
Newhall Ranch Rd.  Why are we still 
building in the flood plain?  What will 
this mean to our water supply?  What 
will this do to traffic and air pollution?  
Why is there no elementary school site 
proposed for this project? 

Will it take down a hillside and 
expose existing residents to noise from 
the eight lane Newhall Ranch Rd?  
What about the wildlife corridor and 
the many critters that live in this area?   

(Continued on page 7) 
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n May 27th The LA County 
Supervisors approved the 
21,000 unit (yes, that’s ����

�]�H�U�R�V!) Newhall Ranch Project 
again.  This time it was a 4-1 vote 
with Supevisor Yaraslavsky voting 
against it due to unsolvable traffic 
problems. 
       T he pr oj ect  r ecei v ed 
considerable press earlier this year 
over grading which seemed to violate 
the Kern County Court order and 

(Continued on page 7) 
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What is man without the beasts?  I f 
all the beasts were gone, man would 
die of a great loneliness of the spirit.  
For whatever happens to the beasts 
soon happens to man.  
                Chief Seattle, 1854 

“ Old Glory” Oak in Pico Canyon, 1999.     
See update on page 3  

What good is a house if you don't have 
a tolerable planet to put it on?  
                      - Henry David Thoreau 

ith questions still looming 
over the adequacy of water 

supplies for the huge Newhall Ranch 
project and the West Creek project set 
aside by the Court over water reporting, 
Newhal l /Lennar Homes i s now 
proposing a thousand more units on the 
Santa Clara River just east of the 
junction of Bouquet Canyon and 

uly found SCOPE joining the 
San t a C l ar i t a Oak 

Conservancy and the statewide 
California Oak Foundation in filing 
suit against the City’s approval of 
the Gate/King Industrial project.  

“We sincerely regret having to 
take this drastic step, but it is time 
that the City follow its Hillside and 
Ri dgel i ne Ordi nance,”  sai d 
President, Lynne Plambeck.  “At a 
t i me when i ndust r i al  and 
commercial occupancy is at a low, 
it is inappropriate to approve 
another  project like this, especially 
when it doesn’ t even follow our 
ordinance”  

The Hi l lside and Ridgel ine 
Ordi nance was the second 
or di nance ( t he Oak T r ee 
Preservation Ordinance was the 
first) approved by the City of Santa 
Clarita after its formation in 1987.  

Members of SCOPE participated on 
the panel which helped formulate 
the ordinance.   

Although many projects have 
come before the City that should 
have been subject to reduced units 
to preserve ridgelines, the City has 
always found a loop hole to grant 
approval in spite of the ordinance.   

Cynthia Nei l Harris, Board 
Member of the Santa Clarita Oak 
Conservancy expressed her group’s 
concerns over  the number of oaks 
permitted for removal.  “We have 
never had a project in the history of 
the City of Santa Clarita that 
allowed this many oak removals.  
Oaks are well-known for their value 
in sequestering (capturing and using 
in photosynthesis) carbon from the 
air.  At a time when our air quality 
is the worst in L.A.County, we 

(Continued on page 6) 
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ry rivers in the west all have their own rugged and individual beauty.  Our Santa Clara 
River is no exception, although it is not as dry as many others.  Its banks are often lined 
with shimmering cottonwoods and dense riparian vegetation filled with the joyous 

chatter of birds. Many areas have enough year round surface water to support the last populations 
of an endangered fish, the unarmored three-spined stickleback, which appear as tiny flashes of 
silver light in the shallow water. In other areas the water sinks beneath the sandy, windswept 
surface only to reappear as an unexpected raging torrent during infrequent winter storms. 
       But beneath their desolate contenance, western dry rivers usually store large quatities of 
groundwater in their alluvial soils. These soils often stertch as much as a 100 feet on either 
side of the surface river bank and form a bowl or resevoir for the underground water.  This 
water is pumped by local water companies, providing a reliable and clean source of water to the community.  

       Just how reliable is this limited resource?  Like all renewable resources, 
the water we pump from the Santa Clara River is limited by the amount of 
replenishment, the re-charge it receives from annual rainfall.  Just as you 
cannot cut more trees than you can grow in a certain period of years or the 
forest will disaapear,  you cannot pump more water than the basin absorbs, or 
you will not have enough water. 
       Like all our natural resources, our ground water is a gift which we must 
treat with care so as not to lose it.  That is why watershed conservation and 
groundwater management have become the  issues of the millenium and a 
focus point for all of us a SCOPE. 
       Watershed conservation is a simple concept.  It means protecting 
recharge areas so that rainfall can continue to replenish the aquifer (“aquifer” 
is the scientific name for soils which hold water). It also means reducing or 
eliminating sources of pollution in the recharge areas so that the groundwater 
in the aquifer stays clean. 
       The Santa Clara River has two sources of recharge, both coming 
orginally from rainfall.  One is surface flow on the River itself which sinks 
into the aquifer.  This is the 
largest source of recharge.  
The other is the hillsides and 
floodplain around the river 
and its tributaries.  As we 
build and pave our Valley, we 
are reducing recharge to our 
gound water.  When we box 
channel an area of the River or a tributary, we �H�O�L�P�L�Q�D�W�H recharge in that 
area.  That is why it is imperative for the reliability of our water supply that 
we do not concrete the River.  Narrowing, berming, and building in the 
floodplain also severally reduce recharge because the surface flood flows 
pass through these areas at a much faster rate, allowing less time for the 
water to sink into the ground.  It just makes good sense not to build in the 
floodplains both from a water supply perspective as well as for public safety. 
       Of course we must not only  be concerned with how much water we get 
back into the aquifer, but we must also think about how much we are taking 
out.  When a community pumps more water out of the ground than can be 
recharged, it is called “over-drafting” .  There are several very bad 
consequences of overdrafting an aquifer.  First and foremost, the aquifer 
begins to collapse and often becomes incapable of being recharged.  Thus, 
the ground water supply is further reduced. 
       This collapse, called “subsidence”  can also have other harmful effects 

(Continued on page 6) 

DRY RIVER 
Scrabble of pencil marked it on the map. 
The Road, the blunt-nosed monster, 
Thrust at the arching grasses  
   blown the wind’s  way, 
Shouldered fence-posts, ate up miles,  
            exhaling 
Dust and the stalks of grasses,  
            smoke and thistles: 
Riding its back I came to the Dry River. 
 
I t was my river.  My spirit’s destination. 
Abstract of water, a dried depression, 
Holed and bouldered and  
            raked with fissures 
Where the idea of water channelled 
Irresistably over and under 
 Endlessly forcing down to the sea. 
 
I t was my river by right of recognition. 
Kindred and kith by its never-resting 
Ever-longing scouring endeaver; 
Carrying always the thought of water 
From a lost spring dwindled to silence; 
This is the burden of the Dry River. 
Strange illusion that such a creek-bed 
May seem to brim and shine at dew-fall, 
Or ripple with shadow,  
               or sound like water 
With the cool, clear notes  
               of the bell-birds’ making. 
Mirages deceive: I wait with longing 
A flood of poems, a rain of rhyme. 

     -Rosemary Dobson 

�-�X�V�W���D�V���\�R�X���F�D�Q�Q�R�W���F�X�W���P�R�U�H���W�U�H�H�V��
�W�K�D�Q�� �\�R�X�� �F�D�Q�� �J�U�R�Z�� �L�Q�� �D�� �F�H�U�W�D�L�Q��
�S�H�U�L�R�G���R�I�� �\�H�D�U�V���R�U���W�K�H���I�R�U�H�V�W���Z�L�O�O��
�G�L�V�D�D�S�H�D�U�������\�R�X���F�D�Q�Q�R�W���S�X�P�S���P�R�U�H��
�Z�D�W�H�U�� �W�K�D�Q�� �W�K�H�� �E�D�V�L�Q�� �D�E�V�R�U�E�V���� �R�U����
�\�R�X���Z�L�O�O���Q�R�W���K�D�Y�H���H�Q�R�X�J�K���Z�D�W�H�U����

SCOPE President, Lynne Plambeck 
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     On November 1st of last year, John 
Quigley climbed the sturdy limbs of 
the huge old Valley Oak, #419, in Pico 
Canyon to try to protect her from the 
chainsaw fate that awaited her later 
that day.  After John Laing Homes 
reniged on its 1999 agreement with 
SCOPE to save this ancient oak, we 
felt there was no other way to save this 
majestic tree.  The community opened 
its arms to this “ family oriented” civil 
dis-obedience.  Children came to the 
oak and drew pictures for John.  Whole 
classrooms made murals, more than 
10,000 people visited the tree and she 
received world wide press coverage.  
Seventy-two days later and after all the 
publicity, John was forcibly removed 
from the tree so that she could be 
boxed and moved. 

     Al though moving her was 
certainly better than cutting her 
down, arborists and her admirers 
expressed grave concerns that a tree 
of her age and size would not 

survive the move. 
      As of 8/10/03 Old Glory was 
boxed on 4 sides. There is a sign put 
up by the developer, John Laing 
Homes that says she will soon have 
the bottom roots cut that hold her to 
the ground. She is cabled four ways to 
prevent her fall in strong winds.  The 
gates and fences are around her with a 
24-hour guard.  She is weak and her 
leaves are turning over as her Spring 
growth was cut short.  
      There are two 30" high-pressure 
gas mains very near Old Glory's root 
system per our engineers who in their 
professional opinion, state: "It is very 
dangerous to move that tree over those 
lines!!!! especially the high pressure 
lines.”  

John Quigley in the “ Old Glory”  Pico 
Oak, 2002 

Quigley standing 

adequate water supply really exists." 
      Friends of the Santa Clara River 
joined the suit over concerns of overdraft 

to the Santa Clara River that would 
occur if project approvals relied on a 
water supply that was really not there.  
"The Santa Clara River provides many 
resources, both to the communities 

along its course and to the flora and 
fauna that depend on it", said Ron 
Bottorff, Chairman of the group.  "We 

must use its water sustainably in 
order to ensure the survival of all 
its resources.  This cannot be 
accomplished if water supply for 
housing projects is not accurately 
reported" 
      This decision follows on the 
heals of controversy over the 
adequacy of environmental 
impact reports produced by 
Newhall Land and Farming that 
failed to disclose the existence of 

an endangered flower and 
confidentiality agreements required of its 
consultants that may have inhibited 
proper reporting. 
      The environmental groups were 

n a decision published in late 
February and upheld by the Califor-
nia Supreme Court, the 2nd 
Appellate Court ruled that the 

1999 approval of Newhall Land & 
Farming's WestCreek project 
Environmental Impact Report must 
be re-done because it did not 
accurately report the water supplied 
by the State Water Project. 
      The West Creek Project was 
approved in the same year as the huge 
21,600 unit Newhall Ranch project.  
Newhall Ranch was set aside by a 
Kern County judge in August 2000, 
also over the question of adequate water 
supply. 
      "It is imperative that water supply be 
reported correctly", said SCOPE President, 
Lynne Plambeck,  "Planners cannot make 

good decisions if they don't have 
accurate information.  SCOPE has 
brought the issue of over-stating water 

supply to the County for many years.  
Now, thanks to this decision and the 
other Appellate Court decisions 
preceding it, the public will benefit by 
review requirements that ensure an 

COURT RULES FOR 

�³�2�O�G���* �O�R�U�\� �́������3�L�F�R���2�D�N���6�W�L�O�O���6�W�D�Q�G�L�Q�J��
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�V�X�E�V�W�L�W�X�W�H���I�R�U���W�K�H���U�H�D�O�L�W�\���R�I���D�F�W�X�D�O���Z�D�W�H�U���W�K�H��
�6�: �3���F�D�Q���G�H�O�L�Y�H�U��������
         2nd Appellate Court Decision 
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id you know that the car 
dealership project will bury 

the floodplain of the Santa Clara 
River next to the Hart Pony League 
Fields with about 30 feet of dirt?  
The fill dirt for the project is to be 
moved down Soledad Road at a rate 
of several trucks per hour.  Diesel  
and particulate emission from all this 
grading will add to Santa Clarita’s 
already serious air pollution prob-
lems. 
     SCOPE joined the suit on this 
project over concerns that the effects 
of this additional air pollution in an 
area next to a school and play field 

where children would be affected, 
was not properl y addressed.  
Children are particularly sensitive to 
air pollution.  Asthma rates in 
children have risen by 50% in Los 
Angeles, with the suspected culprit 
bei ng ai r  pol l ut i on.  T he 
Environmental Quality Act requires 
that significant impacts such as this 
be “ mitigated”, in other words, that 
some means be found of moving the 
dirt without affecting the children.  
That was not done. 
     Last year Santa Clarita had some 

�: �+�$�7���* �2�2�' ���,�6���$���%�$�6�( �%�$�/ �/ ���)�,�(�/ �' ���,�)���7�+�( ���. �,�' �6���&�$�1�¶�7���%�5�(�$�7�+���7�+�( ���$�,�5�"��
It’ s Time for the City to Play Hard Ball With Air Pollution 

and its creatures, we also care for 
our community and our children 
      Many Hart Pony League Parents 
have written to us in response to the 
large sign posted at the League 
fileds by Newhall Land.  Thank-you 
for your concern! We understand the 
importance of this issue to everyone, 
because we also want a wholesome 
and healthy environment both for 
our children and everyone in the 
Santa Clarita Valley.  Especially the 

children, because 
they are our 
future. 

      Unfortunately, developers in this 
valley, including Newhall Land and 
Farming are now using a new 
strategy to try to silence objections 
to their projects.  When we express 

concerns about 
the water supply 
or the water 
quality for all the 
new houses they 
propose, they tell 
you that we are 
trying to stop 
schools and hurt 
our children.  This 
is what they did in 
San Francisquito 

Canyon (Rio Norte Jr. High) and in 
Pico Canyon (Pico Elementary).  
Now both  schools are being built, 
but the 2300 housing units in San 
Francisquito have been set aside 
because an Appellate Court ruled 
that Newhall Land did not properly 
report the water supply.  (See page 
3).  Our appeal of  the Lennar 850 
home project is over not providing 
the park space required by the 
development agreement and the de-
struction of almost one hundred 
huge old oaks without proper review 
as required by the California 

(Continued on page 5) 

of the worst air quality 
in the entire nation, and 
this year we are again at 
record highs for ozone 
pollution.  Ozone is par-
ticularly damaging to 
children’s lungs.  A 

study by USC researcher ****, 
found last year that children who 
play out door sports in high ozone 
areas are even more likely to con-
tract asthma due to the air pollution 
     A dd i t i on-
ally, the dirt to 
fill the flood 
plain will come from an area that is 
adjacent to lands polluted with 
industrial chemicals.  We were 
concer ned t hat  adequat e 
investigation of the level of 
pollution did not occur during the 
hearings on this matter.  Again, we 
can not take the chance of putting 
polluted fill dirt next to our water 
supply. 
      CBD and SCOPE were also 
concerned about pollution from 
siting car dealerships next to the 
Santa Clara River.  The Santa 
Clara River supplies  much of our 
drinking water and is the home to 
many wild critters that are fast 
disappearing from the world.  Car 
dealerships are bound to have 
accidental spills of oil, grease, 
gasoline, and anti-freeze, not to 
mention soap from washing all 
those cars.  Even with good house 
keeping on the part of the dealers, 
the chance of polluting our 
drinking water supply and killing 
the last of our rare wild community 
is too great.  It is not appropriate 
next to our water supply. 
     Both the Center and SCOPE 
want to see the Santa Clara River 
and its habitat treated VERY 
carefully.  In caring for the River 

SCOPE joins the Center for Biological 
Diversity to  Appeal City Approval of a 
Car Dealership in the Floodplain of the 

Santa Clara River  
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