150 

R148-1 The Districts’ demographic analysis and in the table below shows that combined 
enrollment at Valencia and West Ranch High Schools is forecast to peak in 2012 at 
6,222 students, or 19.7 percent over the design capacity of the two schools; then 
decline by 2014 to 5,734, or 10.3 percent over capacity. Combined enrollment rose 
between 2009 and 2012 by 459 students (5,763 to a forecast 6,222); thus, the claim 
that District high school enrollments have been declining recently is not accurate for 
the two schools listed here. Numbers of charter school students living in Castaic are: 
Albert Einstein Academy - 15; Santa Clarita Valley International Charter School - 181; 
and Academy of the Canyons - 29. These students are already counted separately 
from enrollment at District high schools. The District has no plans to add charter 
school enrollments to its high schools, as the District expects the charter schools to 
continue operating. 

R148-2 Project need is based on existing overcrowding in District schools and on forecast 
student generation from approved and submitted residential projects in and near the 
Community of Castaic, not on potential future developments north of Castaic in the 
2030-2040 time frame.  

R148-3 Landmark Village and Mission Village are phases 1 and 2, respectively, of 
developments within the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan, west and southwest of the I-
5/SR-126 junction. It is estimated that 31 percent of project students would come 
from developments south of the Hillcrest community, including planned 
developments in Newhall Ranch. It is projected by Davis Demographics & Planning, 
the District’s consultant for enrollment projections, that students from Landmark 
Village would attend West Ranch High School and students from Mission Village 
would attend Castaic High School; however, which schools will serve specific 
developments will be determined by the District when the new school attendance 
boundaries are determined. 

R148-4 Project impacts on police services are assessed in Section 5.12, Public Services, of 
the DEIR. The school would have a school resource Sheriff’s deputy to ensure 
safety.  

R148-5 The District acknowledges the commenter’s view that the project is not needed. 
Recent growth in District high school enrollment is addressed above in Response R-
148-1. The State of California Department of Education determines class sizes not 
the local high school district. 

R149-1 Improvement of Romero Canyon Road for use as a gated emergency access road 
would involve some minor modifications at the northern end for installation of the 
gate. 

R150-1 See Responses R-148-1 through R-148-5. 
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LETTER(S) R151 through R152 (1 page) 
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Response to comments from Letters R151 through R152 

R151-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for the project. 

R152-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2. Responses to 
comments on project access are in Section 2.2, Project Access, of this FEIR 
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LETTER(S) R153 through R154 (1 page) 
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Response to comments from Letter R153 through R154 

R153-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for dual access.  

R154-1 The District is not proposing to use Romero Canyon Road as a public access route 
to the school. Romero Canyon Road would only be used for emergency purposes 
during evacuations or for emergency vehicle access to the school. 

Regarding the possibility of parents dropping off students on Romero Canyon Road 
south of the emergency access gate. The gate would be about 1,600 feet south of 
the southernmost proposed school building; more than a quarter mile from the 
school. It is doubtful that parents would use this area as a drop off for students.  
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LETTER(S) R155 through R156 (page) 
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Response to comments from Letters R155 through R156 

R155-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for dual access. Responses to 
comments on project access are in Section 2.2, Project Access, of this FEIR 

R156-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 
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LETTER(S) R157 through R158 (1 page) 
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Response to comments from Letters R157 through R158 

R157-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for dual access. All information 
for this project is on the school districts’ website. 

R158-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route.  
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LETTER(S) R159 through R161 (1 page) 
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Response to comments from Letters R159 through R161 

R159-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2 access. 
Responses to comments on project access are in Section 2.2, Project Access, of this 
FEIR 

R160-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 

R161-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 
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LETTER(S) R162 through R165 (1 page) 
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Response to comments from Letters R162 through R165 

R162-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Option B. 

R163-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 

R164-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. Responses to comments on project access are in Section 2.2, Project 
Access, of this FEIR 

R165-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s opposition to school development on 
the proposed project site. 
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LETTER(S) R166 through R169 (1 page) 
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Response to comments from Letters R166 through R169 

R166-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for dual access. 

R167-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 

R168-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 

R169-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for dual access. 
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LETTER(S) R170 through R171 (1 page) 
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Response to comments from Letters R170 through R171 

R170-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for dual access. 

R171-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for dual access. 
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LETTER(S) R172 through R176 (1 page) 
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Response to comments from Letters R172 through R176 

R172-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 

R173-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 

R174-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B dual 
access route. 

R175-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 

R176-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2 access route. 
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LETTER(S) R177 through R179 (1 page) 
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Response to comments from Letters R177 through R179 

R177-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for dual access, and opposition 
to school development on the proposed project site. 

R178-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 

R179-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. Responses to comments on project access are in Section 2.2, Project 
Access, of this FEIR 
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LETTER(S) R180 through R182 (1 page) 
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Response to comments from Letters R180 through R182 

R180-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. Responses to comments on project access are in Section 2.2, Project 
Access, of this FEIR 

R181-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 

R182-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Option B. Responses to 
comments on project access are in Section 2.2, Project Access, of this FEIR 



 
4. Response to Comments from Residents and Individuals 

 

Castaic High School Final EIR William S. Hart Union High School District  Page 4-149 

LETTER(S) R183 through R185 (1 page) 
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Response to comments from Letter(s) R183 through R185 

R183-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 

R184-1 The District proposes use of Romero Canyon Road south of Baringer Road as gated 
emergency access only; no public access is planned on that road segment. 

R184-2 Romero Canyon Road is not proposed as a secondary access road. 

R185-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #1 access route. 
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LETTER(S) R186 through R187 (1 pages) 
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Response to comments from Letters R186 through R187 

R186-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support of dual access. 

R187-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for a single access route 
(Parker/Sloan). Responses to comments on project access are in Section 2.2, 
Project Access, of this FEIR 

R187-2 The comment refers to the organization Citizens for Castaic and does not address 
the adequacy of the EIR. The District acknowledges the commenter’s opposition to 
the project site. 
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LETTER(S) R188 through R191 (1 pages) 
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Response to comments from Letters R188 through R191 

R188-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Option #2, dual access. 
Responses to comments on project access are in Section 2.2, Project Access, of this 
FEIR 

R189-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. Responses to comments on project access are in Section 2.2, Project 
Access, of this FEIR 

R190-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. Responses to comments on project access are in Section 2.2, Project 
Access, of this FEIR 

R191-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 
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LETTER(S) R192 through R193 (1 page) 
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Response to comments from Letters R192 through R193 

R192-1and 192-2 Responses to comments on project access are in Section 2.2, Project 
Access, of this FEIR. The comment related to property tax is not related to the 
environmental document. Sidewalks and bike lanes are covered in Chapter 2 of this 
FEIR. 

R193-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 
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LETTER(S) R194 through R197 (1 page) 
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Response to comments from Letters R194 through R197 

R194-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support of dual access. Responses to 
comments on project access are in Section 2.2, Project Access, of this FEIR 

R195-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. Responses to comments on project access are in Section 2.2, Project 
Access, of this FEIR 

R196-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 

R197-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Option B access route. 
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LETTER(S) R198 through R202 (1page) 
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Response to comments from Letters R198 through R202 

R198-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 

R199-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support of dual access. 

R200-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 

R201-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 

R202-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2 access route. 
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LETTER(S) R203 through R205 (1 page) 
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Response to comments from Letters R203 through R205 

R203-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 

R204-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 

R205-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 
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LETTER R206 (1 page) 
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Response to comments from Letter R206 

R206-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s opposition to project site.  

R206-2 Responses to comments on project access are in Section 2.2, Project Access, of this 
FEIR 
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LETTER(S) R207 through R208 (1 page) 
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Response to comments from Letters R207 through R208 

R207-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. Responses to comments on project access are in Section 2.2, Project 
Access, of this FEIR 

R208-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. Responses to comments on project access are in Section 2.2, Project 
Access, of this FEIR.  

R208-2 The school is scheduled to open in Fall 2015. Phasing of school opening is 
described in Section 4.5.2, School Programs, of the DEIR. 
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LETTER(S) R209 through R212 (1 page) 
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Response to comments from Letters R209 through R212 

R209-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 

R210-1 It is unknown which documents the commenter is referring to. Although the online 
versions were reduced in size to accommodate public downloads, higher resolution 
versions of all documents were available during the 45-day public review period at 
five locations as identified on the Notice of Availability. The public review period 
cannot be extended as this document is scheduled for review and decision by the 
Board.  

R211-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 

R212-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 
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LETTER(S) R213 through R217 (1 page) 
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Response to comments from Letters R213 through R217 

R213-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2 access route. 
Responses to comments on project access are in Section 2.2, Project Access, of this 
FEIR 

R214-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2 access route. 
Responses to comments on project access are in Section 2.2, Project Access, of this 
FEIR 

R215-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for dual access.  

R216-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 

R217-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 
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LETTER(S) R218 through R222 (1 page) 
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Response to comments from Letters R218 through R222 

R218-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 

R219-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 

R220-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 

R221-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for Scenario #2, Option B 
access route. 

R222-1 same as R219  
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LETTER(S) R223 (1 page) 
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Response to comments from Letter R223 

R223-1 and R223-2 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for dual access. 
Responses to comments on project access are in Section 2.2, Project Access, of this 
FEIR. 
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LETTER(S) R224 (1 page) 
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Response to comments from Letters R224 

R224-1 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for the Hasley-Sloan alternative 
site. Responses to comments on project alternatives are in Section 2.3, Project 
Alternatives, of this FEIR. 
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5. Revisions to the Draft EIR 

5.1 INTRODUCTION 

This section contains revisions to the DEIR based upon (1) additional or revised information required to 
prepare a response to a specific comment; (2) applicable updated information that was not available at 
the time of DEIR publication; and/or (3) typographical errors. This section also includes additional 
mitigation measures to fully respond to commenter concerns as well as provide additional clarification to 
mitigation requirements included in the DEIR. The provision of these additional mitigation measures 
does not alter any impact significance conclusions as disclosed in the DEIR. Changes made to the DEIR 
are identified here in strikeout text for deletions and underlined text for additions. 

Page 4-10, Chapter 4, Project Description. The text is hereby revised in response to comment O2-
19 as follows. 

Demolition activities are Clearing the site of vegetation is expected to take approximately two 
months as parcels are acquired.  

Page 5.1-9, Section 5.1, Aesthetics. The text is hereby revised in response to comment O2-57 as 
follows. 

The proposed project site contains no nighttime light sources at present. However, surrounding 
land uses include vehicle lights and scattered rural residential development in the hills and 
valleys surrounding the site. The proposed project would introduce new street lighting, vehicle 
lights, and campus lights for building security, walkways, parking lots, and athletic fields. The 
number of playfields that would be lit has not been determined, and it is doubtful that all seven 
playfields would be lit and in use at the same time. Each field would have four poles a maximum 
of 75 90 feet high, per LA County Lighting Ordinance. In cases where two fields abut, one pole 
could be used to support light fixtures for both fields; however, it is conservatively assumed that 
28 poles, 4 for each field, would be used. Maximum light levels on the playfields would be 
approximately 50 foot-candles (fc) for games (football, baseball, softball, and soccer). Light 
levels for some other uses would be significantly lower, for instance, 30 fc for football practice or 
band practice. By comparison, the light level at dusk is 10 fc; twilight is 1 fc; the full moon is 0.01 
fc; and typical streetlights are 1 to 5 fc. The introduction of nighttime street, building, field, and 
parking lot lighting would significantly change the current dark character of the site at night. A 
detailed lighting study was not conducted for the proposed project because detailed designs are 
not yet available. 

Page 5.3-23, Section 5.3, Biological Resources. The text is hereby revised in response to comment 
A5-16 as follows. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-9 is hereby renumbered BIO-10 and revised as follows: 
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BIO-10: Prior to any construction during the raptor nesting season, January 311 to September 1, 
a qualified biologist shall conduct a site survey for active nests two weeks 30 days prior 
to any scheduled clearing, grading, or construction activities. The survey shall be 
conducted within all trees, man-made structures and any other potential raptor nesting 
habitat.  

Mitigation Measure BIO-10 is hereby renumbered as BIO-11 and revised as follows:  

BIO-11: Prior to any vegetation disturbance between March 1 and September 15, a qualified 
biologist shall conduct a survey for nesting birds in all breeding/nesting habitat within 
the project site and adjacent to the project site within 300 feet of disturbance areas. The 
surveys will be conducted within trees and structures, wherever nesting bird species 
may be located. Nesting bird surveys shall be conducted no earlier than 30 days prior to 
initiation of ground or vegetation disturbance by the project. If no breeding/nesting birds 
are observed and concurrence has been received from CDFG, site preparation and 
construction activities may begin. If breeding activities and/or an active bird nest is 
located and concurrence has been received from CDFG, the breeding habitat/nest site 
shall be fenced by the biological monitor a minimum of 300 feet (500 feet for raptors) in 
all directions, and this area shall not be disturbed until the nest becomes inactive, the 
young have fledged, the young are no longer being fed by the parents, the young have 
left the area, and the young will no longer be impacted by the project. If the qualified 
biologist determines that narrower buffer between the construction activities and the 
observed active nests is warranted, the biologist may submit a written explanation as to 
why (e.g., species-specific information; ambient conditions and bird’s habituation to 
them; and terrain, vegetation, and birds’ lines of sight between the construction activities 
and the nest and foraging areas) to the District and, upon request, CDFG. Based on the 
submitted information, the District, acting as the lead agency (and CDFG, if CDFG 
requests) will determine whether to allow a narrower buffer.  

If any threatened or endangered avian species are observed on the project site, no work 
shall occur during the breeding season (March 1 and September 15) to avoid direct or 
indirect (noise) take of listed species. If any formally state or federal listed animal or plant 
species are observed on the property, then State and/or Federal threatened/endangered 
species permits may be required prior to commencing project activities. 

Page 5.3-19, Section 5.3, Biological Resources. The following text is hereby added in response to 
comment A5-17. 

Bat Species 

Trees and shrubs onsite, in addition to buildings and other structures that would be affected by 
the project site and in the roadway alignments could be used by bat species as nursery sites. 
The project would clear about 250 acres, most of which are currently vegetated, and including 
71.4 acres on the school site, 86.6 acres of graded slopes and landslide removals, and 92 acres 
of roadways. Site clearance would remove trees and shrubs in the 250 acres to be cleared, in 
addition to some number of man-made structures, and thus could remove areas used by bat 
species. 
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Page 5.3-24, Section 5.3, Biological Resources. The following text is hereby added in response to 
comment A5-17. 

BIO-12: During the year prior to construction, a survey shall be conducted by a qualified biologist 
for bat habitat areas within the project site and the roadway alignments between March 1 
and September 30. The areas shall be characterized as to their potential for supporting a 
bat maternal colony or nursery site. The survey shall include all trees and any man-made 
structures, or other bat habitat areas that could be affected. If bat maternal colony or 
nursery sites are identified, then these areas shall be avoided by construction during the 
bat breeding season, from March 1 through September 30. Each tree or structure 
supporting an active maternity roost will be inspected a week prior to disturbance to 
determine the presence or absence of roosting bats. 

Page 5.3-23, Section 5.3, Biological Resources. The following text is hereby added in response to 
comment A5-18. 

BIO-9: During site clearing, vegetation removal, and grading, the District shall have a qualified 
biological monitor present onsite to ensure that all measures required under the Lake or 
Streambed Alteration Agreement (LSA) to be issued by the California Department of Fish 
and Game are followed. The biological monitor shall also observe and protect wildlife 
species to the extent practicable.  

Page 5.3-20, Section 5.3, Biological Resources. The text is hereby revised in response to comment 
A5-21 as follows. 

BIO-1: If the District chooses to develop the access roads under Option A, before the beginning 
of clearing operations on the alignments of Mandolin Canyon Road or Harp Canyon 
Road, the District shall have a qualified biologist collect bulbs from slender mariposa lily. 
The bulbs shall be planted in coastal sage scrub habitat preserved and restored or 
enhanced pursuant to Mitigation Measure BIO-7. retain a qualified biologist to ensure 
that individuals of slender mariposa lily that cannot be avoided by project construction 
will be collected prior to site development and deposited with the Rancho Santa Ana 
Botanical Garden or a similar entity for preservation of the genetic material of this 
species. 

Page 5.3-18, Section 5.3, Biological Resources. The text is hereby revised in response to comment 
A5-23 as follows. 

THE PROPOSED PROJECT WOULD IMPACT UP TO APPROXIMATELY 1.02 0.96 ACRE OF 
WATERS OF THE US AND 3.323 2.644 ACRES OF WATERS OF THE STATE. [THRESHOLD 
BIO-3]. 

Project Site 
 
Project development would destroy 0.212 acre of Waters of the US onsite and 0.019 0.086 acre 
of Waters of the US offsite, for a total of 0.231 0.298 acre of impact area. The project would 
destroy 0.831 acre of Waters of the State onsite and 0.054 0.230 acre of Waters of the State 
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offsite, for a total of 0.885 1.061 acre of impact area. No wetlands were identified on the project 
site. 

Roadway Alignments 
 
Jurisdictional areas identified in the roadway alignments are 0.729 0.772 acre of Waters of the 
US and 1.759 2.262 acres of Waters of the State. The roadway alignments surveyed for the 
Biology Report were 300 feet wide. The impact areas for road construction would be 80-foot-
wide rights-of-way plus scattered areas to be graded for landslide removals. Access road design 
has not been finalized and is subject to county approval, and thus the jurisdictional areas that 
would be impacted by access road development cannot be specified precisely at this time. 
Impact areas would be less than 0.729 0.772 acre of Waters of the US and 1.759 2.262 acres of 
Waters of the State. 

Page 5.5-11, Section 5.5, Geology and Soils, is hereby modified in response to comment A7-20 as 
follows: 

Site grading would include about 4.89 million cubic yards (mcy) of cut and 4.89 mcy 5.1 mcy of 
fill. Grading for project access roads would involve an additional 1.63 mcy of cut and 348,000 cy 
1.21 mcy of fill. Project grading and construction activities would temporarily expose large 
amounts of soil and could thus result in substantial erosion. 

Page 5.5-11, Section 5.5, Geology and Soils, is revised as follows: 

The State Water Resources Control Board Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ (General Construction 
Permit) contains water quality standards and storm water discharge requirements applying to 
construction projects of one acre or more in area. The General Construction Permit was issued 
pursuant to National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System regulations for implementing part of 
the federal Clean Water Act. Construction projects of one acre or more are required to prepare 
and implement a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) specifying best management 
practices (BMPs) with the aims of reducing or eliminating soil erosion from construction sites. 
Common means of soil erosion from construction sites include water, wind, and being tracked 
offsite by vehicles. The District’s construction contractor and civil engineer would be responsible 
for administering, implementing, and ensuring compliance with BMPs addressing soil erosion 
and specified in the project SWPPP. Within unincorporated Los Angeles County, compliance 
with BMPs is administered enforced by the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works. 

Page 5.10-33, Section 5.10, Noise, is hereby revised in response to comment O2-11 as follows.  

Development of the project would require construction of two access roads into the project site 
from the existing arterials. Canyon Hill Road, the primary access road to the proposed school, 
would extend from the existing Sloan Canyon Road and connect at the northeast entrance of the 
site. The existing Romero Canyon Road would be improved and serve as the secondary access 
road, providing access from the south. Romero Canyon Road between Baringer Road and 
Hasley Canyon Road would be used as a gated emergency access; the gate would be installed 
by the District, of a design to be approved by the Los Angeles County Department of Public 
Works. The road would be widened and paved to specifications of the County Public Works and 
Los Angeles County Fire Department. Roadway construction would include grading, foundation 
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work, and asphalt paving that would extend beyond the project site boundary into the 
surrounding properties. In addition to construction of Canyon Hill Road and the planned 
improvements to Romero Canyon Road, the existing section of Sloan Canyon Road starting from 
Quail Valley Road would also be improved. 

Table 5.14-13, Page 5.14-12, Section 5.14, Transportation and Traffic, is hereby revised in 
response to comment O2-100 as follows. 

Table 5.14-13  
Intersection ICU and LOS, Existing plus 2,600-Student Project Conditions, 

Scenario 2 

Intersection 

Existing Conditions 
Existing plus Project 

(2,600 Students) 
Project 

Increment 
AM Peak 

Hour 
PM Peak 

Hour 
AM Peak 

Hour 
PM Peak 

Hour 

ICU LOS ICU LOS ICU LOS ICU LOS AM PM 

1 
Sloan Canyon Road 

at  
Quail Valley Road 

0.26 A 0.23 A 0.61 B 0.30 A 0.35 0.06 

2 

Lake Hughes Road 
at  

Northbound I-5 
Ramp 

0.32 A 0.47 A 0.35 A 0.47 A 0.03 0.00 

3 
Parker Road at  
Southbound I-5 

Ramp 
0.59 A 0.48 A 0.62 B 0.52 A 0.03 0.00 

4 
Ridge Route at  
Northbound I-5 

Ramp 
0.46 A 0.55 A 0.52 A 0.56 A 0.06 0.00 

5 
Sloan Canyon Road 

at  
The Old Road  

0.38 A 0.42 A 0.41 A 0.42 A 0.03 0.01 

6 The Old Road at  
Parker Road 

0.51 A 0.49 A 0.59 F A 0.52 A 0.08 0.01 

7 
Castaic Road at  

Lake Hughes Road 0.33 A 0.47 A 0.39 A 0.47 A 0.06 0.00 

8 
Castaic Road at  

Ridge Route 
0.33 A 0.40 A 0.35 A 0.40 A 0.02 0.00 

9 
Sloan Canyon Road 

at  
Parker Road 

0.28 A 0.25 A 0.73 C 0.44 A 0.45 0.07 
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Table 5.14-36, Page 5.14-41, Section 5.14, Transportation and Traffic, is hereby revised in 
response to comments O2-101, O2-102, and O2-104 as follows.  

Table 5.14-36  
Significant and Unavoidable Impacts 

Year 

School 
Capacity, 
Students Scenario Option 

Significant and Unavoidable Traffic 
Impacts 

Existing plus 
Project 

1,600 
1 Either option None 

2 Either option None 

2,600 
1 Either option 

 Parker Road at Southbound I-5 Ramp 

 Ridge Route at Northbound I-5 Ramp 

 The Old Road at Parker Road 

2 Either option None 

Short Term 
(2014) 

1,600 

1 Either option 
 The Old Road at Parker Road 

 None 

2 Either option 
 Sloan Canyon Road at Parker Road 

 None 

2,600 

1 Either option 

 Parker Road at Southbound I-5 Ramp 

 Ridge Route at Northbound I-5 Ramp 

 The Old Road at Parker Road 

 Sloan Canyon Road at Parker Road 

2 Either option 
None 

 

Buildout with 
Long-Range 
Highway 
Improvements 

2,600 

1 Either option  The Old Road at Parker Road 

2 Either option None 
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Table 5.14-31, Page 5.14-38, Section 5.14, Transportation and Traffic, is hereby revised in 
response to comment OS2-95 as follows. Text changed from regular font to bold font is hhiigghhlliigghhtteedd.. 

Table 5.14-31  
Scenario 1: Short-Term 2014 With-Project (1,600 Students) 

 Intersection LOS with Mitigation 

Intersection 

Short-Range Conditions 
without Project 

Short-Range Conditions with 
1,600 Student Project with 

Mitigation 

AM Peak 
Hour 

PM Peak 
Hour AM Peak Hour 

PM Peak 
Hour 

ICU LOS ICU LOS ICU LOS ICU LOS 

1 Sloan Canyon Road at  
Quail Valley Road .41 A .35 A .52 A .33 A 

2 Lake Hughes Road at  
Northbound I-5 Ramp .34 A .51 A .33 A .51 A 

3 Parker Road at  
Southbound I-5 Ramp .71 C .60 A .74 C .62 B 

4 Ridge Route at  
Northbound I-5 Ramp .52 A .64 B .74 C .66 B 

5 Sloan Canyon Road at  
The Old Road  .41 A .46 A .41 A .45 A 

6 The Old Road at  
Parker Road .67 B .66 B ..8866 DD  .58 A 

7 Castaic Road at  
Lake Hughes Road .36 A .52 A .37 A .52 A 

8 Castaic Road at  
Ridge Route .38 A .44 A .38 A .44 A 

9 Sloan Canyon Road at  
Parker Road .47 A .48 A .62 B .31 A 

Bold: Significant impact remaining after mitigation
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Table 5.14-22, Page 5.14-21, Section 5.14, Transportation and Traffic is hereby revised in response 
to comment O2-106 as follows. Text changed from regular font to bold font is hhiigghhlliigghhtteedd.. 

Table 5.14-22  
Intersection ICU and LOS, Buildout Conditions  

with Long-Range Highway Improvements, 2,600 Students, Scenario 1 

Intersection 

Without Project With Project
Project 

Increment AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour
PM Peak 

Hour 
ICU LOS ICU LOS ICU LOS ICU LOS AM PM

1 Sloan Canyon Road at 
Quail Valley Road 

.33 A .29 A .71 C .35 A .38 .06 

2 Lake Hughes Road at  
Northbound I-5 Ramp 

.47 A .73 C .49 A .73 C .02 .00 

3 Parker Road at  
Southbound I-5 Ramp 

.62 B .48 A .68 B .48 A .06 .00 

4 Ridge Route at  
Northbound I-5 Ramp 

.42 A .57 A .64 B .57 A .22 .00 

5 Sloan Canyon Road at 
The Old Road  

.52 A .57 A .50 A .57 A -.02 .00 

6 The Old Road at  
Parker Road 

.51 A .57 A 11..0011 FF .61 B .50 .04 

7 Castaic Road at  
Lake Hughes Road 

.74 C .74 C .76 C .74 C .02 .00 

8 Castaic Road at  
Ridge Route 

.64 B .58 A .64 B .58 A .00 .00 

9 Sloan Canyon Road at 
Parker Road 

.34 A .29 A ..8844 DD .34 A .50 .05 

Note: Bold denotes significant impact. 
 

Table 5.14-27, Page 5.14-25, Section 5.14, Transportation and Traffic is hereby revised in response 
to comment O2-106 as follows. 

Table 5.14-27  
Impacts Summary 

Year School Capacity Scenario* Intersections Significantly Impacted 

Existing plus Project 

1,600 
1 

 The Old Road at Parker Road 

 Sloan Canyon Road at Parker Road 

2 None 

2,600 1 

 Sloan Canyon Road at Quail Valley Road 

 Parker Road at Southbound I-5 Ramp 

 Ridge Route at Northbound I-5 Ramp 
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Table 5.14-27  
Impacts Summary 

Year School Capacity Scenario* Intersections Significantly Impacted 

 The Old Road at Parker Road 

 Sloan Canyon Road at Parker Road 

2 None 

Short Term (2014) 

1,600 
1 

 Sloan Canyon Road at Quail Valley Road  

 Parker Road at Southbound I-5 Ramp  

 The Old Road at Parker Road  

 Sloan Canyon Road at Parker Road 

2  Sloan Canyon Road at Parker Road 

2,600 
1 

 Sloan Canyon Road at Quail Valley Road  

 Parker Road at Southbound I-5 Ramp 

 Parker Road at Northbound I-5 Ramp 

 The Old Road at Parker Road  

 Sloan Canyon Road at Parker Road 

2  Sloan Canyon Road at Parker Road 

Buildout with Long-
Range Highway 
Improvements 

2,600 
1 

 The Old Road at Parker Road 

 Sloan Canyon Road at Parker Road 

2 
 Sloan Canyon Road at Parker Road 

*For either Option A or Option B 

 

Page 5.15-6, Section 5.15, Utilities and Service Systems, is hereby revised as follows. 

As provided in a letter from LACSD (see Appendix B), two WRPs provide wastewater treatment in 
the Santa Clarita Valley: the Saugus WRP, approximately eight miles southeast of the project 
site, and the Valencia WRP, approximately five miles southeast of the project site. These facilities 
form a regional treatment system known as the Santa Clarita Valley Joint Sewerage System, 
which has a design capacity of 28.1 mgd and, in 2010, had an average daily flow of 20.4 19.7 
mgd (LACSD 2010). 
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Page 5.15-7, Section 5.15, Utilities and Service Systems, is hereby revised as follows. 

The proposed project operating at full capacity is estimated to generate about 31,200 50,000 
gallons of wastewater per day, based on the wastewater generation rate for high private schools 
of 12 gallons per day 200 gallons per day per 1,000 square feet (City of Los Angeles 2006 
LACSD 2007). Some of the students who would attend the proposed high school would transfer 
from existing high schools to relieve overcrowding; thus, the net increase in wastewater 
generation in the region would be less than 31,200 gallons per day. Regarding sewer main 
capacity, wastewater generation by the proposed school is estimated as 0.151 cubic feet per 
second (cfs). The project site is outside the service area of the Santa Clarita Valley Sanitation 
District (SCVSD), part of LACSD. The proposed project includes an application to the SCVSD to 
annex the project site. LACSD would coordinate with the District to treat wastewater generated at 
the project site. There is adequate wastewater treatment capacity in the region for estimated 
wastewater generation by the proposed project, and the project would not require the building of 
new or expanded wastewater treatment facilities. 


