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2010 Congestion Management Program for Los Angeles County 

 
 
Important Notice to User:  This section provides detailed travel statistics for the Los 
Angeles area which will be updated on an ongoing basis.  Updates will be distributed to all 
local jurisdictions when available.  In order to ensure that impact analyses reflect the best 
available information, lead agencies may also contact MTA at the time of study initiation.  
Please contact MTA staff to request the most recent release of “Baseline Travel Data for 
CMP TIAs.” 
 
D.1 OBJECTIVE OF GUIDELINES 
 
The following guidelines are intended to assist local agencies in evaluating impacts of land 
use decisions on the Congestion Management Program (CMP) system, through 
preparation of a regional transportation impact analysis (TIA).  The following are the basic 
objectives of these guidelines: 
 
Promote consistency in the studies conducted by different jurisdictions, while 

maintaining flexibility for the variety of project types which could be affected by these 
guidelines. 

 

Establish procedures which can be implemented within existing project review 
processes and without ongoing review by MTA. 

 

Provide guidelines which can be implemented immediately, with the full intention of 
subsequent review and possible revision. 

 
These guidelines are based on specific requirements of the Congestion Management 
Program, and travel data sources available specifically for Los Angeles County.  References 
are listed in Section D.10 which provide additional information on possible methodologies 
and available resources for conducting TIAs. 
 
D.2 GENERAL PROVISIONS 
 
Exhibit D-7 provides the model resolution that local jurisdictions adopted containing CMP 
TIA procedures in 1993.  TIA requirements should be fulfilled within the existing 
environmental review process, extending local traffic impact studies to include impacts to 
the regional system.  In order to monitor activities affected by these requirements, Notices 
of Preparation (NOPs) must be submitted to MTA as a responsible agency.  Formal MTA 
approval of individual TIAs is not required. 
 
The following sections describe CMP TIA requirements in detail.  In general, the 
competing objectives of consistency & flexibility have been addressed by specifying 
standard, or minimum, requirements and requiring documentation when a TIA varies 
from these standards. 
 

APPENDIX  
GUIDELINES FOR CMP TRANSPORTATION 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

D   
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D.3 PROJECTS SUBJECT TO ANALYSIS 
 
In general a CMP TIA is required for all projects required to prepare an Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR) based on local determination.  A TIA is not required if the lead agency 
for the EIR finds that traffic is not a significant issue, and does not require local or regional 
traffic impact analysis in the EIR.  Please refer to Chapter 5 for more detailed information. 
 
CMP TIA guidelines, particularly intersection analyses, are largely geared toward analysis 
of projects where land use types and design details are known.  Where likely land uses are 
not defined (such as where project descriptions are limited to zoning designation and 
parcel size with no information on access location), the level of detail in the TIA may be 
adjusted accordingly.  This may apply, for example, to some redevelopment areas and 
citywide general plans, or community level specific plans.  In such cases, where project 
definition is insufficient for meaningful intersection level of service analysis, CMP arterial 
segment analysis may substitute for intersection analysis. 
 
D.4 STUDY AREA 
 
The geographic area examined in the TIA must include the following, at a minimum: 
 
All CMP arterial monitoring intersections, including monitored freeway on- or off-ramp 

intersections, where the proposed project will add 50 or more trips during either the 
AM or PM weekday peak hours (of adjacent street traffic). 

 

If CMP arterial segments are being analyzed rather than intersections (see Section D.3), 
the study area must include all segments where the proposed project will add 50 or 
more peak hour trips (total of both directions).  Within the study area, the TIA must 
analyze at least one segment between monitored CMP intersections. 

 

Mainline freeway monitoring locations where the project will add 150 or more trips, in 
either direction, during either the AM or PM weekday peak hours. 

 

Caltrans must also be consulted through the Notice of Preparation (NOP) process to 
identify other specific locations to be analyzed on the state highway system. 

 
If the TIA identifies no facilities for study based on these criteria, no further traffic analysis 
is required.  However, projects must still consider transit impacts (Section D.8.4). 
 
D.5 BACKGROUND TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 
 
The following sections describe the procedures for documenting and estimating 
background, or non-project related traffic conditions.  Note that for the purpose of a TIA, 
these background estimates must include traffic from all sources without regard to the 
exemptions specified in CMP statute (e.g., traffic generated by the provision of low and very 
low income housing, or trips originating outside Los Angeles County.  Refer to Chapter 5, 
Section 5.2.3 for a complete list of exempted projects). 
 
D.5.1 Existing Traffic Conditions.  Existing traffic volumes and levels of service (LOS) on 
the CMP highway system within the study area must be documented.  Traffic counts must 
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be less than one year old at the time the study is initiated, and collected in accordance with 
CMP highway monitoring requirements (see Appendix A).  Section D.8.1 describes TIA 
LOS calculation requirements in greater detail.  Freeway traffic volume and LOS data 
provided by Caltrans is also provided in Appendix A. 
 
D.5.2 Selection of Horizon Year and Background Traffic Growth.  Horizon year(s) 
selection is left to the lead agency, based on individual characteristics of the project being 
analyzed.  In general, the horizon year should reflect a realistic estimate of the project 
completion date.  For large developments phased over several years, review of intermediate 
milestones prior to buildout should also be considered. 
 
At a minimum, horizon year background traffic growth estimates must use the generalized 
growth factors shown in Exhibit D-1.  These growth factors are based on regional modeling 
efforts, and estimate the general effect of cumulative development and other socioeconomic 
changes on traffic throughout the region.  Beyond this minimum, selection among the 
various methodologies available to estimate horizon year background traffic in greater 
detail is left to the lead agency.  Suggested approaches include consultation with the 
jurisdiction in which the intersection under study is located, in order to obtain more 
detailed traffic estimates based on ongoing development in the vicinity. 
 
D.6 PROPOSED PROJECT TRAFFIC GENERATION 
 
Traffic generation estimates must conform to the procedures of the current edition of Trip 
Generation, by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE).  If an alternative 
methodology is used, the basis for this methodology must be fully documented. 
 
Increases in site traffic generation may be reduced for existing land uses to be removed, if 
the existing use was operating during the year the traffic counts were collected.  Current 
traffic generation should be substantiated by actual driveway counts; however, if infeasible, 
traffic may be estimated based on a methodology consistent with that used for the proposed 
use.   
 
Regional transportation impact analysis also requires consideration of trip lengths.  Total 
site traffic generation must therefore be divided into work and non-work-related trip 
purposes in order to reflect observed trip length differences.  Exhibit D-2 provides factors 
which indicate trip purpose breakdowns for various land use types. 
 
For lead agencies who also participate in CMP highway monitoring, it is recommended that 
any traffic counts on CMP facilities needed to prepare the TIA should be done in the 
manner outlined in Chapter 2 and Appendix A.  If the TIA traffic counts are taken within 
one year of the deadline for submittal of CMP highway monitoring data, the local 
jurisdiction would save the cost of having to conduct the traffic counts twice. 
 
D.7 TRIP DISTRIBUTION 
 
For trip distribution by direct/manual assignment, generalized trip distribution factors are 
provided in Exhibit D-3, based on regional modeling efforts.  These factors indicate 
Regional Statistical Area (RSA)-level tripmaking for work and non-work trip purposes.  
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(These RSAs are illustrated in Exhibit D-4.)  For locations where it is difficult to determine 
the project site RSA, census tract/RSA correspondence tables are available from MTA. 
 
Exhibit D-5 describes a general approach to applying the preceding factors.  Project trip 
distribution must be consistent with these trip distribution and purpose factors; the basis 
for variation must be documented. 
 
Local agency travel demand models disaggregated from the SCAG regional model are 
presumed to conform to this requirement, as long as the trip distribution functions are 
consistent with the regional distribution patterns.  For retail commercial developments, 
alternative trip distribution factors may be appropriate based on the market area for the 
specific planned use.  Such market area analysis must clearly identify the basis for the trip 
distribution pattern expected. 
 
D.8 IMPACT ANALYSIS 
 
CMP Transportation Impact Analyses contain two separate impact studies covering 
roadways and transit.  Section Nos. D.8.1-D.8.3 cover required roadway analysis while 
Section No. D.8.4 covers the required transit impact analysis.  Section Nos. D.9.1-D.9.4 
define the requirement for discussion and evaluation of alternative mitigation measures. 
 
D.8.1 Intersection Level of Service Analysis.  The LA County CMP recognizes that 
individual jurisdictions have wide ranging experience with LOS analysis, reflecting the 
variety of community characteristics, traffic controls and street standards throughout the 
county.  As a result, the CMP acknowledges the possibility that no single set of 
assumptions should be mandated for all TIAs within the county. 
 
However, in order to promote consistency in the TIAs prepared by different jurisdictions, 
CMP TIAs must conduct intersection LOS calculations using either of the following 
methods: 
 
The Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU) method as specified for CMP highway 

monitoring (see Appendix A); or 
 

The Critical Movement Analysis (CMA) / Circular 212 method. 
 
Variation from the standard assumptions under either of these methods for circumstances 
at particular intersections must be fully documented. 
 
TIAs using the 1985 or 1994 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) operational analysis must 
provide converted volume-to-capacity based LOS values, as specified for CMP highway 
monitoring in Appendix A. 
 
D.8.2 Arterial Segment Analysis.  For TIAs involving arterial segment analysis, volume-to-
capacity ratios must be calculated for each segment and LOS values assigned using the V/
C-LOS equivalency specified for arterial intersections.  A capacity of 800 vehicles per hour 
per through traffic lane must be used, unless localized conditions necessitate alternative 
values to approximate current intersection congestion levels. 
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D.8.3 Freeway Segment (Mainline) Analysis.  For the purpose of CMP TIAs, a simplified 
analysis of freeway impacts is required.  This analysis consists of a demand-to-capacity 
calculation for the affected segments, and is indicated in Exhibit D-6. 
 
D.8.4 Transit Impact Review.  CMP transit analysis requirements are met by completing 
and incorporating into an EIR the following transit impact analysis: 
 
Evidence that affected transit operators received the Notice of Preparation. 
 

A summary of existing transit services in the project area.  Include local fixed-route 
services within a ¼ mile radius of the project; express bus routes within a 2 mile radius 
of the project, and; rail service within a 2 mile radius of the project. 

 

Information on trip generation and mode assignment for both AM and PM peak hour 
periods as well as for daily periods.  Trips assigned to transit will also need to be 
calculated for the same peak hour and daily periods.  Peak hours are defined as 7:30-
8:30 AM and 4:30-5:30 PM.  Both “peak hour” and “daily” refer to average weekdays, 
unless special seasonal variations are expected.  If expected, seasonal variations should 
be described. 

 

Documentation of the assumption and analyses that were used to determine the 
number and percent of trips assigned to transit.  Trips assigned to transit may be 
calculated along the following guidelines: 

 

Multiply the total trips generated by 1.4 to convert vehicle trips to person trips;  

For each time period, multiply the result by one of the following factors: 
 

3.5% of Total Person Trips Generated for most cases, except: 
 
10% primarily Residential within 1/4 mile of a CMP transit center 
15% primarily Commercial within 1/4 mile of a CMP transit center 
  7% primarily Residential within 1/4 mile of a CMP multi-modal transportation 

center 
  9% primarily Commercial within 1/4 mile of a CMP multi-modal transportation 

 center 
  5% primarily Residential within 1/4 mile of a CMP transit corridor 
  7% primarily Commercial within 1/4 mile of a CMP transit corridor 
  0% if no fixed route transit services operate within one mile of the project 

 
To determine whether a project is primarily residential or commercial in nature, please 
refer to the CMP land use categories listed and defined in Appendix E, Guidelines for 
New Development Activity Tracking and Self Certification.  For projects that are only 
partially within the above one-quarter mile radius, the base rate (3.5% of total trips 
generated) should be applied to all of the project buildings that touch the radius 
perimeter. 

 
Information on facilities and/or programs that will be incorporated in the development 

plan that will encourage public transit use.  Include not only the jurisdiction’s TDM 
Ordinance measures, but other project specific measures. 
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Analysis of expected project impacts on current and future transit services and proposed 
project mitigation measures, and; 

 

Selection of final mitigation measures remains at the discretion of the local 
jurisdiction/lead agency.  Once a mitigation program is selected, the jurisdiction self-
monitors implementation through the existing mitigation monitoring requirements of 
CEQA. 

 
D.9 IDENTIFICATION AND EVALUATION OF MITIGATION 
 
D.9.1 Criteria for Determining a Significant Impact.  For purposes of the CMP, a 
significant impact occurs when the proposed project increases traffic demand on a CMP 
facility by 2% of capacity (V/C ≥ 0.02), causing LOS F (V/C > 1.00); if the facility is already 
at LOS F, a significant impact occurs when the proposed project increases traffic demand 
on a CMP facility by 2% of capacity (V/C ≥ 0.02).  The lead agency may apply a more 
stringent criteria if desired. 
 
D.9.2 Identification of Mitigation.  Once the project has been determined to cause a 
significant impact, the lead agency must investigate measures which will mitigate the 
impact of the project.  Mitigation measures proposed must clearly indicate the following: 
 
Cost estimates, indicating the fair share costs to mitigate the impact of the proposed 

project. If the improvement from a proposed mitigation measure will exceed the impact 
of the project, the TIA must indicate the proportion of total mitigation costs which is 
attributable to the project.  This fulfills the statutory requirement to exclude the costs of 
mitigating inter-regional trips. 

Implementation responsibilities.  Where the agency responsible for implementing 
mitigation is not the lead agency, the TIA must document consultation with the 
implementing agency regarding project impacts, mitigation feasibility and 
responsibility. 

 
Final selection of mitigation measures remains at the discretion of the lead agency.  The 
TIA must, however, provide a summary of impacts and mitigation measures.  Once a 
mitigation program is selected, the jurisdiction self-monitors implementation through the 
mitigation monitoring requirements contained in CEQA. 
 
D.9.3 Project Contribution to Planned Regional Improvements.  If the TIA concludes that 
project impacts will be mitigated by anticipated regional transportation improvements, 
such as rail transit or high occupancy vehicle facilities, the TIA must document: 
 
Any project contribution to the improvement, and 
 

The means by which trips generated at the site will access the regional facility. 
 
D.9.4  Transportation Demand Management (TDM).  If the TIA concludes or assumes that 
project impacts will be reduced through the implementation of TDM measures, the TIA 
must document specific actions to be implemented by the project which substantiate these 
conclusions. 
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From: Sandra Cattell <sumcatt@yahoo.com> 
Date: October 16, 2017 at 4:44:05 PM PDT 
To: "mhennawy@santa-clarita.com" <mhennawy@santa-clarita.com> 
Subject: Lyons/Dockweiler DEIR Comments 
Reply-To: Sandra Cattell <sumcatt@yahoo.com> 

Mike Hennawy 
Senior Engineer 
  
Comments on the Dockweiler Extension DEIR 
  
I moved to Placerita Canyon 20 years because of the rural equestrian lifestyle it 
supports.  I have 2 horses on the property.  My home is very special to me. 
With that said, I believe the city has continually sidestepped the intention of the 
special standards district.  The new Revelo project and mixed use being 
introduced into the neighborhood have promised to negatively change the 
neighborhood forever.  This Dockweiler Extension will further the decline. 
The proposed Lyons crossing was always a bad idea.  It would have necessitated 
raising Railroad Ave and part of Lyons, dumped lots of traffic into the train track 
crossing and the Railroad/Lyons intersection, and would have created a traffic 
nightmare for this community.  Alternative 2, the extension of Dockweiler to 
13th Street is only a little better (and is the preferred by the DEIR, less 
encroaching alternative).  Both alternatives will further erode the rural equestrian 
feel of the area, and of course, no one would want to ride their horse anywhere 
near the road.  It will increase the traffic flows through our community to a 
shared track crossing.  Your traffic study and its counts are 5 years old, and do 
not truly reflect the total picture of the traffic in this neighborhood.  Long lines 
when there is a train!  Long lines when church gets out (or before church)!  These 
will be exacerbated by more trains and the new development, which most likely 
(no matter what your counts say) will double the traffic flows across the train 
tracks.  Improvement at the 13th St. crossing will barely improve the built out 
situation without adding lots of Dockweiler traffic. 
I am suggesting two outlets; an improved, widened, safe 13th St crossing for 
Placerita Cyn residents and the new mixed-use development, and a smaller 
connection to Railroad at Market St.  It is possible if a gentle curving road is 
nested into the hillside. It will dilute the amount of traffic going onto the 
roadway at one time. And, it will protect the Special Standards District of 
Placerita Cyn, and its residents from extra traffic.  I am not sure why it was 
dismissed and not included as an alternative when it truly can be 
accomplished.  Of course, it might decrease the total flow of traffic on 
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Dockweiler, and although you might not like that, it is the only safe way to have 
an extra traffic connection and preserve the safety of the people who live on 
Dockweiler. That community needs protection too.  There is an affordable 
housing crisis, and the homes along Dockweiler and below are both moderate 
and lower income housing.  Sometimes it takes a roommate or two to afford the 
rent.  There are no sidewalks, and no place to park extra cars other than the 
street, so removing the lane of parking for widening the road is out of the 
question. 
Thank you for your consideration of my suggestions. 
Sandra Cattell 
21648 Oak Orchard Rd, in Placerita Canyon 
Newhall, CA 91321 
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From: Anthony Matthess <acmatthess@gmail.com> 
Date: September 25, 2017 at 9:37:36 PM PDT 
To: Laruene Weste <lweste@santa-clarita.com>, <mmclean@santa-clarita.com>, 
<bkeller@santa-clarita.com>, <kstriplin@santa-clarita.com>, <tcole@santa-
clarita.com>, <bmiranda@santa-clarita.com> 
Subject: Dockweiler Extension 

The Honorable Members of the City Council of Santa Clarita, the Manager of the City of 
Santa Clarita and the Director of Development for the City of Santa Clarita: 
  
I have written a response concerning the Dockweiler Extension.  It is attached.  Please 
read it and distribute it to the various departments and personnel involved with this 
proposed project.  I am aware that my position is not fully in sync with the PCPOA, but I 
believe my opposition to this project has merits and hopefully I would have the 
opportunity to discuss or communicate my concerns with the city officials and also 
present my position points at any public hearing on this matter.  In anticipation of your 
consideration, I thank you. 
  
Respectfully, 
  
Tony Matthess 
  
  
  
--  
Anthony Matthess  
Office Fax:    (661) 253-1393 
Cell:               (661) 816-0663 
Home:            (661) 254-3750 
email:  acmatthess@gmail.com 

20.1

COMMENT LETTER No. 20



COMMENT LETTER No. 20

20.2

20.3



20.3

20.4

20.5

20.6

20.7



COMMENT LETTER No. 21

21.1

21.2

21.3



COMMENT LETTER No. 22

22.1



COMMENT LETTER No. 23

23.1



LYONS AVE / DOCKWIELER DRIVE EXTENSION PROJECT EIR 
 

PUBLIC OUTREACH MEETING PUBLIC COMMENT FORM 
 

This form is provided for your convenience to make written comments regarding the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) prepared for the Lyons Avenue /Dockweiler Drive 

Extension Project. Your comments will be considered by the City of Santa Clarita and included 
in the Final EIR. 

 
After filling out the form, please leave it with City staff prior to leaving this meeting.  

 
Please also provide your name, address, and email address so you can continue to be informed 
about future meetings on the project and EIR.  Please provide your comments below: 
 
 
To Whom It May Concern, 

 After analyzing the DEIR for the Proposed Lyons Avenue/ Dockweiler Drive Extension 

the following questions and concerns have sparked my attention: 

 1) How will all of the properties needed for the construction of the extension be  

 obtained?  Will the needed properties be completely acquired by the City of Santa 

 Clarita, or will only the necessary portions needed for the extension be acquired, either by 

 purchase and re-zoning property lines or leasing the needed portion of the property from 

 the owner? 

 

  2) With the Dockweiler extension, Valle del Oro has a direct connection into Placerita 

 Canyon.  With such access, how will The City of Santa Clarita, as well as the Santa 

 Clarita Sheriffs Station enforce and prevent a non-avoidable increase in crime rates.  The 

 current layout of Placerita Canyon allows a one-way entrance and exit, resulting in an 

 extremely low rate of crime.  However with this connection, there are multiple entrances 

 and exits providing a higher chance of crime.  When looking at recent crime maps, the 

 neighborhood surrounding Valle del Oro has numerous incidents (including the recent 

 Lyons Ave. road closure involving LAPD and an armed robbery suspect), while Placerita 

 Canyon has extremely low crime reports.    
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 3) When reading the DEIR, all options for the project are said to “avoid direct impact to 

 Placerita Canyon”.  After analyzing the options, I feel that all rather provide a “direct 

 impact” to Placerita Canyon.  Whether it is from a non-avoidable increase in crime, 

 traffic, or the loss of the rural equestrian lifestyle that we all have worked very hard to 

 preserve, this extension will result in a detrimental decline of a neighborhood that is 

 proud of the historical importance it holds.  Rather than focusing on increasing the size 

 and profitability of every square inch of Santa Clarita, I truly hope the members of the 

 City Counsel who democratically represent the people of Santa Clarita (including the 

 residents of Placerita Canyon) will listen to, and make an educated decision regarding 

 this extension with the residents’ concerns and opinions in mind.  

 

 Sincerely,  

 Candice Nelson 

    

 

 
Name:      Candice Nelson 
 
Address:  22115 Placeritos Blvd. 
     Newhall, CA 91321 
 
Email:    caln1234@yahoo.com 
 
You may also e-mail comments to Ccallahan@santa-clarita.com on or before October 16, 2017. 
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-----Original Message----- 
From: Michael Ragsdale - gmail [mailto:ragsdale.michael@gmail.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, October 18, 2017 1:20 AM 
To: Carla Callahan 
Subject: Lyons Ave / Doc Weiler Extension 
 
To whom it may concern, 
 
I would like to express my concern and disagreement with your plans regarding the Lyons Avenue / 
Dockweiler Drive Extension Project EIR. As a resident of Placerita Cyn Rd I feel this will have a negative 
impact on my family and neighbors. Having spoken with a number of the community here, I know that I'm 
not alone in these thoughts and we believe there are better alternatives to reduce traffic. 
 
Michael Ragsdale 
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From: Jeff Secor <secor6@sbcglobal.net> 
Date: September 20, 2017 at 11:15:47 PM PDT 
To: "Ccallahan@santa-clarita.com" <Ccallahan@santa-clarita.com> 
Subject: Lyons Ave-Dockweiler Extension 
Reply-To: Jeff Secor <secor6@sbcglobal.net> 

Mr. Callahan, 
 
We attended a meeting on September 14, 2017 held at Masters University 
regarding the Lyons Ave/Dockweiler Extension, along with a number of our 
neighbors. We appreciate you holding the meeting, but aren't really sure you 
came with an open mind and ears to LISTEN to what the community was 
saying. 
 
A very compelling question asked, that was not answered very clearly, was 
"Why this project at all?" It doesn't make sense to divide traffic in one area, just 
to bring it back together a mile or two later. Is TMU still even planning to do their 
previously approved plan? That is another discussion that needs to be had. 
 
We were also very disappointed that the idea of bringing Dockweiler to Market 
Street, which already has a large RR crossing was not readily discussed. This 
seems like such a natural solution. It seemed that many of the residents were 
more favorable toward this crossing than the other crossing options. 
 
Another question is, who owns the property that will need to be acquired for 
these projects? Are there any city officials, current or past, that could potentially 
profit from this Extension Project by selling their land for one or another of the 
projects and could that be why this is being ramrodded through? (i.e. 
LaureneWeste) 
 
If you have spent any time in the Canyon, you would understand what it is like 
already, to try and cross at 13th Street after a train (of which there are many 
during the day). It is not uncommon for traffic to be backed up to Placeritos and 
beyond, just waiting to get across the tracks and on to Railroad Avenue. How 
many 1000s more cars do you hope to add to the mix? And what will happen 
when hundreds of houses and businesses are added to the mix on the corner of 
13th and Railroad? 
 
Most of the City's decisions regarding this issue lack common sense, which 
makes the whole situation very suspect to those of us in the Canyon. 
 
We implore you to re-think this whole project, and if it MUST be done, take a 
long, hard look at using Market Street instead of creating bigger issues with 
those of us who pay taxes for your paycheck. 
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Finally, our understanding is that there is a legal agreement with the residents of 
Placerita Canyon to keep the neighborhood rural, as it has been for decades. 
Perhaps that needs to be looked into as well. 
 
Again, please re-consider this outrageous project and the impact that it will have 
on those who have lived here for many years. 
 
Thank you, 
Jeff & Sharon Secor 
21224 Placerita Canyon Road 
Newhall 91321 
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Proposed Alternative to the Dockweiler Extension 
 
As briefly discussed at the Master’s College meeting, I do believe that the Dockweiler 
connection is fatally flawed and that another “out of the box” solution should be both 
considered and explored. 
 
Fundamental Problems with Dockweiler 
 
First, let me state that if Dockweiler did not exist, in other words if there were just an 
undeveloped hill there, then I do not think anyone would consider this route. It is not 
only extremely expensive but it is also very disruptive to existing neighborhoods. More 
fundamentally, this route does not provide the traffic relief or begin to solve the traffic 
issues that are being considered.  
 
Leaving aside human or quality of life improvement goals, the end game of the 
Dockweiler extension would be to alleviate traffic and to smooth anticipated future 
circulation in the Valley. 
 
As I will outline later, this extension not only will not ease the anticipated traffic but, if 
built as planned, it will actually increase traffic “friction” with added stops, delays, 
blockages and inconvenient routings. 
 
There are non-engineering issues created as well. The purpose here is not to expand 
upon these, but they are important and 
 worthy of mention: 
 

• Very high cost of construction due to steep grades and mountain terrain. 
• Irreversible negative impact upon wildlife (foxes, wild cats, hawks, rabbits, 

coyotes, deer, native snakes and such). 
• Highly negative impact upon ridgeline view to the community, this will destroy 

the hillside ridges and contours that provide invaluable aesthetic value. 
• Loss of valuable open space and trails–currently there are several regularly used 

trails through the hills. 
• Significant quality of life loss in both the Placerita Canyon and in the hilltop 

Vistas community. 
• And, as the Placerita Canyon residents have voiced, there is a significant risk of 

impeded emergency evacuation due to the layout of the proposed extension 
 
A more practical approach would mitigate all of the above WHILE providing a more 
effective traffic flow solution as well. 
 
Before I touch upon the reasons that the proposed extension will not achieve its 
purpose, let’s state the purpose to ensure we are on the same page. 
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There are two potential reasons for the extension: 
 

• One, that there is some other reason it is being done than for traffic flow 
mitigation, such as for expanded development in the hills or simply to finish up a 
dated plan from 20 years past.  

• Or, to improve traffic flow and allow for the increased development along the 
Railroad corridor. This is not just for current traffic but for future anticipated 
traffic as well. This is the purpose that makes the most sense and the purpose 
that has been stated, so we will proceed on this path. 

 
The basic problem is that the extension to Dockweiler does not solve this and is a poor 
solution to the problem. It will create a number of significant “stop” points throughout 
the area and will lead to further slows and congestions. 
 
These are the problematic stops: 
 

• Dockweiler via the Placerita entrance to Sierra Highway is a very poor route for a 
bypass. This route does not cleanly connect any of the flow lines of the Valley, it 
starts at a t-intersection and stops at a t-intersection–in effect taking one from 
nowhere to nowhere. 

 
• At each of these terminus points there will be a significant increase in stopped, 

jammed traffic. In less than a mile, along Railroad, there will now be 5 significant 
stops and adding this one as a major traffic outlet will add lengthy stops and 
delays. Then, adding the projected traffic increase, this corridor will be 
increasingly difficult to navigate.  

 
• The same is true at Sierra Hwy. Adding lengthy left turn signals and extending 

stop times will greatly increase the slows along that vital corridor, without 
achieving much in the way of smoothed traffic. There will be a secondary effect 
at the Newhall Ave South left turn as this lane will have to be extended and its 
time length increased. Yet in no way does this route provide easy entrance or 
exit flow to any desired points, as both ends don’t lead anywhere or flow easily. 

 
• An analogy can be found in irrigation systems. Every time a turn is introduced 

this then creates friction, turbulence, slows and loss of pressure. The same is 
true in traffic, with the added caveat of introducing higher rates of accidents to 
the process. 

 
• As amply discussed in the meetings, this routing will create heavy disruption 

and slows to the traffic flow in and out of the Placerita Canyon. Enough said. 
 

• The Dockweiler extension itself will be a very poor flow. First is the steep grade 
and potential curves on the route, this never makes for smooth, flowing traffic. 
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Second is the number of stop signs that will be required along the route, 
minimally these are: at the entrance and exit to Master’s College and a minimum 
of three stop signs through the community on top of the hill (Valle del Oro 
intersection, apartment exit at the east end and at the Lantana community). It 
will be very slow going through there. Added to this is the fact that traffic will be 
merging at both ends from two lanes to a single lane at the top of the hill.  

 
So, adding together the longer waits at traffic lights, the merging lanes, the multiple 
stop signs (or even an additional stop light) and the grades to the fact that this route is 
NOT convenient to any destination or flow, makes for a very expensive and ineffective 
plan. 
 
TARGET ONE: Aside from a restricted corridor in downtown Newhall, the biggest 
issues lie in the number of stopping points along the way. These should be addressed 
and solved as a PRIMARY concern, this is low hanging fruit. Traffic that flows equates 
to reduced congestion and improved capacity. Proposed improvements would include: 
 

• Reposition the bus stop in front of the Metro station. This is the lowest hanging 
fruit and could be accomplished by eliminating the parking there (there are lots 
to the rear and south), keeping a drop off zone for passengers and building a 
pull out for the buses. The stopped bus creates tremendous jams along that 
area, especially during rush hour. 

 
• Consider eliminating the light at Market Street. Make this a right turn only 

intersection. Yes, this create some inconvenience, but the benefits outweigh the 
inconvenience. Residents can go south on Pine to exit to the East. Downtown 
Newhall visitors can go up to Lyons to turn left. Removing this stop will do much 
to keep traffic flowing. A pedestrian bridge could be built. 

 
• The most effective move, but costly, would be to build an overpass directing all 

Newhall Ave traffic over the intersection and then down to the roundabout. This 
would eliminate any stops, other than train crossings, for the Railroad to Newhall 
traffic and keep that flowing. If the Dockweiler extension was not done, this 
would result in tremendous savings and these funds could be used for the 
overpass. 

 
• There are likely other ways to smooth traffic through Downtown but that should 

be a priority. 
 
TARGET TWO: This would be to find an effective bypass route to pull traffic through 
the area and also accommodate the increased traffic connected to the planned 
development along Railroad (vacant land to the west of Placerita Canyon).  
 
The ideal here would be to find a less expensive route, to find a more effective route 
and to find a route that has a lessened negative impact on points mentioned earlier 
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(such as wildlife, scenic views, neighborhood disruption, etc.). In addition, finding a 
route that could potentially provide traffic flow benefits above and beyond what was 
sought would be ideal. 
 
The goal should not be “to build an extension” but to smoothly move traffic, and 
projected traffic increases, along the Sierra/Newhall–Santa Clarita Railroad Avenue 
path. The most effective solution would be to have a direct route between 
Sierra/Newhall and beyond the Downtown Newhall zone. Ideally this direct route would 
have a minimum of stops or intersections–an express way or bypass route. 
 
With the future planned development along the east side of Railroad as well as the 
future planned connection of Via Princessa across the valley then this route should 
ideally facilitate flow through the future development and also connect to the Via 
Princessa route.  
 
The proposed route, given of course in simple terms, would avoid the Dockweiler path 
completely. It would follow flat land for the most part by building along the edge of the 
creek bed at the base of the hill which is largely flat land. This would keep the bypass 
route away from any new railroad crossings and out of most all neighborhoods. There 
are several vacant lots along Newhall Ave where this route could connect and if built 
properly this route could flow into and out of Newhall without any stop signs or lights. 
(This would require one overpass and would only allow for traffic in the most probable 
and heavily used directions) 
 
The route would direct traffic into a properly sized roundabout (large enough to 
accommodate fire trucks and horse trailers) at the Placerita Canyon intersection. This 
roundabout would be well to the east of the tracks and the current stoplight, to avoid 
backups in that tight sector). The route would continue on into the new development 
and then connect into the Via Princessa future route. 
 
There are some engineering issues, such as the need to move significant dirt as the 
route would pass to the east of the Metro station as well as the need for one-to-three 
overpasses and potentially a bridge–but all of these are doable and are significantly 
less expensive than connecting to Dockweiler. 
 
The most significant plus is that this route would allow for greatly increased traffic flow 
and speed through the area, and would provide access to the Masters College and the 
newly developed area. 
 
It would provide safer and increased emergency exit from Placerita, minimize 
neighborhood disruption and loss of quality of life, it would preserve a valuable piece of 
open space and scenic ridgelines. Ideally that saved open space could be connected 
to existing open spaces and further improve the area’s appeal and outdoor access. 
With added trails for hikers and horses, and even an extension of our biking paths, this 
plus would help gain community support for the project as a whole.  
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Please see attached map for a general outline of the proposed alternative. 
 
In closing, while one has always to deal with the NIMBY factor on any development 
project, the proposed Dockweiler extension lacks the benefits to justify its 
construction. It is flawed in many ways, but most importantly in that it does not begin 
to address the projected traffic problems and will in fact lead to increased traffic 
congestion.  
 
If the traffic flow needs to be resolved then this extension needs to be sidelined while 
alternative plans and routes that actually solve the problem are explored. 
 
This is a proposed alternative that would solve the problem. Of course, I have not done 
feasibility or engineering studies, but this general scope is worth discussion and 
review. 
 
My contact information: 
 
Thomas Soracco 
tomsoracco@gmail.com 
818-749-2181 
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From: Linda Tarnoff [mailto:haveahunchranch@aol.com]  
Sent: Monday, October 16, 2017 6:28 PM 
To: Carla Callahan 
Subject: LYONS/DOCKWEILER EXTENSION PROJECT 
  
Unless you can convince me otherwise, I am opposed to the Dockweiler extension unless to just 
the proposed Masters University expansion project.  In other words, I support the No 
Project  alternative.   The additional traffic proposed to be routed through our rural equestrian 
neighborhood would without a doubt jeopardize our community which is already anticipating 
impacts from the proposed new residential construction at 13th Street.   As the Santa Clarita 
Valley gets built out,  obviously there will be a need for additional roads. The success of Golden 
Valley Road is a prime example. But shunting traffic to an otherwise quiet community is not the 
solution.   
  
Each proposal referenced in the EIR is controversial and not without issues.   Market Street is 
next to an active train station with high numbers of pedestrian traffic especially at peak travel 
times.    No doubt this option is opposed by adjacent  residents.  Lyons Avenue would be the best 
scenario as a straight shot across  if traveling east on Lyons but appears to have too many 
construction challenges   
i.e. need for elevation of existing road to traverse over train tracks and bridge construction over 
creek.  13th Street, though easiest for the planners   is problematic for Placerita Canyon. 
  
In addition, at this time-- with the cleanup of Whittaker Bermite  on the horizon for 2018 -- it 
would make sense to initiate the EIR process for the ultimate extension of Via Princessa through 
to Golden Valley Road.   
  
Regardless of which  route the city ultimately chooses, the left turn queues will undoubtedly 
create lengthy back ups jutting into left lanes of traffic as demonstrated by the frequent half  mile 
or more  long left turn lanes on Sierra Highway to Golden Valley Road.  Just imagine the 
scenario at a left turn lane from Railroad  to Market Street if the road is extended there, on a 
curve no less.  In fact, the left turn lane at 13th Street cannot accommodate traffic as it is at peak 
times. 
  
Change is inevitable but clearly think this one out from the impact on the local impacted 
communities whether it be Placerita Canyon, East Newhall or Dockweiler. 
  
Thank you,  
Linda Tarnoff 
21618 Oak Orchard Road 
Newhall 91321 
Haveahunchranch@aol.com 
  
 
 
Sent from my iPad 
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LYONS AVE / DOCKWIELER DRIVE EXTENSION PROJECT EIR 
 

PUBLIC OUTREACH MEETING PUBLIC COMMENT FORM 
 

This form is provided for your convenience to make written comments regarding the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) prepared for the Lyons Avenue /Dockweiler Drive 

Extension Project. Your comments will be considered by the City of Santa Clarita and included 
in the Final EIR. 

 
After filling out the form, please leave it with City staff prior to leaving this meeting.  

 
Please also provide your name, address, and email address so you can continue to be informed 
about future meetings on the project and EIR.  Please provide your comments below: 
 
 
1. Regarding the traffic study in the Draft EIR, Dockweiler is a Secondary Highway 

connecting with Placerita Canyon. Highways and horses do not mix, so this alignment 
has the potential to negate the rural equestrian lifestyle and/or violate the Special 
Standards District previously established.  

 
2. Dockweiler to 13th St. creates a bypass artery that avoids Downtown Newhall contrary 

to the economic development objective of the area (traffic study indicates a 31% decrease 
in Lyons traffic from 2019 to 2035 if Alternative #2 goes forward).  

 
3. Dockweiler experiences a 446% increase with Lyons improvement; 272% increase with 

Alternative #2, yet Railroad Avenue experiences a modest 5% decrease from No Project 
to Alternative #2. Given the math in the traffic study, neither alternative satisfies the 
City’s objective to reduce volume (as presented as travel time) on Newhall Avenue by 
nearly half.  

 
4. TMU has a dramatic increase in traffic load with the Lyons crossing, yet with No 

Project and Alternative #2 that load decreases by 10-13,000 vehicles. Question is where 
did those vehicles go? The traffic counts on Dockweiler and 13th do not make up for the 
variances in the data. The validity of the Alternative #2 traffic load is questionable 
given the unexplained variances. 

 
5. Safety is a key consideration at an active rail crossing with on average 38 trains per 

weekday (8 freight and 30 commuter). Alternative #2 has a 92% increase in traffic 
between 2019 and 2035, which amplifies the risk of rail-related incidents. 

 
 
Name:      Robert and Teresa Todd  
Address:  24760 Oakcreek Avenue 
     Newhall, CA 91321 
Email:     mccabetodd@gmail.com  
 
You may also e-mail comments to Ccallahan@santa-clarita.com on or before October 16, 2017. 
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-----Original Message----- 
From: John Yoon [mailto:jyoon1205@gmail.com]  
Sent: Monday, October 23, 2017 11:55 AM 
To: James Chow 
Subject: Lyons to Dockweiler Extension Project 
 
Hi James,  
 
I am out of country until at the end of November. 
I did not have a chance to response about this project formally. 
I am not sure that I can use this mail as a formal response or not. 
 
My main concern is to reduce the traffic on Placerita Canyon Road. The main traffic is to the Master's 
University. 
Since I purchase my house, 22011 Placerita Cyn. Rd., 4-hears ago, the traffic has been increased almost 3-
times on Placerita Cyn. Rd. due to the Master Univ. I am eagle to see the major reduction of traffic on 
Placerita Canyon Road. 
 
I, as the owner of 22011 Placerita Canyon Road, formally support the original project from Lyons to 
Dockweiler Extension Project, not the 3rd Street to Dockweiler Extension. 
 
Please let me know the correct email address If this mail is no good for a formal response. 
 
I really appreciate your help, 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Jong Yoon 
 
22011 Placerita Canyon Road 
Newhall, CA 91321 
323-228-3789 
jyoon1205@gmail.com 
 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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LYONS AVE / DOCKWIELER DRIVE EXTENSION PROJECT EIR 
 

PUBLIC OUTREACH MEETING PUBLIC COMMENT FORM 
 

This form is provided for your convenience to make written comments regarding the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) prepared for the Lyons Avenue /Dockweiler Drive 

Extension Project. Your comments will be considered by the City of Santa Clarita and included 
in the Final EIR. 

 
After filling out the form, please leave it with City staff prior to leaving this meeting.  

 
Please also provide your name, address, and email address so you can continue to be informed 
about future meetings on the project and EIR.  Please provide your comments below: 
 
The expansion of Arch St to Dockweiler is not in the best interests of the residents of Placerita 
Canyon. My house sits on Placerita Canyon, close to Arch St. I do not see how bringing 
unnecessary traffic onto our rural streets will in any way improve our neighborhood. When the 
residents of Happy Valley complained to the city about excessive traffic on Valley St due to the 
gate at Calgrove being available to the Hidden Valley residents via a gate card, the city SHUT 
down a road that was on the master plan as a public road. So to tell us the Arch St-Dockweiler 
expansion “has” to be done because it is on the master plan is false. The ONLY person who 
wants this road is oddly a City Council member with property that might be of value to the city. 
Makes one wonder who the City is “serving” Certainly NOT the vast majority of Placerita 
canyon residents. We would prefer the third option; DO NOTHING. Perhaps the City should 
finally expand Via Pricessa. That’s been promised for years and would actually improve traffic 
flow in Santa Clarita  
 
Name:      Dawn and John Zirbel  
Address:  22124 Placerita Canyon Rd Newhall CA 
     661-816-1218 
Email:     dzirbel@firstam.com 
 
You may also e-mail comments to Ccallahan@santa-clarita.com on or before October 16, 2017. 
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