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TO THE COUNCIL OF THE FILE NO. 05-0671
CITY OF LOS ANGELES '
Your ‘ PLANNING AND LAND USE MANAGEMENT Committee

reports as follows:
N

Yes
Public Comments XX

NEGATIVE DECLARATION, PLANNING AND LAND USE MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE REPORT and
RESOLUTION relative to amendment to the boundaries of the Sphere of Influence (SO} for the City of Los Angeles
pursuant to the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000,

Recommendations for Council action, as initiated by Motion (Bemson - Galanter), SUBJECT TO THE
CONCURRENCE OF THE MAYOR:

1. FIND that this project will not have a significant effect on the environment, pursuant to the City's
Environmental Guidelines and is in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act; that the
Negative Declaration reflects the independent judgment of the lead agency City of Los Angeles; that the
documents constituting the record of proceedings in this matter are located in Council file No. 05-0671 in
the custody of the City Clerk and in the files of the Department of City Planning in the custody of the
Environmental Review Section; and ADOPT the Negative Declaration [ENV 2004-7108 ND].

2. ADOPT the Findings of the Director of Planning as the Findings of City Council.

3. APPROVE the amendment to the boundaries of the SOI for the City of Los Angeles, pursuant to the
Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000, and as shown in the April 6, 2005
City Planning Department report, Exhibit A, to include areas near Dayton Canyon between the Ventura
County Line and the City of Los Angeles on the west, north along the Ventura County line to the ridgeline
of the Santa Susana Mountains, turning east following the ridgeline of the Santa Susana Mountains (west
of the 405 Freeway), to the limits of the City of Santa Clarita at the Sierra Highway, then following the limits
south and then east, and continuing to follow the ridgeline eastward to the boundary of the Angeles National
Forest and the unincorporated areas to the terminus south of Little Tujunga Road, with some deviations to
include unincorporated areas between the City of L.os Angeles and Ventura County, and between the City
of Los Angeles and the Angeles National Forest. Along the northern segment, the border was chosen to
include unincorporated areas in the San Fernando Valley that are south of the natural ridgeline of the Santa
Susana Mountains as shown in Exhibit B of the April 6, 2005, City Planning Depariment report.

4. ADOPT the accompanying RESOLUTION relative to an application by the City of Los Angeles, requesting
the Local Agency Formation Commission of the County of Los Angeles to initiate proceedings to adopt an
amended SOI proposed by the City of Los Angeles.

5. APPROVE the application to the Local Agency Formation Commission of the County of Los Angeles to
amend the SOI, pursuant to the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000,

Fiscal Impact Statement: None submitted by the Planning Department. Neither the City Administrative Officer nor
the Chief Legislative Analyst has completed a financial analysis of this report.

Summary:

At its meeting held May 4, 2005, the Planning and Land Use Management Committee recommended that Council
approve the accompanying report from the Director of Planning relative to an amendment to the boundaries of the
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Sphere of Influence (SOI) for the City of Los Angeles; and an application to the Local Agency Formation
Commission of the County of Los Angeles (LAFCO), to amend the sphere of influence, pursuant to the Cortese-
Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000.

The proposed amendment area for the City's SOl covers 19,242 acres, or slightly more than 30 square miles. The
amendments are described and shown in Maps contained in the April 6, 2005, report prepared by the Planning
Department (See Council file No. 05-0671.)

The Planning Department reporied that on November 14, 2000, the City Council adopted a Motion (Bernson-
Galanter, CF 00-2208), instructing the City Planning Department, with assistance from the Chief Legislative
Analyst, to prepare an application to the Local Agency Formation Commission of the County of Los Angeles to
amend the boundaries of the SOI for the City of Los Angeles pursuant to the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local
Government Reorganization Act of 2000 . The SOl is the geographic area in Los Angeles County that is determined
to be the probable, ultimate physical boundaries and service area for the City of Los Angeles. The current boundary
of the sphere for the City of Los Angeles is coterminous with the incorporation limits, as shown on Exhibit A of the
City Planning Department report dated April 6, 2005. The ridgeline separates the San Fernando Valley from the
Santa Clarita Valley and defines the northern edge of the drainage basin for the San Fernande Valley. Water
flowing from the southern face of the ridge feeds the Los Angeles River and the valley aquifer. Municipal services
that are by the local agency located downward from the ridge. Slight modifications were made to account for
ownership of parcels. The Planning Department further reported that, in general, the purpose of the SOl influence
is to:

—

Facilitate orderly growth in the unincorporated areas adjacent to a city,

2. Coordinate property development standards, and encourage timely provision of adequate and
essential services, such as parks, recreation, and flood control and, if urbanization of unincorporated
areas occurs, streets, sewer, water, solid waste disposal, and police and fire protection;

3. Promote cooperative planning between the city and county, various public/private service entities,

major landowners, and facilitate proper implementation of their respective general or master plans;

4. Assist all government agencies and private entities in any planning and scheduling for extension of
their facilities and services to assure it will be done in a logical, orderly, and economical manner, thus
avoiding expensive and unnecessary duplication of efforf; and

5. Promote, assist, and enhance property owners' ability to plan comprehensively, and with reasonable

assurance for the ultimate use and development of their lands.

The Planning Department further reported that portions of the Los Angeles River watershed that are in the
proposed sphere of influence help mitigate flooding, maintain water quality and quantity, recycle nutrients, and
provide an important habitat for plants and animals. The City Council established the Los Angeles Ad Hoc River
Committee in June 2002 to focus on major revitalization efforts for the Los Angeles River including opportunities
for parks, trails, recreation, nature, neighborhood identity, jobs, community development, tourism, and civic pride.

in addition, the Planning Department reported that, one of the guiding principles for the Los Angeles River is
viewing the river as an important natural resource with emphasis on the ecology of the river, flood management,
and sustainability. Encompassing the watershed for the Los Angeles River in the sphere of influence for the City
of Los Angeles is both logical and paramount to the continued success of revitalization efforts. The Los Angeles
- River watershed is an important boundary on which to base the Sphere of Influence as it directly impacts the
delivery of a wide range of services related to stormwater and water guality.

Councilmember Grieg Smith representing a portions of the San Fernando Valley spoke in support of the proposed
S0I, as amended, and reported that the establishment of a SOl is not a land use, project sensitive action, but
. rather, a tool to protect the interest of the City of Los Angeles as it relates to land use in unincorporated areas.
Councilmember Smith further reported that the recommendations, prepared by the City Planning Department, are
in response to a City of Santa Clarita action in 2000. That action would have allowed the City of Santa Clarita to
have a say in land use all the way to the Los Angeles border in the Interstate 5 traffic corridor. The Councilmember
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noted that any development in this corridor, without and Los Angeles’ input, would seriously impact the City’s
resources and traffic. The Counciimember noted that to do nothing would have been contrary to the best interest
of the City of Los Angeles. He further reported that in June 2002, Las Lomas, as a development project was filed.
At thattime the City Attorney advised that the City of Los Angeles must process the EIR without prejudice, and that
the decision on Las Lomas can only be made after the proper California Environmental Quality Impact process.
in addition, the Councilmember reported noted that there are claims by the proponents of the Las l.omas project
that the SOl is in reaction to - - and designed to stop the Las L.omas project. He suggested that legally that is not
possible, and suggested that the Local Agency Formation Commission of the County project cannot consider fand
uses as part of the SOl process. Other comments made by Councilmember Smith are contained in Council file
No. 05-0671.

Counciimember Alex Padilla, who also represents portions of the San Fernando Valley in the City, also spoke in
support of the SOI, as amended, and agreed with Councilmember Greig Smith, and reported that the SOl will also
provide the City with an opportunity to comment on proposed development, and the impact projects may have on
the watershed for the Los Angeles River,

Several speakers offered testimony in support of the SOI as amended. A letter was submitted for the record by
the Granada Hills Neighborhood Council, and the City of Santa Clarita provide a copy of a Resolution in support
of the SOI, as amended.

Several representatives for the Las Lomas project reported that, the Las Lomas project proposes annexation of
the project area into the City of Los Angeles. The 555-acre site is situated in presently unincorporated territory
between the City of Santa Clarita to the north and the City of L.os Angeles to the south, These representatives
reported that they believe that the Los Angeles Negative Declaration for the proposed SOl is legally deficient, and
offered additional alternatives for the City to consider (See May 3, 2003, letter from Akin, Gump, Strauss Hauer
and Feld - attached to Council file No. 05-0671).

Several speakers, including the Chatsworth Neighborhood Council offered testimony in opposition to the SOI, as
amended. The Chatsworth Neighborhood Council reported that the County has completed extensive public
outreach and has advised the public of its intentions for this area, as part of its General Plan update, which is to
preserve the area, with housing not to exceed one home per ten acres. This Neighborhood Council reported that
the City has not advised the public of its intentions. Other speakers expressed concerns related to traffic, density,
the preservation open space, the impact of development on the watershed, the value of their property linked to the
ability to obtain vital resources such as water and power, and on their overall concerns with the SOI, amendment
as related to the Las Lomas Project.

After careful consideration of the documents on file, and of the testimony provided at the hearing, the Committee
recommended to adopt the recommendations of the Planning Department, as submitted in the April 6, 2005, report

and Resolution.
Respectfully submitted,

PLANNING AND LAND MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE

MEMBER VOTE

REYES: YES

CARDENAS: YES

WEISS: ABSENT
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RESOLUTION

A RESOLUTION OF THE APPLICATION BY THE
CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, STATE OF CALIFORNIA,
REQUESTING THE LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION OF THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES TO
INITIATE PROCEEDINGS TO ADOPT AN AMENDED SPHERE OF INFLUENCE FOR, AND AS PROPOSED BY,
THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES.

WHEREAS, the City of Los Angeles desires fo initiate proceedings pursuant to the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local
Government Reorganization Act of 2000, Division 3, commencing with Section 56000 of the California Government
Code;

WHEREAS, this proposal is consistent with the spirit and intent of the California Government Code commencing with
Section 56425;

WHEREAS, the territory proposed to be included in this sphere of influence is set forth in Exhibit "A”, attached hereto
and by this reference incorporated,

WHEREAS, the City has prepared and adopted a comprehensive general plan for the City;

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Los Angeles conducted a public meeting on May 4, 2005 pursuant to
applicable law, to consider the proposed sphere of influence;

WHEREAS, the reasons for this proposed sphere of influence are as follows:

3. Facilitate orderly growth in the unincorporated areas adjacent to the City of Los Angeles;

4, Coordinate property development standards and encourage timely provision of adequate and
essential services such as streets, sewer, water, police and fire protection, parks and recreation,
flood control, and solid waste disposal, as urbanization of unincorporated areas occurs;

5. Promote cooperative planning between the City of Los Angeles and the County of Los Angeles,
various public/private service entities, and major landowners, and so facilitate proper
implementation of their respective general or master plans;

6. Assist all government agencies and private entities in planning and scheduling the logical, orderly,
and economic extension of their facilities and services, thus avoiding expensive and unnecessary
duplication of effort;

7. Promote, assist, and enhance property owners' ability to plan comprehensively, and with
reasonable assurance, for the ultimate use and development of their lands; and

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Los Angeles, California, has considered alf evidence, oral and
documentary, and is advised in the premises;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the City Council of the City of Los Angeles, California, does hereby
determine and find as follows:

Section 1. This resolution is hereby adopted and approved by the City Council, and the Local Agency Formation
Commission of the County of Los Angeles is hereby requested to initiate proceedings to adopt an amended sphere of
influence as mapped in Exhibit "A", which is incorporated herein by this reference, according to the terms and
conditions stated above, and in the manner provided by the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government
Reorganization Act of 2000,



Section 2. The City Council hereby directs and authorizes the City Clerk of the City of Los Angeles to file a certified
copy of this resolution with the Executive Officer of the Local Agency Formation Commission of the County of Los
Angeles.

Section 3. The City Clerk shall certify the adoption of this resolution.

4
PASSED, APPROVED, AND ADOPTED this /& dayof _ﬂ?ﬁ)/, 2005,

ATTEST:

e
{, Q :
t: S
£ A

& P
Frank T. Martinez, City Clerk

STATE OF CALIFORNIA }
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES )
CITY OF LOS ANGELES )

|, Frank T. Martinez, City Clerk of the City of Los Angeles, do hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution was duly
adopted by the City Council of the City of Los Angeles.



COUNCIL VOTE
May 10, 2005 10:36:52 AM, #1

Items for Which Public Hearings Have Been Held - Items 12-43
Voting on Item(s): 15-16,20,22-35,37-40,43

Roll Call

CARDENAS Abgent
GARCETTI Yes
GREUEL Yeg
HAHN Yes
LABONGE Yes
LUDLOW Absent
MISCIKOWSKI Yes
PARKS Absent
PERRY Yes
REEYES Yes
SMITH Yeg
VILLARAIGOSA Absent
WEISS Yes
ZINE Yes
*PADILLA Yesg

Present: 11, Yes: 11 No: 0



PLANNIN. AND LAND USE MANAGEMENT CO..MITTEE
SUGGESTED NOTIFICATION OF COUNCIL ACTION

Council FileNo. &5 06 7 |

slgn

Applicant/Appellant’Owner Representative

See attached

_'_\{”C(Duncil Member(s) _&2, 3, 7) ,, L 2
_ L~ Office of the Mayor (w/file) - Section
___ City Attorney (w/blue slip) - Attn:
o~ City Administrative Officer (CAQO)

" Chief Legisiative Analyst (CLA) .
A | N
i~ City Planning Department - Attn: W%ﬂﬂ} D L’“’W
City Planning Commission - Attn: Gabriele Williams (w/copy of Ordinance)
(ZC; HD; BL; HE; HPQZ; GPA; SPE; CPU; CPR; CA; ICQ; TOD; §P; CDO}

L/ Director of Pianning {same as Commission}

Office of Zoning Administration - (at za cases; cu; zv)

Advisory Agency - (pu; TT, CEU; CPR; CA; 1ICO; TOD; SP; CDO)
___(4/ Community Planning Section - ors; GPU; ceR; CRE; TT; PM; CA; ICO; CHO; HE)
nwa Geographic Information Section - Attn: Fae Tsukamoto - (same as Commission)
L7 Information Technology Agency - (iarge projects)
&~ Bureau of Engineering, Land Development & Mapping Division - (generafly most cases)
_ L7 Department of Transportation, Traffic/Pianning Sections - enerally most cases)
manepartment of Building & Safety c/o Zoning Coordinator - generally most cases)
Residential Inspection Unit - Mail Stop 115 - (sPE; HE: cu: 1CO; ZC: generally most cases)
_f{_fﬂBureau of Street Lighting, "B" Permit Section - (all zoning cases)
_ i~ Department of Water and POWer - (08 & farge projects)
____ Fire Department - (ai zoning & hilside cases)
____Police Department. gee & wine; adut entertainment, revocations)

Community Development Department

zs Angeles County ASSESSON - (o) anpeals & farge prcjects)
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TO: Honorable Ed Reyes
Planning and Land Use Management Committee
Los Angeles City Council

FROM: ConHowe ~AFT

Director of Planning
Los Angeles Department of City Planning

SUBJECT: Amendment to the Boundaries of the Sphere of Influence
CF-00-2206

BACKGROUND

- On November 14, 2000, the City Council adopted a Motion (Bernson-Galanter,
CF 00-2206) instructing the City Planning Department, with assistance from the Chief
Legislative Analyst, to prepare an application fo the Local Agency Formation
Commission of the County of Los Angeles to amend the boundaries of the sphere of
influence for the City of Los Angeles pursuant to the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local
Government Reorganization Act of 2000. The sphere of influence is the geographic
area in Los Angeles County that is determined to be the probable, ultimate physical
boundaries and service area for the City of Los Angeles. The current boundary of the
sphere for the City of Los Angeles is coterminous with the incorporation limits, as
shown on Exhibit A.

BOUNDARY RECOMMENDATION

The requested northern boundary of the proposed sphere of influence amendment
follows the natural ridgeline of the San Gabriel and Santa Susana Mountains. Staff
recommends that the boundary of the sphere be expanded to include the areas near
Dayton Canyon between the Ventura County Line and the City of Los Angeles on the
west, north along the Ventura County line to the ridgeline of the Santa Susanna

Los AngeLEs: 201 N. FIGUEROA STREET, ROOM 400 (213) 482-7077
VAN NUvs: 6262 van Nuys BLvn., Suime 251 (618) 374-5050
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Amendrnent to the SOI 2

Mountains, turning east following the ridgeline of the Santa Susana Mountains (west of
the 405 Freeway) to the limits of the City of Santa Clarita at the Sierra Highway. The
boundary then follows the limits to the south and then east, and continues to foliow the
ridge line eastward to the boundary of the Angeles National Forest before turning
southward following the boundary of the National Forest and the unincorporated areas
to a terminus south of Little Tujunga Road. In some areas, these proposed boundaries
follow the current boundary with deviations to include unincorporated areas between
the City of L.os Angeles and Ventura County and between the City of L.os Angeles and
the Angeles National Forest. Along the northern segment, the border was chosen to
include unincorporated areas in the San Fernando Valley that are south of the natural
ridgeline of the Santa Susana Mountains as shown on Exhibits A and B. Slight
modifications were made fo account for ownership of parcels. The ridgeline separates
the San Fernando Valley from the Santa Clarita Valley and defines the northern edge of
the drainage basin for the San Fernando Valley. Water flowing from the southern face
of the ridge feeds the Los Angeles River and the valley aquifer. Municipal services that
are gravity driven such as sewer service can be provided more efficiently by the local
agency located downward from the ridge.

Portions of the Los Angeles River watershed that are in the proposed sphere of
influence help mitigate flooding, maintain water quality and quantity, recycle nutrients,
and provide an important habitat for plants and animals. The City Council established
the Los Angeles Ad Hoc River Commitiee in June 2002 to focus on major revitalization
efforts for the Los Angeles River including opportunities for parks, trails, recreation,
nature, neighborhood identity, jobs, community development, tourism, and civic pride.
One of the guiding principles for the Los Angeles River is viewing the river as an
important natural resource with emphasis on the ecology of the river, flood
management, and sustainability. Encompassing the watershed for the Los Angeles
River in the sphere of influence for the City of Los Angeles is both logical and
paramount to the continued success of revitalization efforts.

The Los Angeles River watershed is an important boundary on which to base the
sphere of influence as it directly impacts the delivery of a wide range of services related
to stormwater and water quality. Rain that falls within the unincorporated portions of the
Los Angeles River watershed eventually passes through the City of Los Angeles. Any
activities that generate water-bome pollutants regulated by the State will affect the City.
The City of Los Angeles settled two lawsuits, in 2002 and 2003, related to State
requirements concerning TMDL requirements in stormwater flows. Voters in 2004
passed a $500 million bond to address stormwater needs and general environmental
enhancements. Providing the City a sphere of influence over this area improves the
City's ability to provide stormwater management services to the area and ensures more
efficient, direct management responsibility for any poliutants that occur throughout the
Los Angeles River watershed because there would be fewer governmental agencies
with responsibility for that area.

DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT AREA

The proposed amendment area for the City's sphere of influence covers 19,242 acres,
or slightly more than 30 square miles. Major ridgelines of the transverse Santa Susana
Mountain Range are to the north and west, and metropolitan communities of the
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L.os Angeles Basin are to the south. Portions of Ventura County adjacent to the
amendment area contain parklands, agricultural land uses and scattered single-family
residences. Sunshine Canyon Landfill is adjacent to the area on the north. The project
area is contiguous to portions of Council Districts 3, 12, 7 and 2 and community plan
areas of Canoga Park — Winnetka - Woodland Hills - West Hills, Chatsworth - Porter
Ranch, Granada Hills — Knoliwood, Northridge, Sylmar, and Sunland - Tujunga -
Shadow Hills - Lakeview Terrace - East La Tuna Canyon.

The land uses in the northern San Fernando Valley within the City of Los Angeles are
classified mainly as Open Space or Minimum Residential with some Very Low and Low
density Residential in the Porter Ranch area, as shown on Exhibit C. The land in the
proposed amended area is designated by the County General Plan primarily as Non-
Urban and Open Space. There are rural communities near Little Tujunga Road, and
north of the 118 near the current western city border. Deerlake development has been
approved north of the rural community of Twin Lakes. A small acreage of commercial
and industrial developments exist at intersection of Interstate 210 and State Highway
118. Major arterial roads in the proposed amendment area include interstate 5,
Interstate 405, interstate 210, State Highway 14, State Highway 118, and Little Tujunga
Road. Metrolink runs through the proposed area between Interstate 5 and State
Highway 14.

Mountain ridges of varying heights, canyons, and flat land define the topography of the
proposed amendment area. It is largely undeveloped land and is within the Santa
Monica Mountains Conservancy Zone—Rim of the Valley Trail Corridor, a system of
natural lands that shelters wildlife and extends recreational opportunities in the San
Fernando and San Gabriel Valley areas, as shown on Exhibit D. The northwestern
portion of the proposed sphere of influence contains a Significant Ecological Area
(SEA) as defined and delineated in conjunction with the LLand Use and Open Space
Elements of the County General Plan.

Major tributaries for the Los Angeles River originate on the southern slopes of the
Santa Susana Mountains within the proposed sphere of influence for the City of Los
Angeles. These include the Santa Susana Wash, Browns Canyon Wash, Limekiln
Canyon Wash, Wilbur Creek, Aliso Canyon Wash, and Bull Creek. The headwaters of
the Los Angeles River are in the Simi Hills, formed by Chatsworth Creek, Dayton
Canyon Wash, Bell Creek and Calabasas. These fributaries provide an important
habitat for plants and animals.

Recreation areas containing hiking, biking and equestrian trails are adjacent to and
within the proposed amendment area. Parks include: Bell Canyon Park, Knapp Park,
Roscoe-Valley Circle Park, Chatsworth Nature Preserve/Reservoir, Chatsworth Oaks
Park, Rocky Peak Park, Michael D. Antonovich Regional Park at Joughin Ranch,
Brown's Canyon Park, Moonshine Canyon Park, Limekiln Canyon Park, Porter Ridge
Park, O'Melveny Park, Santa Clarita Woodlands Park, Stetson and Wilson Canyon
debris basins, Wilson Canyon Park, and Veterans Memorial County Park. The Angeles
National Forest is north of the proposed sphere east of the 405 freeway.
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PURPOSE OF THE SPHERE OF INFLUENCE

A sphere of influence is a planning tool or guide for the probable, uitimate physical
boundary and municipal service area of a local governmental agency. In general, the
purpose of a sphere of influence is to:

1. Facilitate orderly growth in the unincorporated areas adjacent to a city;

2. Coordinate property development standards, and encourage timely provision of
adequate and essential services, such as parks, recreation, and flood control
and, if urbanization of unincorporated areas occurs, streets, sewer, water, solid
waste disposal, and police and fire protection;

3. Promote cooperative planning between the city and county, various public/private
service entities, major landowners, and facilitate proper implementation of their
respective general or master pians;

4. Assist all government agencies and private entities in any planning and
scheduling for extension of their facilities and services to assure it will be done
in a logical, orderly, and economical manner, thus avoiding expensive and
unnecessary duplication of effort; and

5. Promote, assist, and enhance property owners’ ability fo plan comprehensively,
and with reasonable assurance for the ultimate use and development of their
lands.

IMPACT OF THE SPHERE AMENDMENT

Historically, the City of Los Angeles has provided services to the proposed amendment
areas. The ridgeline of the Santa Susana Mountains and the Angeles National Forest
provide natural dividing lines between Los Angeles and the jurisdictions to the north.
The City has an extensive network of police, fire, sanitation, and other services in
operation adjacent to these areas and logically would provide the most effective
service. The Los Angeles Police Department provides police service, and the Los
Angeles City Fire Department provides fire and paramedic service within the municipal
boundaries and also serve the surrounding unincorporated area of Los Angeles.

An expansion of the City's sphere of influence would formalize a procedure for the
County to refer proposed actions and proposals for unincorporated areas fo the City for
review and comment, It is imperative that the City have a role in any proposals for
development of upstream areas since increased urbanization would tax the carrying
capacity of the Los Angeles River by decreasing permeable area, resulting in a rise in
inflow peaks and volumes into the river. Several of the tributaries that are in the sphere
amendment area are currently classified in the 500 year flood plain. The City has a
need to assure adequate flood protection, reduce the velocity of storm water and runoff,
and keep stormwater poliution fevels below the total maximum daily loads.

An amended sphere of influence would allow the City of Los Angeles review authority
for projects located inside Los Angeles County, outside of the City Limits, but within the



Amendment to the SOI 5

sphere area. Even though procedures for interagency referrals would change, the
existing jurisdictional authority for projects within the unincorporated area would remain
with the County of Los Angeles. No environmental plans or policies will be altered due
- to modifications of the City’s sphere of influence boundary, nor will changes occur to
jurisdictional authorities. An Initial Study was prepared and it was determined that
amending the sphere of influence would have no environmental impacts. A Negative
Declaration was published for the amendment to the sphere of influence and is
included as Exhibit E.

Amending the boundary for the sphere of influence will have no effect on
development—it will be neither easier nor harder. The primary effect of the boundary
change will be to establish which government entity is the logical service provider.
Becoming part of the sphere of influence does not change any processes or
procedures. Any impact would come if an area is annexed, which can be requested
without the amended sphere. Currently, unincorporated areas are governed by Los
Angeles County; if annexed to the City of Los Angeles, they would be governed by the
regulations and processes of the City. Any territories to be annexed would be pre-
zoned. In the pre-zoning process, the City is required to comply with the California
Environmental Quality Act and follow the same procedures and allow the same public
comment as for a change in zone.

Although an expanded sphere of influence would facilitate processing requests for
annexation from property owners and residents of inhabited areas, modification to a
sphere of influence is not an annexation, nor does modification to an adopted sphere
initiate annexation proceedings. No changes to jurisdictional boundaries, regulatory
authority, public or private services, tax revenue distribution, or land use would ensue
as a result of adopting a sphere of influence. The proposed area to be included in the
amended sphere of influence of the City of Los Angeles will remain as part of the
unincorporated portion of the County of Los Angeles. Future uses must be consistent
with the General Plan and Zoning of Los Angeles County. A requirement of
Government code Section 56425 is that any land included within the sphere of
influence of the City of Los Angeles must be consistent with all parts of the General
Plan for Los Angeles. No one part takes precedence. Land Use designations and
zoning for the City of Los Angeles are assigned if and when the land in the sphere is
annexed.

Because no development is being proposed as part of this project, the modifications to
the City of Los Angeles’s existing sphere of influence boundary will not resuit in a direct
impact upon open space. Parks and recreation services provided within the amended
sphere area would remain under the direct influence of the County of Los Angeles. The -
proposal will therefore not result in an impact to the quantity of existing recreation
opportunities currently provided throughout the San Fernando Valley. Decisions on
development or providing open space will depend on ownership of the land and the
desires of the owner within established regulatory requirements.
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ROLE OF LAFCOs

LAFCOs exercise both regulatory and planning functions. They are responsible for
annexations and detachments of territory to and/or from cities and special districts,
incorporations of new cities, formations of new special districts, and consolidations,
mergers, and dissolutions of existing districts. In addition, LAFCOs must review and
approve contractual service agreements, determine spheres of influence for each city
and district, and may initiate proposals involving district consolidation, dissolution,
establishment of subsidiary districts, mergers, and reorganizations (combinations of
these jurisdictional changes).

The major planning task of LAFCOs is the establishment of a sphere of influence for
each local agency in its jurisdiction. Prior to 2000, the State of California approved the
formation of many new local government agencies, often with little forethought as to the
ultimate governance structures in a given region. Lack of coordination and adequate
planning led to a multitude of overlapping, inefficient jurisdictional and service
boundaries, and to the premature conversion/loss of California's agricultural and open-
space lands. The Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Act established Local Agency Formation
Commissions as the regulatory agencies with countywide jurisdiction. Their purpose
was to discourage urban sprawi, while encouraging orderly and efficient provision of
services such as water, sewer and fire protection.

In considering an application to amend a local agency Sphere of Influence, LAFCOs
must consider and make written determinations with regard to the following factors:

1. The present and planned land uses in the area, including agricultural and open
space lands;
2. The present and probable need for public facilities and adequacy of public

facilities and services in the area;

3. The present capacity of public facilities and adequacy of services that the agency
provides or is authorized to provide; and

4, The existence of any social or economic communities of interest in the area, if
the commission determines that they are relevant to the agency.

Upon adoption, LAFCOs use a sphere of influence as a factor in making determinations
and decisions for proposals concerning cities or special districts and adjacent territories
over which LAFCO has authority and jurisdiction. LAFCOs coordinate the orderly
development of a community by reconciling the differences between city and county
plans so that the most efficient urban service arrangements are created for the benefit
of area residents and property owners.

LAFCO requires consistency with city general plans in adopting or amending a sphere
of influence. The Commission, when establishing spheres of influence, considers joint
City/County Specific Plans and factors such as density policies, development
standards, geology, and future use. LAFCO also considers fiscal impacts of proposed
sphere amendments. LAFCO has sole responsibility for establishing a city’s sphere of
influence. Further, LAFCO is not required to establish a sphere that is greater than the
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city’s existing boundaries. Spheres of influence for cities and special districts may
overlap when both agencies expect to provide service to the area.

RECOMMENDATION

The Los Angeles Department of City Planning recommends that the City request an
amendment to the boundaries of the sphere of influence for the City of Los Angeles as
shown on Exhibit A attached hereto. Accortdingly, it recommends that the City Council
approve the application to the Local Agency Formation Commission of the County of
l.os Angeles to amend the sphere of influence pursuant to the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg
Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000, included as Exhibit F and adopt the
Resolution included as Exhibit G.

cc:.  Honorable Wendy Greuel, Council District 2
Honorable Dennis Zine, Council District 3
Honorable Jack Weiss, Council District 5
Honorable Tony Cardenas, Council District 6
Honorable Alex Padilla, Councit District 7
Honorable Cindy Miscikowski, Council District 11
Honorable Greig Smith, Council District 12
Mr. John Wickham, Office of the Chief Legislative Analyst
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Exhibits

Informational Map of Current and Proposed Sphere of Influence

Map of LA River and Major Tributaries

Map of San Fernando Valley General Land Use and County Land Use

Map of the Rim of the Valley Corridor

Negative Declaration, Initial Study, Addendum and Letters

Sphere of Influence Amendment Application with Official Map

Resolution to Initiate Proceedings to Adopt an Amended Sphere of Influence
with Official Map of Current and Proposed Sphere of Influence

Additional Information Relating to Environmental Clearance and Finding
Sphere of influence Motion CF 00-2206
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Exhibit A: Informational Map of Current and
Proposed Sphere of Influence

(Note: See Exhibit F. Application and Exhibit G. Resolution,
for the Official Map) '
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Exhibit B: Map of LA River and Major Tributaries



Exhibit B

WROEDE 5 STZ0 SAURAQULMBNLOMDNEY T EEGIM

sejaliuy SU7 10 Al B 0

uostued uapuM oud o

Peanposdal o o 10N
B e G
INEHiBVEIT

_BNINNYI

SO

06 0TI - BORND SID § SRS
Biatitn KD 1o Hooln/edi bin A9 pemdald

faid
@
)]
V

“oup ‘sdepy sIsyolg sewoy) 100z (0) wbuddoo Jaiem

B3uBngL jo 35S

BBH B0 ‘Gl 0D BpI ey L A0

SaEEE BN P 0O RWERD WY 3 G2

neamp ova 'es 0o [T ssom ar e 0o {7

LOSIos BH 21 G0 ebuogriwol 'y Q3

DISMONESIN ADUD "L GO ULy "o SR GO0
sepioromn ‘0 @0 [T wenesp foom, 7 a0 [T
Auad wer's oo sekoy @ PR L 0D %
sesi-ANpY PER B G0 sjapsiE) [PUneD A1 2608

SEUALCRIRM ST ——
SOBHNGE], PUB IOAI ] e

SaIUNWIWOY) juddeipe yum
sauenqul Jolep pue JoAly v

sojabuy so 10 Aun

A,




Amendment to the SOI

Exhibit C: Map of San Fernando Valley General Land Use
and
County Land Use
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Exhibit D: Map of the Rim of the Valley Corridor
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Exhibit E: Negative Declaration, Initial Study, Addendum and Letters



CITY OF LOS ANGELES
OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK
ROOM 395, CITY HALL
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 0012

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT

erorose0 NEGATIVE DECLARATION

(Article V— City CEQA Guidelines}

LEAD AGENCY COUNCIE. DISTRICTS
LOS ANGELES CITY PLANNING DEPARTMENT CD12, CD7,and CD 2
PROJECT TITLE CASE #

Change of Organization or reorganization pursuant to the Cortese-Knox-Herizberg Local Recrganization ENV-2004-7108-ND
Act of 2000 (Tiffe 5, Division 3, commencing with Section 56000 of the California government Code) CF-00-2206

relative to an amendment to boundaries of the Sphere of influence for the City of Los Angeles.

"Sphere of Influence per CF-00-2206"

PROJECT LOCATION

The proposed Sphere of Influence amendment area is located in north Los Angetes County, outside the existing fimits of the City of Los Angeles, The
general boundaries of the sphere are west to east, unincorporated areas near Dayton Canyon northward along the Ventura County line to the ridge fine
of the Santa Susanna Mountains, turning eastwardly along the ridge line of the Santa Susanna Mountains fo the limits of the Cily of Santa Clarita at the
Slerra Highway, and following the limits fo the south and then gast, and continuing to follow the ridge line eastward fo and along the boundary of the
Angeles National Forest, and turning southward ta a terminus south of Litle Tujunga Road. The project area is served by Interstate 5, interstate 405,
Interstate 210, State Highway 14, State Highway 118, and Little Tujunga Road. Undeveloped Nationa! Forest lands lie to the east of the proposed
sphere boundary. To the south is the City of Los Angeles, whose northern boundary is developed primarily with single family residential dwellings to the
west of Interstate 5, and light industrial devefopment to the east. West of the proposed project area Is the County of Venlura, devetoped with agriculturat
uses and scattered single family dweliing units. To the northwest of the project area are the undeveloped Santa Susanna Mountains that separate the
San Fernando and Simi Valleys.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project is a ptan for modification to the adopted sphere in order fo establish the probable ultimate physical boundaries and urban service area of
the City of Los Angeles. The plan reflects the most efficient provision of future services including police, fire and utilities, and establishes who wouid
fhave responsibility to provide such services. 1t is not an annexation nor initiation of annexation proceedings and does not change jurisdictional
boundaries, regulatory authorify, public or private services, tax revenue distribution, or land use. The proposed project covers 19,242 acres, or slightly
rmore than 30 square miles,

NAME AND ADDRESS OF APPLICANT IF OTHER THAN CITY AGENCY

FINDING:

The City Pianning Department of the City of Los Angeles has proposed that a mifigated negative declaration be adopted for this project
because the mifigation measure(s) oullined on the attached page(s) will reduce any potential significant adverse effecls to a level of
insignificance.

SEE ATTACHED SHEET(S0 FOR ANY MITIGATION MEASURES IMPOSED.

Any written comments received during the public review perlod are altached together with the responses of the Lead City Agency. The
project decisionmaker may adopt this mitigated negative declaration, amend it, or require preparation of an EIR. Any changes made should
be supported by substantial evidence in the record and appropriate findings made

THE INITIAL STUDY PREPARED FOR THIS PROJECT IS ATTACHED.

NAME OF PERSON PREPARING THIS FORM TITLE TELEPHONE NUMBER

M. Susan Whisnant Planning Assistant {818) 374.5044
ADDRESS SIGNATURE {Official) DATE

Los Angeles Department of City Planning Daniel M. Scott, Senior City ?Iaﬂner

6262 Van Nuys Boutevard, Room 351 November 18, 2004
Van Nuys, CA 90401 ) {7 S (,d’&“

Exhibit E




Amendment io the SOI
CITY OF LOS ANGELES

OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK
ROOM 6135, CITY HALL
LOS ANGELLS, CALIFORNIA 90012

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT

INITIAL STUDY
AND CHECKLIST

{Article IV — City CEQA Guidelines)

" LEAD CITY AGENCY COUNCIL DISTRICTS DATE
Los Angeles Department of City Planning CD12, COT,andCD 2 November 18, 2004
RESPONSIBLE AGENCIES

Los Angeles County Local Ageney Formation Commission {(LAFCQ)

PROJECT TITLE/NO. CASE NO.

Change of Organization or regrganization pursuant to the Cortese-Knox-Herlzberg Local | ENV-2004-7108-ND
Reorganization Act of 2000 (Title 5, Division 3, commencing with Section 56000 of the | CF-00-2206
Caiifornia government Code) relative to an amendment to boundaries of the Sphere of
Influence for the City of Los Angeles.

Sphere of Influence per CF-00-2206

PREVIOUS ACTIONS CASE NO. B DOES have significant changes from previous actions.

O DOES NOT have significant changes from previous actions.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The proiect is a plan for modification to the adopted sphere in order {o establish the probable ultimate physical boundaries and urban service area of
the City of Los Angeles. The plan refiects the most efficient provision of future services including police, fire and uiilities, and establishes who would
have responsibility to provide such services, It is not an annexation nor initiation of annexation proceedings and does not change jurisdictional
boundaries, regulatory autharity, public or private services, tax revenue disiribution, or and use, The proposed project covers 19,242 acres, or slightly
more than 30 square miles.

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING:

The project area is comprised of mountain ridges of varying heighls, canyons and flat land. It is open space developed with approximately 740 single
family dwelling units and multi-family dwellings that serve a population of approximatety 1,550 persons including approximately 800 voters {(according to
the 2000 Los Angeles County Demographic prepared by the Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning).

PROJECT LOCATION

The proposed Sphere of Influence amendment area is located in north L.os Angeles County, outside the existing fimits of the Cily of Los Angeles. The
general boundaries of the sphere are west to east, unincorporated areas near Dayton Canyon northward along the Ventura County line fo the ridge line
of the Santa Susanna Mountains, turning eastwardly along the ridge line of the Santa Susanna Mountains to the limits of the City of Santa Claritz at the
Sierra Highway, and following the limits to the south and then east, and confinuing to follow the ridge line eastward fo and along the boundary of the
Angeles Nafional Forest, and turning southward io a terminus south of Little Tujunga Road. The project area is served by Interstate 5, Interstate 405,
Intersiate 210, State Highway 14, State Highway 118, and Uittle Tujunga Road. Undeveioped National Forest lands lie {o the east of the proposed
sphere boundary. To the south is the City of Los Angeles, whose northern boundary is developed primarily with single family residential dwellings to the
west of Interstate 5, and light industrial development to the east. West of the proposed project area is the County of Ventura, developed with agriculfural
uses and scattered single family dwelling units. To the northwest of the project area are the undeveioped Santa Susanna Mountains that separate the
San Fernando and Simi Valieys.

PLANNING DISTRICT STATUS:
Chatsworth Porter Ranch, Northridge, Granada Hills-Knollwood, Sytmar, Sunland- LI PRELIMINARY
Tujunga Lakeview Terrace- Shadow Hills-East La Tuna Canyon 1 PROPOSED
W ADOPTED: 7/14/1993, 7/10/1996, 8/6/1987,11/18/1997
EXISHNG ZONING MAX. DENSITY ZONING

Land use designations would follow the County of Los Angeles
General Plan as follows:: N1 (Non-urban 1}, N2 (Non-urban 2: 0.5 40 [n/a
1.0 dwelling units per acre), Ut (Urban 1. 1.1 to 3.3 dwelling units per
acre), Urhan 2 (Urban 2: 3.4 to 6.6 dwelling units per acre), U3
{Urban 3: 6.7 to 15.0 dwelling units per acre), U4 (Urban 4: 15.1 to 40
dwelling units per acre), C (Commercial), M (Industrial), RR (Resort
recreational), W (Fiood way and fiood plains: Special Management
Area, and S {Significant Ecological Area (SEA}): Special Management
Area).

PLANNED LAND USE & ZONE MAX. DENSITY PLAN 2 DOES CONFORM TO PLAN
No change in land use and zohing.

fa (3 DOES NOT CONFORM TO PLAN
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SURROUNDING LAND USES
Undeveloped National Forest lands, single family residential
dwellings, light industrial development, agricuitural lands, Sunshine
Canyon iandfill,

PROJECT DENSITY

M NO DISTRICT PLAN
Wz

W DETERMINATION (To be completed by Lead Agency)

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

W ] find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be
prepared.

Q3 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case
because revisions on the project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent, A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will
be prepared. '

Q] find the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required,

01 find the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially significant unless mitigated” impact on the
enviromment, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has
been addressed by mitigation measures based on earlier analysis as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is
required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.

QI find that aithough the proposed project could have a significant effect on the envirorment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have
been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or
mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the
proposed project, nothing further is required,

Daniel M. Scott Senior City Planner
SIGNATURE TITLE

EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAIL IMPACTS:

D A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are adequately supported by the information
sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each question. A “No Impact” answer is adequately supported if the
referenced information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g., the project
falls outside a fault rupture zone). A “No Impact” answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors
as well as general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants based on a project-specific
screening analysis).

2) All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, cumulative as well as
project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as weil as operational impacts.

3 Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the checklist answers must indicate
whether the impact is potentially significant, less that significant with mitigation, or less than significant. “Potentially
Significant Impact” is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If there are one or more
“Potentially Significant Impact” entries when the detersnination is made, an EIR is required.

4) “Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the incorporation of a mitigation
measure has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact” to “Less Than Significant Iimpact.” The lead agency
nmust describe the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level
{(mitigation measures from Section XVII, “Earlier Analysis,” cross referenced).

3) Earlier analysis must be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an effect has been
adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR, or negative declaration. Section 15063 (¢)}(3)(D). In this case, a brief discussion
should identify the following:
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7)

8)
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a) Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review.

b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the scope of and
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and state whether such effects
were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis.

¢) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are “Less Than Significant With Mitigation Measures Incorporated,” describe
the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from the earlier document and the extent to which they
address site-specific conditions for the project.

Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for potential impacts (e.g.,
general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference o a previously prepared or outside document should, where appropriate,
include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated

Supporting Information Sources: A sources list should be attached, and other sources used or individuals contacted should be

cited i the discussion.

This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead agencies should normally
address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project’s environmental effects in whichever format is

selected.

The explanation of each issue should identify:
a) The significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and
b) The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance,

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one impact that is a
“Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

0} Aesthetics

O Agricultural Resources

O Air Quality

0 Biological Resources

[ Cultural Resources

0 Geology/Soils

0 Hazards & Hazardous Materials 0 Public Services

0 Hydrology/Water Quality {1 Recreation

0 Land Use/Planning O Transportation/Traffic

{1 Mineral Resources () Utilities/Service Systems

1 Noise { Mandatory Findings of Significance
O Population/Housing

INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST (Te be completed by the Lead City Agency)

W BACKGROUND

PROPONENT NAME PHONE NUMBER
City of Los Angeles (818} 374-506%
PROPONENT ADDRESS

6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, Roem 351
Van Nuys, CA 91401-2705

AGENCY REQUIRING CHECKLIST
Los Angeles Department of City Planning

DATE SUBMITTED
November 18, 2004

PROPOSAL NAME (If Applicable)
Sphere of influence per CF-00-2206

@  ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

{Explanations of all potentially and less than significant impacts are

required to be attached on separate sheets)
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1. AESTHETICS, Would the project:

a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

b. Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited
t0, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings, or other locally
recognized desirable aesthetic natural feature within a city-
designated scenic highway?

¢. Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of
the site and its surroundings?

d. Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?

IL. AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES. In determining whether
impacts to agricultural resources are significant environtnental
effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land
Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the
California Department of Conservation as an optional model to use
in agsessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. Would the
project:

a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmiand of
Statewide Impottance, as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to
the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California
Resources Agency, to non-agricaltural use?

b. Conflict the existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson
Act Contract?

c. Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to
their location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to
non-agricultural use?

III. AIR QUALITY. The significance criteria established by the
South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) may be
relied upon to make the following determinations. Would the
project result in:

a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the SCAQMD or
Congestion Management Plan?

b. Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an
existing or projected air guality violation?

Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Less Than Significant

Impact

Potentially Significant

Incorporated

Impact

No Impact
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Potentially Significant
Potentially Significant Usless Mitigation  Less Than Significant
Tmpact Incorporated Impact Nao Impact

c. Result in a camulatively considerable net increase of any criteria 0 0 0l ]
poitutant for which the air basin is non-attainment (ozone, carbon

monoxide, & PM 10) under an applicable federal or state ambient

air quality standard?

d. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant Q ] 0 [
concentrations?

e. Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of 0 | O [ ]
people?

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

a. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through 3 a - O [}
habitat modification, on any species identified as a candidate,

sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans,

policies, or regulations by the California Department of Fish and

Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service ?

b. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other 0 2 A B
sensitive natural community identified in the City or regional plans,

policies, regulations by the California Department of Fish and

Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service ?

¢. Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands N 2 Q n
as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but

not limited to, marsh vernal pool, coastal, efc.) Through direct

removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?

d. Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident 2 0 a N
or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native

resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native

wildlife nursery sites?

e. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting [ 0 ] B
biological resources, such as tree preservation policy or ordinance
(e.g., oak trees or California walnut woodlands)?

f. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation .0 0 I n
Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved
local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES: Would the project:

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in significance of a historical O Q 0 n
resource as defined in State CEQA §15064.57
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b. Cause a substantial adverse change in significance of an
archaeological resource pursuant to State CEQA. §15064.5?

¢. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource
or site or unique geologic feature?

d. Disturb any hwman remains, including those interred outside of
formal cemeteries?

V1. GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project:

a. Exposure of people or struchures to potential substantial adverse
effects, including the risk of loss, injury or death involving :

i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most
recent Alquist-Priolo Barthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the
State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence
of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special
Publication 42.

il. Strong seismic ground shaking?

iif, Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?
iv. Landslides?

b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

¢. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that
would become unstable as a result of the project, and potential
result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction, or collapse?

d. Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the
Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or

property?

e. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic
tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are
not available for the disposal of waste water?

VII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. Would
the project:

a. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous
materials

Potentiaily Significant  Unless Mitigation  Less Than Signéficant
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Amendment to the SOI

b. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment
through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions
involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment?

¢. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of
an existing or proposed school?

d. Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section
65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment?

¢. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where
such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public
airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety
hazard for people residing or working in the project area?

f. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the
preject result in a safety hazard for the people residing or working
in the area?

g. lmpair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

h. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or
death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are
adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with
“wildlands?

VIIi. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Would the
proposal result in:

a. Violate any water guality standards or waste discharge
regquirements?

b. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with
groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in
aquifer volume or & lowering of the local groundwater table leve}
{e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to
a level which would not support existing land uses or planned land
uses for which permits have been granted)?

¢. Substantiaily alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or
area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or
river, in a mannper which would result in substantial erosion or
siltation on- or off-site?

Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation  Less Than Significant
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Amendment to the SOI

d. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or
area, including through the alteration of the cowrse of a stream or
river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff
in an manner which would result in flooding on- or off site?

e. Create or contribute runioff water which would exceed the
capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or
provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?

. Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

g. Place housing within a 100-year flood plain as mapped on
federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or
other flood hazard delineation map?

h. Place within a 100-year flood plain structures which would
impede or redirect flood flows?

i. Expose people or structures o a significant risk of loss, inquiry
or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the
faiture of a levee or dam?

j. Inundation by seiche, tsunamy, or mudflow?

IX. LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the project:

a. Physically divide an established community?

b. Conflict with applicable land use plan, policy or regulation of an
agency with jurisdiction over the project (inctuding but not limited
to the general plan, specific plan, coastal program, or zoning
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?

c. Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural
community conservation plan?

X. MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

a. Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that
would be of value to the region and the residents of the state?

b. Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral
resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific
plan, or other land use plan?

Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Less Than Significant
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Amendment fo the SOI

X1, NOISE. Would the pE’O} ect: Potentially Significant Potentially Significant Less Than Significant
frapact Unless Mitigation Tmpact No Impact

Incorporated

a. Exposure of persons to or generation of noise in level in excess Q | Q ]
of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance,
or applicable standards of other agencies?

b. Exposure of people to or generation of excessive groundborne | ] | [ ]
vibration or groundborne noise levels?

¢. A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the O ) 0O [
project vicinify above levels existing without the project?

d. A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise Q a O [ ]
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the

project?

e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where 0O 0 0 |

such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public
airport or public use airport, would the project expose people
residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?

f. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the | M 0 ]
project expose people residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels?

XII. POPULATION AND HOUSING. Woukl the project:

a. Induce substantial population growth in an area either directly O | 0 n
(for example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly
(for example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?

b. Displace substantial numbers of existing housing necessitating N | 0 ]
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

¢. Displace substantial numbers of people necessitating the Q | 0O ]
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

XIII. PUBLIC SERVICES. Would the project result in
substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision
of new or physically altered governmental facilities, construction of
which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other
performance objectives for any of the public services:

a. Fire protection? Q N i n
b. Police protection? (I ) | [ ]



Amendment to the SOI

¢. Schools?
d. Parks?

e. Other governmental services (including roads)?

XIV. RECREATION.

a. Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and
regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantiaf
physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated?

b. Does the project include recreational facilities or require the
construction or expansion of recreational facilities which might
have an adverse physical effect on the environment?

XV. TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION. Would the
project:

a. Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the
existing traffic load and capacity of the street system (L.e., resultina
substantial increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the volume
to ratio capacity on roads, or congestion at intersections)?

b. Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service
standard established by the county congestion management agency
for designated roads or highways?

¢. Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an
increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results in
substantial safety risks?

d. Substantially increase hazards to a design feature (e.g., sharp
curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)?

e. Result in inadequate emergency access?
f. Result in inadequate parking capacity?

g. Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs suppotting
alternative transportation {e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)?

Potentially Significant Potentially Significant Less Than Significant
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Amendment to the SO!

XVI. UTILITIES. Would the proj ect: Potentially SignificantPotentially Significant Less Than Significant
’ Impact Unless Mitigation Impact No Impact
incorporated
a. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable O [} | |

Regional Water Quality Control Board?

b. Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater 0 | 0 B
treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the

construction of which could cause significant environmental

effects?

¢. Require or result in the construction of new stormwater drainage O | a B
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of ‘
which could cause sipnificant environmental effects?

d. Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from R O O ]
existing entitlements and resource, or are new or expanded
entitlements needed?

e. Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider | | 0 |
which serves or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity

to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s

existing commitments?

f. Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitied capacity to O 0 | [ ]
accomimodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs?

g. Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations | O [} n
related o solid waste?

XVI. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE,

a. Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the Q a 0 [
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of fish or wildlife

species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self- -

sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community,

reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant

or animal or eliminate important examples of the major periods of

California history or prehistory?

b. Does the project have impacts which are individually limited, but 0 0 il ]
cumulatively considerablie?

("Cummlatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of

an individual project are considerable when viewed in connection

with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current

projects, and the effects of probable future projects).

¢. Does the project have environmental effects which cause ] ] | [ |
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or
indirectly?
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@ DISCUSSION OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION (Attach additional sheets if necessary)

The list of impact categories and subcategories were prepared pursuant to the public Rescurces Code and the California Environmentat Quality Act
{CEQA). [Please see the following sections of the Public Resources Code and CEQA Guidelines: Public Resources code section 21082.2 (Significant
effect based on substantial evidence, not public controversy or speculation), CEQA sections 15063 (Initial Study), 15064 (Determining the Significance
of Environmental Effects Caused by a Project), 15065 (Mandatory Findings of Significance), 15070 (Decision o Prepare a Negative or Mitigated
Negative Declaration; ND/MND), 15071 (Contents {of ND/MND}) and 15047 (Consideration and Adoption of 2 Negative Declaration or Mitigated
Negative Declaration)}

The Public Resources Cade and CEQA Guidelines explicitly indicate “substantial evidence" as a basis for determining the significance of impacts on
the environment caused by a Project. Public Resources code section 21082.2 (o) states - “argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative,
evidence which is clearly inaccurate or erronaous, or evidence of social or economic impacts which do not confribute to, or are not caused by, physical
impacts on the environment, is not substaniial evidence. Substantiat evidence shall include facts, reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts, and
expert opinion supported by facts,” Public Resources Code section 21082.2 (b) states - “The existence of public confroversy over the environmental
effects of a project shall not reguire preparation of an environmental impact report if there is no substantial evidence, In light of the whole record before
the lead agency, that the project may have a significant effect on the environment” (aise see CEQA Guidelines seclions 15382 and 15384),

Furthermore, the determination to prepare a Negative or Mitigated Negative Declaration (ND/MND) or an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is reached
by the examination of certain facts and supporting data, which clearly support the method of disclosure {l.e. ND/MND, EIR), alternatives, and mitigation
of environmental impacts, The following criterla must be evident when an EIR is required by the Lead Agency (CITY OF LOS ANGELES) per CEQA
Guidelines section 15065 (Mandatory Findings of Significance); a project will have a significant effect if it will:

. Substantially degrade environmenta! quality

Substantially reduce fish or wildiife habitat.

Cause a fish or wildlife habitat to drop below self-sustaining levels,

Threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community.

Reduce number, or restrict range of a rare, threatened, or endangered species.

Efiminate important exampies of major periods of California history or prehistory.

Achieve short-term goals to the disadvantage of iong-term goals.

Result in environmentai effects that are individually limited bui cumutatively considerabie.

Result in environmental effects that will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings.

a & 2w ® 5 2
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Addendum to ENV-2004-7108-ND

In the Initial Study Checklist, Council Districts section, add CD 3.
In the Proposed Negative Declaration, Council Districts section, add CD 3.

in the proposed Negative Declaration, replace the language in the Findings section with
the following language:

FINDING:

The City Planning Department of the City of Los Angeles has proposed thai a negative declaration be
adopted for this project.

Based upon the initial study, there is no substantial evidence that the project may have a significant
effect on the environment.

Any written comments received during the public review perlod are attached together with the response
of the Lead City Agency. The project decision-maker may adopt this negative declaration, amend #, or
require preparation of an EIR. Any changes made should be supported by substantial evidence in the
record and appropriate findings made.

THE INITIAL STUDY PREPARED FOR THIS PROJECT 1S ATTACHED.

Evaluation of Environmental impacts

I. Aesthetics

A sphere of influence is a planning tool or guide for the probable, ultimate physical
boundary and municipal service area of a local governmental agency. No annexation,
development, or change of governance is proposed and there will be no impact on
aesthetics including scenic vistas, scenic resources, the existing visual character or
quality of the site and its surroundings and no new source of substantial light or glare
which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area.

l. Agricultural Resources

A sphere of influence is a planning tool or guide for the probable, ultimate physical
boundary and municipal service area of a local governmental agency. In amending the
sphere of influence, no development is proposed and there will be no conversion of
prime farmland, unique farmland, or farmland of statewide importance, and no changes
in the existing environment.

lil. AIR QUALITY.

A sphere of influence is a planning tool or guide for the probable, ultimate physical
boundary and municipal service area of a local governmental agency. In amending the
sphere of influence, no development is proposed and there will be no impact on air
quality.

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. A sphere of influence is a planning tool or guide for
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the probable, ultimate physical boundary and municipa!l service area of a local
governmental agency. The project proposes modification {o an existing sphere of
influence boundary for the City of Los Angeles, and does not propose development.
Therefore, the proposal will not result in no impact to endangered, threatened or rare
species or their habitats, including but not limited to plant, fish, insect, animal, and/or
bird habitats. The proposal does not propose the removal of oak trees, will not affect
any wetland habitat or blueline stream, and will not create negative impacts to wildlife
dispersa! or migration corridors.

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES. A sphere of influence is a planning tool or guide for the
probabile, ultimate physical boundary and municipal service area of a local
governmental agency. In amending the sphere of influence, no development, change of
jurisdictional responsibilities, or management policies is proposed and there will be no
impact on historical resources, archeological resources, paleontological resources,
geologic features, or any disturbance of human remains.

VI, GEOLOGY AND SOILS. A sphere of influence is a planning tool or guide for the
probable, ultimate physical boundary and municipal service area of a local
governmental agency. In amending the sphere of influence, no development is
proposed and there will be no exposure of pecple or structures to potential substantial
adverse effects, no increase in soil erosion or loss of topsoil. Since the project is does
not involve construction, tocation of the project is not relevant to environmental impacts.

VIl. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. A sphere of influence is a planning
tool or guide for the probable, ultimate physical boundary and municipal service area of
a local governmental agency. In amending the sphere of influence, no development is
proposed and there will be no transport of materials or release of hazardous materials,
no interference with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation
plan, and no risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires.

VIll. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. A sphere of influence is a planning tool
or guide for the probable, ultimate physical boundary and municipal service area of a
local governmental agency. In amending the sphere of influence, no development is
proposed and there will be no wastewater discharge, no impact on groundwater, no
alteration of drainage, and no creation of runoff.

iIX. LAND USE AND PLANNING. A sphere of influence is a planning tool or guide for
the probable, ultimate physical boundary and municipal service area of a local
governmental agency. In amending the sphere of influence, no development is
proposed and there will be no impact on land use and planning. The proposed area to
be included in the amended sphere of influence of the City of Los Angeles will remain
as part of the unincorporated portion of the County of Los Angeles. Future uses must
be consistent with the General Plan and Zoning of Los Angeles County. A requirement
of Government code Section 56425 is that any land included within the sphere of
influence of the City of Los Angeles must be consistent with all parts of the General
Plan for Los Angeles. No one part takes precedence. Land Use designations and
zoning for the City of Los Angeles are assigned if and when the land in the sphere is
annexed.

X. MINERAL RESOURCES. A sphere of influence is a planning tool or guide for the
probable, uitimate physical boundary and municipal service area of a local
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governmental agency. In amending the sphere of influence, no development is
proposed and there will be no loss of minerai resources.

Xi. NOISE. A sphere of influence is a planning tool or guide for the probable, ultimate
physical boundary and municipal service area of a local governmental agency. In
amending the sphere of influence, no development is proposed and there will be no
creation of noise.

Xll. POPULATION AND HOUSING. A sphere of influence is a planning tool or guide
for the probable, ultimate physical boundary and municipal service area of a local
governmental agency. In amending the sphere of influence, no development is
proposed and there will be no impact on popuiation growth or housing.

Xill. PUBLIC SERVICES. A sphere of influence is a planning tool or guide for the
probable, ultimate physical boundary and municipal service area of a local
governmental agency. In amending the sphere of influence, no development is
proposed and there will be no impact on public service, no need for new or physicaily
altered governmental facilities, construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts.

XIV. RECREATION. A sphere of influence is a planning tool or guide for the probable,
ultimate physicai boundary and municipal service area of a local governmental agency.
In amending the sphere of influence, no development is proposed and there will be no
impact on recreation. The proposed sphere of influence amendment will not resuit in
changes to jurisdictional authority, and therefore the quantity of parks and recreation
services provided within the amended sphere area would remain under the direct
influence of the County of Los Angeles. The proposal will therefore not result in an
impact to the quantity or quality of recreation opportunities.

XV. TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION. A sphere of influence is a planning tool or
guide for the probable, ultimate physical boundary and municipal service area of a local
governmental agency. In amending the sphere of influence, no development is
proposed and there will be no resulting traffic, increase in hazards to a design feature,
and no resulting inadequate emergency access.

XVI. UTILITIES. A sphere of influence is a planning tool or guide for the probabile,
ultimate physical boundary and municipal service area of a local governmental agency.
In amending the sphere of influence, no development is proposed and there will be no
wastewater, stormwater, or solid waste as a result of the project,

XVII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE.

A sphere of influence is a planning tool or guide for the probable, ultimate physicall
boundary and municipal service area of a local governmental agency. In amending the
sphere of influence, no development is proposed and the project does not have the
potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of
fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict
the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important examples of
the major periods of California history or prehistory. The project does not have impacts
which are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable. The project has no
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environmental effects that cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either
directly or indirectly.




December 27, 2004

Susan Whisnant . il
Los Angeles Department of City Planning S
6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, Room 351 C‘gﬁ%‘-“%ﬁﬁ
Van Nuys, CA 90401

RE : Proposed Negative Declaration: ENV-200 4-7 108 : CF -00-2206
Dear Ms. Whisnant:

On December 14,2004 at a duly noticed joint meeting of the Neighborhood
Council Planning and Land Use Committees of the Chatsworth, Granada Hills
North, Porter Ranch and Neighborhood Councils from Council District 2 and 7
were invited to discuss the "Sphere of Influence” Negative Declaration 841-04-
PL: ENV-2004-7108.

In attendance were appointed and elected representatives from Chatsworth
Neighborhood Council, Foothill Trails District Neighborhood Council, Granada
Hills North Neighborhood Council, Porter Ranch Neighborhood Council, Suniand
Tujunga Neighborhood Council, Sylmar Neighborhood Council, and West Hills
Neighborhood Council.

Mr. Platkin from City Planning presented the Los Angeles City Planning
Department proposal to change the sphere of influence. He stated that some
material regarding this proposal would not be available until January 2005. He
was also unable to provide answers or respond to the following Committee
Member questions and comments:

I. The time allowed for comment is very short and very little information is
available on what this really means to residents of the City of Los Angeles.

2. How can the public make an informed analysis of this proposal, if certain
documents are not being made available to the public until January 2005 and the
~comment period on this document expires December 27, 20047

3. What parts of the General Plan for the City of Los Angeles will take
precedence in determining the future

uses of this area? They include conflicting statements, and clarity as to what will
be done in this area is deserved and necessary. The County of Los Angeles has
taken a clear stand in its update to their General Plan as to appropriate land uses
in this area - what is the City proposing? Citizens deserve to know, that is the
intent of public disclosure and notice, but NO INFORMATION HAS BEEN
PROVIDED. |

4. Does the public notice on the Negative Declaration need to be re-published,
no address to send comments to was indicated; only an address for review of the
file was indicated; shouldn't a comment address be included?




5. A checklist Indicating "No Impact" to each question in the document does not
provide the public with appropriate information on the resuits of the proposed
sphere of influence B |

6. What documents are available for review? How can the public obtain them? -
We need these documents to determine the intent of the City about development
in the area if a sphere of influence is adopted.

7. Why were these borders chosen?

8. Would the proposed sphere of influence make development in the project area
easier?

9. If a future development project is proposed - what is different in the approval
process for the project, comparing a project that is within a sphere of influence
and a project that is outside any sphere of influence of the City of Los Angeles?
10. Will the primary effect of the proposed sphere of influence be to foster
development or to provide for long-term open space?

11. How will this impact open space?

12. What provision is made in the proposed sphere of influence for open space?
13. Why are certain projects like Deerlake, Los Lomas, and Chatsworth Lake
Manor included? _

14. How will pending federal parkland proposals be incorporated in the sphere of
influence plan for the area?

15. How will this impact the Rim of the Valley Trail and Park? i

16. Will this address the Federal plan for the Rim of The Valley Corridor study?
17. What impact will an adopted sphere of influence have on the wildlife corridor
that is so important across the 405 freeway and across the northern mountain
ranges, that forms the bridge between the Angeles Natlonaf Forest and the Los
Padres Forest?

18. How will the City utilize the SEA (significant ecoioglcal area) proposails issued
by the County of Los Angeles, and the development standards set for the SEA's
in the proposed sphere of influence?

The representatives present at this meeting have agreed to jointly request that
the time for comment be extended so that each representative can return to their
respective neighborhood councils with the City's Sphere Of Influence proposal.
We feel that the issuance of this comment period via public notice during the
holiday season, beginning with the Thanksgiving Day pubhcatton for the
comment perlod is inappropriate.

We feel that prior to this moving forward, Neighborhood Councils should have all
the questions answered and all information not yet available (as stated by Mr.
Platkin) so we can adequately review and comment. The proposed sphere of
influence area comprises over 19,000 acres, 30 square miles per the Negative
Declaration; a significant increase in land.influenced by the City of Los Angeles
by any means or method of counting. We want to provide an opportunity for
public comment based on all documents (including those not yet provided,



documents necessary to understand the proposal such as a Specific Plan for the
area, a financial study of the effect of the proposal, responses to the above
guestions, efc. is necessary).

Thank you for sending Mr. Platkin and we look forward to a response.

Truly Yours,

eena Takata
Recording Secretary
Land Use Committee, Chatsworth Neighborhood Council

9629 Baden Avenue
Chatsworth, CA 91311
818 703-1040
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Responses to Questions from12/14/2004 CNC's Meeting
Mailed to Teena Tekata and CNC'’s

How can the public make an informed analysis of this proposal, if certain documents are not being
made available to the public until January 2005 and the comment period on this document expires
December 27, 2004?

The public is encouraged to continue to submit comments on the Negative Declaration. The
comment period for the Negative Declaration was established according to our standard period for
review following State of California law: In order to be responsive to requests for additional time,
the comment period has been extended to January 10, 2005.

“15105. Public Review Period for a Draft EIR or a Proposed Negative Declaration or Mitigated
Negative Declaration

(b} The public review period for a proposed negative declaration or mitigated negative declaration

shall be not less than 20 days. When a proposed negative declaration or mitigated negative
declaration is submitted to the State Clearinghouse for review by state agencies, the public review
period shall not be less than 30 days, unless a shorter period, not less than 20 days, is approved
by the State Clearinghouse.”

Additional documents are not available for the Negative Declaration. The Neighborhood Council
Planning and Land Use Committees of the Chatsworth, Granada Hills North, and Porter Ranch
Neighborhood Councils wilt be included on the mailing list for the proposal.

What parts of the General Plan for the City of Los Angeles will take precedence in determining the
future uses of the area?

The proposed area to be included in the amended sphere of influence of the City of Los Angeles
will remain as part of the unincorporated portion of the County of Los Angeles. Future uses must
be consistent with the General Plan and Zoning of Los Angeles County. A requirement of
Government code Section 56425 is that any land included within the sphere of influence of the City
of Los Angeles must be consistent with all parts of the General Plan for Los Angeles. No one part
takes precedence. Land Use designations and zoning for the City of Los Angeles are assigned if
and when the land in the sphere is annexed.

The City currently is not proposing to annex any of the area in the proposal and thus has not
studied appropriate uses. The Local Agency Formation Commission for Los Angeles County
("LAFCO") pursuant to Section 56425 of the Government Code is required to make written
determinations regarding the foliowing for the adoption of, or amendment to a sphere of influence:

1) The present and planned land uses in the area, including agricultural and open space
lands.



2) The present and probable need for public facilities and service in the area.

3) The present capacity of the public facilities and adequacy of public services, which the
local agency provides or is authorized to provide.

4) The existence of any social or economic communities of interest in the area if the
Commission determines they are relevant to the agency.

What Is the relationship of the Sphere of Influence and Las Lomas?

There is no relationship between the current proposal and Las Lomas. The request is being made
by the City of Los Angeles. Las Lomas is a separate, independent development project. The
current proposal does include the southerly portion of the Las Lomas project that is within the San
Fernando Valley watershed. The map presented at your meeting indicates the boundaries of the
entire Las Lomas Project, but only the portion south of the ridge line is included in the sphere
boundaries.

What is the relationship of the Sphere and the lands controled by the Santa Monica Conservancy
and maintained by them as open space?

An amendment of the Sphere of Influence would have no impact on the lands controlled by the
Santa Monica Conservancy.

Does the public notice on the Negative Declaration need to be republished, no address to send
comments to was indicated; only an address for review of the file was indicated; shouldn't a
comment address be included.

The Negative Declaration does not need to be republished to include an additional address. The
document provided a phone number for the City Planning Department and also an address in
order to send comments.

A checklist indicating “no Impact” to each question in the document does not provide the public
with appropriate information on the results of the proposed sphere of influence.

No annexation, development, or change of governance is proposed at this time. LAFCO must
make findings listed in the response to question number 2.

What documents are available for review? How can the public obtain them?

The Staff Report will be available for review later in mid-January. The public can obtain them from
Los Angeles Department of City Planning; attn: Susan Whisnant, Planning Assistant; 6262 Van
Nuys Bivd., Van Nuys, CA 91401.

Why were these borders chosen?
The borders were chosen to include unincorporated areas in the San Fernando Valley that are
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1.

south of the natural ridge fine of the Santa Susana mountains. Slight modifications take into
account ownership of parcels that lie on both sides of the ridge. The areas fo the east of the
National Forest boundary consist of the county land currently located between the City of Los
Angeles to the south and the National Forest to the north, Historically, the City of Los Angeles has
provided services fo these areas. The City has an extensive network of police, fire, sanitation, and
other services in operation adjacent to these areas and logically would provide the most effective
service to these areas. The ridge line defines the northern edge of the drainage basin for the San
Fernando Valley. The water flows southerly from that ridge and feeds the Los Angeles River and
the valley aquifer.

Would the proposed sphere of influence make development in the project area easier?

A proposal to amend the boundaries of the sphere of influence will have no effect on development;
it will be neither easier nor harder. Becoming part of the sphere of influence does not change any
processes or procedures. Any impact would come if an area is annexed, which can be requested
without the amended sphere. Currently, unincorporated areas are governed by Los Angeles
County; if annexed, they would be governed by the regulations and processes of the City of Los
Angeles. LAFCO requires that a city pre-zone territories to be annexed. The pre-zoning process
must comply with the California Environmental Quality Act and follow the same procedures as a
change in zone.

If a future development project is proposed—what is different in the approval process for the
project, comparing a project that is within a sphere of influence and project that is outside any
sphere of influence of the City of Los Angefes?

See response to question 9.

The currently-existing jurisdictional authority for projects within the unincorporated area would
remain with the County of Los Angeles. No environmental plans or policies will be altered due fo
modifications of the City's currently-existing sphere of influence boundary, nor will changes occur
to jurisdictional authority. California Government Code Sections 66919-66919.12 regulate
interagency referrals, and dictate that the planning review area for a city includes the area within
the sphere of influence of that city. Therefore, an expansion to the City’s sphere of influence area
would formalize a procedure for referral by the County to the City of proposed actions, and for
comment upon proposals, within the unincorporated area.

Wil the primary effact of the proposed sphere of influence be to foster development or to provide
for long-term open space?

The primary effect of the boundary change will be to establish which government entity is the
logical service provider for the area. Decisions on development or providing open space will
depend on ownership of the land and the desires of the owner within established regulatory
requirements.
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14.

19.

16.

17.

Because the project proposes modifications to the City of Los Angeles’s existing sphere of influence
boundary, and does not propose changes to general plan designations, zoning designations or land
use, no changes {o open space are anticipated.

How will this impact open space?

Because no development is being proposed as part of this projest, the modifications to the City of
Los Angeles's existing sphere of influence boundary will not result in an impact upon open space.

The proposed sphere of influence amendment will not result in changes fo jurisdictional authority,
and therefore the quantity of parks and recreation services provided within the amended sphere
area would remain under the direct influence of the County of Los Angeles. The proposal will
therefore not result in an impact to the quantity of existing recreation opportunities currently
provided throughout the San Fernando Valley.

What provision is made in the proposed sphere of influence for open space?
Amending the sphere would not relate to provisions for open space or any other land uses.

The primary effect of the boundary change will be to establish which government entity is the
logical service provider for the area. Decisions on development or providing open space will
depend on ownership of the tand and the desires of the owner within established regulatory
requirements.

Why are certain projects like Deerlake, Los Lomas, and Chatsworth Lake manor included?

The boundaries of the proposed amended sphere were established to make a rational decision on
which government entity is the logical service provider for the area. Any projects that exist in the
amended boundary were included in the sphere. Only the portion of Los Lomas that is south of the
ridge line is included in the proposed amended sphere.

How will pending federal parkland proposals be incorporated in the sphere of influence plan for the
area.

The General Plan of Los Angeles County would continue to be the plan governing the
unincorporated area if the proposed sphere is approved by LAFCO.

How will this impact the Rim of the Valley Trail and Park?

A sphere of influence is a planning tool or guide for the probable, ultimate physical boundary and
municipal service area of a local governmental agency. The proposal to modify the boundary of
the current sphere of influence for the City of Los Angeles will not impact the Rim of the Valley
Trail and Park.

Will this address the Federal plan for the Rim of the Valley Corridor study?
A sphere of influence is a planning tool or guide for the probable, ultimate physical boundary and



18.

19.

municipal service area of a local governmental agency. The proposal to modify the City of Los
Angeles’s current sphere of influence boundary will not address the Rim of the Valley Corridor

Study.

What impact will an adopted sphere of influence have on the wildfife corridor that is so important
across the 405 freeway and across the northern mountain ranges, that forms the bridge between
the Angeles National Forest and the Los Padres Forest?

A sphere of influence is a planning tool or guide for the probable, ultimate physical boundary and
municipal service area of a local governmental agency. No development is proposed and there will
be no impact on the wildlife corridor.

How will the City utilize the SEA (significant ecological area) proposals issued by the County of
Los Angeles, and the development standards set for the SEA’s in the proposed sphere of
influence.

The county will still govern the unincorporated areas of the proposed sphere area.

The project proposes modification to an existing sphere of influence boundary for the City of Los
Angeles, and does not propose development. Therefore, the proposal will not result in impact o
endangered, threatened or rare species or their habitats, including but not limited to plant, fish,
insect, animal, and/or bird habitats. The proposal does not propose the removal of cak trees, will
not affect any wetiand habitat or blueline stream, and will not create negative impacts to wildlife
dispersal or migration corridors.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIATHE RESOURCES AGENCY . ] ARNCLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor

SANTA MONICA MOUNTAINS CONSERVANCY

RAMIREZ CANYON PARK

5750 RAMIREZ CANYON ROAD
MALIBU, CALIFORNIA 90266
PHONE {310} 589-3200

FAX [310) 5893207

CITY OF LOS ANGELES

Tanuary 24, 2005 ECEIVIE D

Susan Whisnant

Los Angeles Department of City Planning JAN 312005
6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, Room 351 CITY PLANNING
Van Nuys, California 90401 VAN NUYS

Proposed Negative Declaration ENV-204-7108: Cr-00-2206
North San Fernando Valley Sphere of Influence Amendment

Dear Ms. Whisman:

All of the proposed 19,242 acre (30-square-mile) Sphere of Influence amendment area is
located in the Rim of the Valley Trail Corridor established pursuant to § 33105.5 of the
Public Resources Code. As stated in the Negative Declaration project description, “The
project is a plan for modification to the adopted sphere in order to establish the probable
ultimate physical boundaries and urban services areas of the City of Los Angeles.”

We understand that the proposed action to amend the Sphere of Influence is not the final
action, but a prerequisite, to annexing the subject area into the City of Los Angeles. The
subject Negative Declaration rests on this “free pass” concept that the proposed project
'is not a “real” project with permanent physical and economic consequences and hence
cannot result in potential negative impacts. The law may permit such a free pass.
Nonetheless, as the principal State planning agency for the subject area, the potential
impacts of the City annexing the subject 19,242 acres could have a significant adverse effect
on the Rim of the Valley Trail Corridor portion of the Santa Monica Mountains Zone
zone. |

It can be stated across the board that annexation of any portion of the subject area, without
existing approved development rights, will increase the probability of more intensive
development in those areas. The requirement of the City to provide, or allow the
construction of, roads and utilities to projects approved by the City within the City
boundaries provides a “free pass” to many landowners currently constrained by
infrastructure and access limitations. In most of these cases, the answer to what agency
will be the best service provider shall be the City of Los Angeles. Using “service provision
efficiency” as the principle determinate of where to expand the City boundary, it is a
forgone conclusion that subsequent City studies will recommend annexation of virtually all



‘Susan Whisnant _

Sphere of Influence Negative Declaration ENV-2004-7108
January 24, 2005

Page 2

of the subject 19,242 acres. As part of its consideration, it is critical that the City consider
the potential long term, irreversible consequences on the quality and quantity of both
public and private open in the subject area. More specifically the City many gain resources
by moving towards annexation, however, it will inevitably Jose valuable resource too. We
urge the Planning Department to work early in the process with our staff on any annexation
proceedings.

Please direct any questions or correspondence to Paul Edelman, Deputy Director of
Natural Resources and Planning, at the above address and by phone at (310) 589-3200 ext.
128.

Sincerely,

ELIZABETH A. CHEADLE

Chairperson



STATE OF CALIFORNIA - THE RESOURCES AGENCY

SANTA MONICA MOUNTAINS CONSERVANCY

RAMIREZ CANYON PARK

5750 RAMIREZ CANYON ROAD
MALIBU, CALIFORNIA 90263

Susan Whisnant

Los Angeles Dept of City Planning
6262 Van Nuys Blvd, Room 351
Van Nuys, CA 90401
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May 2, 2005

Susan Whisnant

Los Angeles Department of City Planning
6282 Van Nuys Boulevard, Room 351
Van Nuys, CA 90401

Re: Proposed Negative Declaration ENV-204-7108: CF-00-2206
North S8an Fernando Valley Sphere of Influence Amendment

Dzar Ms. Whisnant:

After reviewing the April 6, 2004 report regarding the proposed amendment to expand the boundaries
of the City Sphere of Influence, Save Chatsworth first would like to clarify whether or not the City
intends this expansion as a precursor to ennexation of the subject areas. Annexation by the City is
generally perceived as & promotion of urbanization.

Save Chatsworth, a coalition of community organizations and concerned citizens, supports the
position (letter dated December 27, 2004) of the Neighborhood Councils of Chatsworth, Porter Ranch,
Foothill Trails District, Sunland Tujunga, Syimar and West Hills, and als¢ the position of the Santa
Manica Mountains Conservancy (letter dated January 24, 2005), and recommends that the City
respect the parameters of the proposed SEA (significant ecological area) as outiined in the updated
L.os Angeles County General Plan, What is the City's commitment to the preservation of areas
already designated as open space? Save Chatsworth believes that all desighated open space argss
within any proposed expansion of the Sphere of Influence should remain as such, and that new
development in the foothill areas shouid be severely curtailed, due to ever-increasing impacts on
traffic situations already impossible to fully mitigate, and the effects on the envirgnment.

The City Planning Department’s report of Aprii 6, 2005 states that one of the issues supporting the
proposed expansion of the Sphere of Influsnce is the preservation of the Los Angeles River. Aswe
agree that the protection of the Los Angeles River Watershed is of vital importance, we would
welcome specific information as to what additional storm water management mitigation measures the
City would require beyond what is currently the standard for Los Angeles County.

Expansion of the City's service area could lead to more development. Save Chatsworth and the
Chatsworth community have clearly stated their case regarding development through their lengthy
struggle opposing the density of the recenlly approved Deerlake Ranch development project. The
Save Chatsworth organization seeks to praserve the rural, equestrian lifestyle unique to communities
such as Chatsworth, to protect distinctive geographic features and natural topography, and to promote
responsible develapment.

Vanessa Waﬁérs
President, Save Chatsworth

cc. Con Howe, Direclor of Planning, Los Angeles Department of City Planning
Members of the Planning and Land Use Management Committee

Save Chateworth, e., 21704 Devonshire 5t., # 133, Chatsworth, CA 21311
www.sevachatsworthorg (518) 4643472



Exhibit F: Sphere of Influence Amendment Application



LLOS ANGELES SPHERE OF INFLUENCE AMENDMENT APPLICATION
{Pursuant to the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act
of 2000, Division 3, Title 5 Commencing with Section 56000,
of the Government Code)

TO: LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION
County of Los Angeles
Room 383, Hall of Administration
500 West Temple Street
Los Angeles, California 90012

DESIGNATION OF PROPOSAL: Amendment to Sphere of influence
AFFECTED CITY/DISTRICT: City of Los Angeles
RELATED JURISDICTIONAL CHANGES: None

GENERAL LLOCATION OF PROPOSAL: The proposed Sphere of influence amendment
area is located in north Los Angeles County, outside the existing limits of the City of Los
Angeles. The general boundaries of the sphere are west to east, unincorporated areas
near Dayton Canyon northward along the Ventura County line to the ridge line of the
Santa Susana Mountains, turning eastwardily along the ridge line of the Santa Susana
Mountains to the limits of the City of Santa Clarita at the Sierra Highway, and foliowing the
limits to the south and then east, and continuing to follow the ridge line eastward to and
along the boundary of the Angeles National Forest, and turning southward along the limits
of the City of L.os Angeles to a terminus south of Little Tujunga Road.

THOMAS GUIDE PAGE(S): LA County: 480, 481, 482, 499, 500, 503, 504, 529,
559, 4640, 4641,4642
Ventura County: 367, 479
PROPOSAL INITIATED BY: X Resolution  Landowner/Voter Petition
APPLICANT: City of Los Angeles

6262 Van Nuys Blvd., Room 351
Van Nuys, CA 91401-2709

SIGNED:

Daniel M. Scott, Senior City Planner
TELEPHONE: (818) 374-5068

DATE: May 10, 2005



THE SUBJECT AREA

A.

GENERAL DESCRIPTION

1. Acres or square miles: 19,242 acres or slightly more than 30
square miles.

2. Major highways and streets serving the area: The proposed
area is served by Interstate 5, Interstate 405, Interstate 210, State
Highway 14, State Highway 118, and Little Tujunga Road.

3. Topography: Mountain ridges of varying heights; canyons and flat
land make up the general topography of the area.

4, Physical boundaries:

Santa Susana Mountain ridge line.

POPULATION AND HOUSING

1.

Estimated population: The estimated population for the proposed
Sphere of Influence outside of the City limits is approximately 1,550
persons.

Number of registered voters: Approximately 800 voters.
(2000 Los Angeles County Demographic Profile Prepared by the
Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning)

Number and type of dweliing units: The area within the proposed
Sphere of Influence outside the incorporated city limits contains
approximately 740 single-family and multi-family dwelling units. The
area contains housing that is primarily single family dwelling units.

LAND USE AND ZONING

1.

Existing land use in the subject area: The existing land uses in
the subject area are open space, with scattered single-family homes
and multi-family homes.

Planned land use designations in the surrounding area:

L.and use designations will not change as a result of the
amendment. The County of Los Angeles General Plan covers the
area included within the proposed amendment area to the sphere of
influence. The designations include: N1 (Non-urban 1), N2 (Non-
urban 2: 0.5 to 1.0 dwelling units per acre), Ut (Urban 1: 1.1 10 3.3
dwelling units per acre), Urban 2 (Urban 2: 3.4 to 6.6 dwelling units
per acre), U3 (Urban 3: 6.7 to 15.0 dwelling units per acre), U4
(Urban 4: 15.1 to 40 dwelling units per acre), C (Commercial), M
(industrial), RR (Resort recreational), W (Floodway and floodplains:



Special Management Area), and S (Significant Ecological Area
[SEA): Special Management Area).

i THE PROPOSAL

A

Reasons for initiation of this proposal: The Sphere of Influence Study
was prepared by the City of Los Angeles to plan for the probable ultimate
physical boundaries and urban service area of the a portion of the northern
border of the City of Los Angeles. It is presented as an informational and
advocacy tool to assist members of the Local Agency Formation
Commission (LAFCO) in making their determinations pursuant {o
Government Code Section 560786.

Alternate course of action: An alternate course of action is denial of the
proposed sphere and continuation of the of the current sphere with a
border coterminous with the limits of the City of Los Angeles.

Services and/or costs to residents or landowners in the area:
Services and/or costs to residents or landowners in the area would not be
increased, reduced, or eliminated as a result of this proposal.

Terms or conditions requested as part of this proposal:
Standard LAFCO conditions are anticipated and acceptable.

Iil. GENERAL

A.

Names and addresses of persons, organization or agencies known to
you who may be opposed to this proposal:

Palmer Investments, Inc.
233 Wilshire Bivd., Suite 800
Santa Monica, CA 90401

Names and addresses of persons who are to receive notice of hearing,
staff report, and minutes:

City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning
c/o Susan Whisnant, Planning Assistant

6262 Van Nuys Blvd. Room 351

Van Nuys, CA 91401-2709



John Wickham, CLA
City Hall 255

200 North Spring Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Gerald Gubatan, CD 1
City Hail 410

200 North Spring Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dale Thrush, CD 2

City Hall 475

200 North Spring Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Tom Henry, CD 3

City Hall 450

200 North Spring Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Renee Schillaci, CD 5
City Hall 440

200 North Spring Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Jim Dantona, CD 6
City Hall 445

200 North Spring Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dan Rosales, CD 7

City Hall 465

200 North Spring Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Kevin Keller, CD 11

City Hall 415

200 North Spring Street
Los Angeles, CA 80012

Phyllis Winger, CD 12
City Hall 405

200 North Spring Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012
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Exhibit G: Resolution to Initiate Proceedings to Adopt an
Amended Sphere of Influence



RESOLUTION

A RESOLUTION OF THE APPLICATION BY THE
CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, STATE OF CALIFORNIA,
REQUESTING THE LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION OF THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES TO
INITIATE PROCEEDINGS TO ADOPT AN AMENDED SPHERE OF INFLUENCE FOR, AND AS PROPOSED BY,
THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES.

WHEREAS, the City of Los Angeles desires to initiate proceedings pursuant fo the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local
Government Reorganization Act of 2000, Division 3, commencing with Section 56000 of the Califomia Government
Code;

WHEREAS, this proposal is consistent with the spirit and intent of the California Government Code commenging with
Section 56425;

WHEREAS, the territory proposed to be included in this sphere of influence is set forth in Exhibit "A”, attached hereto
and by this reference incorporated;

WHEREAS, the City has prepared and adopted a comprehensive general plan for the City;

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Los Angeles conducted a public meeting on May 4, 2005 pursuant to
applicabie law, to consider the proposed sphere of infiuence;

WHEREAS, the reasons for this proposed sphere of influence are as follows:

3. Facilitate orderly growth in the unincorporated areas adjacent to the City of Los Angeles;

4. Coordinate property development standards and encourage timely provision of adequate and
essential services such as streets, sewer, water, police and fire protection, parks and recreation,
flood confrol, and solid waste disposal, as urbanization of unincorporated areas occurs;

5. Promote cooperative planning between the City of Los Angeles and the County of Los Angeles,
various public/private service entifies, and major tandowners, and so facilitate proper
implementation of their respective general or master plans;

6. Assist all government agencies and private entities in planning and scheduling the logical, orderly,
and economic extension of their facilities and services, thus avoiding expensive and unnecessary
duplication of effort;

7. Promote, assist, and enhance property owners’ ability to plan comprehensively, and with
reasonable assurance, for the ultimate use and development of their lands; and

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Los Angeles, California, has considered all evidence, oral and
documentary, and is advised in the premises;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the City Council of the City of Los Angeles, California, does hereby
determine and find as follows:

Section 1. This resolution is hereby adopted and approved by the City Councit, and the Local Agency Formation
Commission of the County of Los Angeles is hereby requested to initiate proceedings to adopt an amended sphere of
influence as mapped in Exhibit "A”, which is incorporated herein by this reference, according to the terms and
conditions stated above, and in the manner provided by the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government
Reorganization Act of 2000.



Section 2. The City Council hereby directs and authorizes the City Clerk of the City of Los Angeles to file a cerfified
copy of this resolution with the Executive Officer of the Local Agency Formation Commission of the County of Los
Angeles.

Section 3. The City Clerk shall certify the adoption of this resolution.

PASSED, APPROVED, AND ADOPTED this day of , 2005.

ATTEST:

Frank T. Martinez, City Clerk

STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES )
CITY OF LOS ANGELES )

I, Frank T. Martinez, City Clerk of the City of Los Angeles, do hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution was duly
adopted by the City Council of the City of Los Angeles.
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H. Additional Information Relating to Environmental
Clearance and Finding



Additional Information Relating to Environmental Clearance
May 4, 2005

1. Although Las Lomas has applied to the City Flanning Department to prepare an environmental
impact report discussing the potential impacts of annexation, plan amendments and zone changes
to enable a development which lies partly within the proposed SOI, an analysis of those impacts is
not required in order to submit the City's application for SOI to LAFCO for approval. That
application to prepare an EIR was not accompanied by any applications for land use changes or
entitlements, and none have been submitted to the City to date. Upon payment of a fee, and
proper application, the Planning Department will review and process an environmental document
even if actual applications for entitlements are not sought at that time. However, the City does not
complete or certify an EIR unless it is asked fo approve an entitlement for land use, and CEQA
does not require it to do so. ,

2. There are currently no applications, by Las Lomas or others, for zone changes, plan amendments
or other permits or approvals within the jurisdiction of the City of Los Angeles which would allow
development in the SOl area.

3. The Planning Department prepared a negative declaration in connection with City Council's
November, 2000, proposal fo submit an application to LAFCO for extension of the City's SOI.
The negative declaration has helped the City to determine whether there may be a impact to the
environment as a result of the approval of the SO1. This negative deciaration will be forwarded to
LAFCO, which will have the ultimate defermination whether to adopt the negative dectaration at
the time it acts upon the City's appiication for amendment to the SOI.

4. The City's SOl application, if granted by LAFCO, does not allow any changes in development
intensities fo the area to be included, which would stit be subject to existing County land use
regulations.

5. The City Planning Department is currently willing to process Las Lomas' request for preparation of
an EIR for use with any applications for land use entitlements which Las Lomas may request in the
future. However, the Planning Department's determination to prepare a draft EIR, although it
relates to a portion of the same property encompassed in the SOI application, is separate from the
determination of whether an EIR is required for the City's application to extend the SOI. The SO
is not accompanied by any applications for annexation, pre-zoning or other changes in the
permitted density or use of the area to be included in the SOI, and there are no other pending
applications or activities which would result in environmental changes as a result of the adoption
of the SOI. For those reasons, the Planning Department has concluded that a negative
declaration, and not an EIR, is appropriate for the SO

The Planning Department recommends that City Council find, based on the whole record before i,
including the initial study and all comments received, that there is no substantial evidence that adoption of
the sphere of influence may have a significant effect on the environment; and that the Negative Declaration
represents the independent judgment and analysis of the City.

EXHIBIT H



I. Sphere of Influence Motion
CF 00-2206



FRANK T. MARTINEZ
City Clerk

KAREN E. KALFAYAN

Executive Officer

When making inguiries
relative to this matter
refer to File No.

05-0671

CALIFORNIA

JAMES K. HAHN
MAYOR

May 6, 2005

ALL COUNCILMEMBERS:

e

7

CITY OF LOS ANGELE

The attached copy' of a Negative Declaration,

)
5

Office of the
CITY CLERK
Council and Public Services
Room 395, City Hall
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Council File Information - (213) 878-1043
General Information - (213) 978.1133
Fax: (218) 978-1040

HELEN GINSBURG
Chief, Council and Public Services Division

in connection with

Council File No. 05-0671 is being sent to you for your information

and review before it is considered by the City Council on May 10,

2005, as Item No.

35, Council District Nos.

o W

City Clerk
crm

2,

3,

AN EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY — AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER

7 and 13.



CITY OF LOS ANGELES
OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK
ROOM 395, CITY HALL
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90012

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT :“

rroroses NEGATIVE DECLARAT

(Article V- City CEQA Guidelines)

LEAD AGENCY COUNCIL DISTRICTS
L0S ANGELES CITY PLANNING DEPARTMENT CD1z, CD7,and CD 2
PROJECT TITLE CASE #

Change of Organization or recrganization pursuant to the Cortese-Knox-Herizberg Local Reorganization ENV-2004-7108-ND
Act of 2000 (Title 5, Division 3, commencing with Section 56000 of the California government Code) CF-00-2206

relative to an amendment to boundaries of the Sphere of Influence for the City of L.os Angeles,

"Sphere of influence per CF-00-2208"

PROJECT LOCATION :
The proposed Sphere of Influence amendment area is located in north Los Angeles County, outside the existing limits of the City of Los Angeles. The

" {general boundaries of the sphere are west {o east, unincorporated areas near Dayton Canyon northward along the Ventura County fine fo the ridge line
of the Santa Susanna Mountains, turning eastwardly along the ridge line of the Santa Susanna Mountains {o the limits of the City of Santa Clarita at the
Sierra Highway, and following the fimits to the south and then east, and continuing to follow the ridge line eastward to and along the boundary of the
Angeles National Forgst, and turning southward to a terminus south of Little Tulunga Road. The project area is served by Interstate 5, Interstate 405,
interstate 210, State Highway 14, State Highway 118, and Little Tujunga Road. Undeveloped National Forest lands lie to the east of the proposed
sphere boundary. To the south is the City of Los Angeles, whose northern boundary is developed primarily with single family residential dwellings o the
west of Interstate 5, and light industrial development to the east. West of the proposed project area is the County of Ventura, developed with agricultural
uses and scattered single family dwelling units. To the northwest of the project area are the undeveloped Santa Susanna Mountains that separate the
San Fernando and Simi Vallays.

PROJECT DESCGRIPTION

The project is a plan for modification to the adopted sphere in order to establish the probabie ultimate physical boundaries and urban service area of
the City of Los Angeles. The plan reflects the most efficient provision of future services including police, fire and utilifies, and establishes who wouid
have responsibility to provide such services. 1t is not an annexation nor initiation of annexation proceedings and does not change jurisdictional
boundaries, regulatory authority, public or private services, tax revenue distribution, or tand use, The proposed project covers 19,242 acres, or slightly
mare than 30 square miles.

NAME AND ADDRESS OF APPLICANT IF OTHER THAN CITY AGENCY

FINDING:

The City Planning Department of the City of Los Angeles has proposed that a mitigated negative declaration be adopted for this project
because the mitigation measure(s) outlined on the attached page(s) will reduce any potential significant adverse effects to a level of
insignificance.

SEE ATTACHED SHEET(S0 FOR ANY MITIGATION MEASURES IMPOSED.

Any written comments received during the public review pericd are attached together with the responses of the Lead City Agency. The
proiect decisionmaker may adopt this mitigated negative declaration, amend i, or require preparation of an EIR. Any changes made should
be supported by substantial evidence in the record and appropriate findings made

THE INITIAL STUDY PREPARED FOR THIS PROJECT IS ATTACHED.

NAME OF PERSON PREPARING THIS FORM TITLE TELEPHONE NUMBER

M. Susan Whisnant Planning Assistant {818) 374.5044
ADDRESS SIGNATURE (Official) DATE

Los Angeles Department of City Planning Daniel M. Scott, Senior City Planner

6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, Room 351 - . A November 18, 2004
Van Nuys, CA 90401 D o S (/J%Q,

Exhibit E




CITY OF LOS ANGELES

OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK
ROOM 615, CITY HALL
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90012

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT

INITIAL STUDY
AND CHECKLIST

¢Article IV — City CEQA Guidelines)

LEAD CITY AGENCY COUNCIL DISTRICTS DATE
Los Angeles Depariment of City Planning ch12, CD7,and CD 2 Novernber 18, 2004
RESPONSIBLE AGENCIES

Los Angeles County Local Agency Formation Commission {LAFCO)

PROJECT TITLE/NO, CASE NO,

Change of Grganization or recrganization pursuant to the Corlese-Knox-Hertzberg Local | ENV-2004-7 108.-ND
Reocrganization Act of 2000 (Title 5, Division 3, commencing with Section 56000 of the [ CF-00-2206
California government Code) relative to an amendment to boundaries of the Sphere of
Infiuence for the City of Los Angeles.

Sphere of Influence per CF-00-2206
PREVIOUS ACTIONS CASE NO. W DOES have significant changes from previous actions.

0 DOES NOT have significant changes from previous actions.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: .

The project is a plan for modification to the adopted sphere in order to establish the probable ultimate physical boundaries and urban service area of
the City of Los Angeles, The plan reflects the most efficient provision of fulure services including police, fite and ulilities, and establishes who wouid
have responsibility to provide such services. It is not an annexation nor initiation of annexation proceedings and does not change jurisdictional
boundaries, regulatory authority, public or private services, tax revenue distribution, or land use. The proposed project covers 19,242 acres, or slightly
more than 30 square miles.

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING:

The project area is comprised of mountain ridges of varying heighis, canyons and flat land. If is open space developed with approximately 740 single
family dwelling units and multi-family dwellings that serve a popuiation of approximately 1,550 persons including approximately 800 voters (accerding to
the 2000 l.os Angeles County Demaographic prepared by the Los Angeles County Depariment of Regional Planning).

PROJECT LOCATION

The proposed Sphere of Influence amendment area is located in north Los Angeles County, outside the exisfing fimits of the City of Los Angeles, The
general boundaries of the sphere are west {o east, unincorporated areas near Dayton Canyon northward along the Ventura County line to the ridge line
of the Santa Susanna Mountains, turning eastwardly along the sidge line of the Santa Susanna Mountains to the limits of the City of Santa Clarita at the
Sierra Highway, and following the iimits to the south and then east, and continuing fo follow the ridge fine eastward to and along the boundary of the
Angeles National Forest, and furning southward to a {erminus south of Little Tujunga Road. The project area is served by Interstate 5, Interstate 405,
interstate 210, State Highway 14, State Highway 118, and Little Tujunga Road. Undevelopad Nafional Forest lands lie to the east of the proposed
sphere boundary. To the south is the Cily of Los Angeles, whose northern boundary is developed primarity with single family residential dwellings to the
west of Interstate 5, and light industrial development to the east. West of the proposed project area is the County of Ventura, developed with agricuttural
uses and scattered single family dwelling units. To the northwest of the project area are the undeveloped Santa Susanna Mountains that separale the
San Fernando and Simi Valleys.

PLANNING DISTRICT STATUS:

Chatsworth Porter Ranch, Northridge, Granada Hills-Knollwood, Sylmar, Sunland- O PRELEMINARY

Tuiunga Lakeview Terrace- Shadow Hills~-East La Tuna Canyon LI PROPOSED

I W ADOPTED: 7/14/1993, 7/10/1996, 8/6/1987,11/18/19%7
EXISTING ZONING MAX. PENSITY ZONING

l.and use designations would follow the County of Los Angeles
General Plan as follows:: N1 {(Non-urban 1), N2 {Non-urban 2: 0.5 to [n/a
1.0 dwelling units per acre), U1 (Urban 1: 1.1 to 3.3 dwelling units per
acre), Urban 2 (Urban 2: 3.4 to 6.6 dwelling units per acre), U3
{Urban 3: 6.7 to 15.0 dwelling units per acre), U4 (Urban 4: 15.1 to 40
dwelling units per acre), C (Commercial), M {Indusirial}, RR (Resort
recreational), W (Flood way and flood plains: Special Managsment
Area, and S {Significant Ecological Area (SEA) Special Management
Area).

PLANNED LAND USE & ZONE MAX. DENSITY PLAN O DOES CONFORM TO PLAN
No change in land use and zoning.

nfa 0 DOES NOT CONFORM TO PLAN




PLANNED LAND USE & ZONE MAX. DENSITY PLAN O DOES CONFORM TO PLAN
No change in land use and zoning.

n/a £ DOES NOT CONFORM TO PLAN
SURROUNDING LAND USES PROJECT DENSITY
Undeveloped National Forest fands, single family residential M NO DISTRICT PLAN
dwellings, fight industrial development, agricultural lands, n/a

Sunshine Canyon landfill,

@  DETERMINATION (To be completed by Lead Agency)

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

| find that the preposedl project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION
will be prepared.

Q[ find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be a significant effect in
this case because revisions on the project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent, A MITIGATED NEGATIVE
DECLARATION will be prepared.

(1 I find the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is
required.

Q| find the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially significant unless mitigated” impact on the
environment, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and
2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on carlier analysis as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.

3 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because all potentially significant
effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b)
have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation
measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.

Daniel M. Scott Senior City Planner
SIGNATURE TITLE

EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:

1) A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are adequately supported by the
information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each question. A “No Impact” answer is
adeqguately supported if the referenced information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to projects
like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A “No Impact” answer should be
explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as general standards {e.g., the project will not
expose sensitive receptors to pollitants based on a project-specific screening analysis).

2) All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, cumulative as
well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational impacts.

3 Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occu, then the checklist answers must
indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less that significant with mitigation, or less than significant.
“Potentially Significant Impact” is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If
there are one or more “Potentially Significant Impact” entries when the determination is made, an EIR is required.

4) “Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the incorporation of a
mitigation measure has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact” to “Less Than Significant Impaet.”
The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less
than significant level (mitigation measures from Section XVII, “Earlier Analysis,” cross referenced).



6)

7)

8)

9

a) Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review.

b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the scope of and
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and state whether such effects
were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis.

) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are “Less Than Significant With Mitigation Measures Incorporated,” describe
the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from the earlier document and the extent to which they
address site-specific conditions for the project.

Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for potential impacts {e.g.,
general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared or cutside document should, where appropriate,
include a reference to the page or pages where the staterment is substantiated

Supperting Information Sources: A sources list should be attached, and other sources used or individuals contacted should be
cited in the discussion.

This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead agencies should normally
address the guestions from this checklist that are relevant to a project’s environmental effects in whichever format is
selected.

The explanation of each issue should identify:
a) The significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and
b) The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance.

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one impact that is a
“Potentially Significant Irmpact” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

[} Aesthetics O Hazards & Hazardous Materials 0 Public Services

(O Agriculturat Resources O Hydrology/Water Quality {1 Recreation

Q Air Quality 0 Land Use/Planning 0 Transportation/Traffic

(1 Biological Resources £} Mineral Resources O Utitities/Service Systems

@ Cultural Resouzces 1 Noise G Mandatory Findings of Significance
0 Gealogy/Soils O Population/Housing

INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST (To be completed by the Lead City Agency)

W BACKGROUND

PROPONENT NAME PHONE NUMBER
City of Los Angeles {818) 374-5069
PROPONENT ADDRESS

6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, Room 351
Van Nuys, CA 91401-2709

AGENCY REQUIRING CHECKLIST ‘ DATE SUBMITTED
Los Angeles Department of City Planning November I8, 2004

PROPOSAL NAME (IT Applicable)
Sphere of Influence per CF-00-2206




- ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

(Explanations of all potentially and less than significant impacis are
required to be attached on separate sheets)

I. AESTHETYICS. Would the project:

a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

b. Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not Himited
to, frees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings, or other locally
recognized desirable aesthetic natural feature within a city-
designated scenic highway?

¢. Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of
the site and its swroundings?

d. Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?

il. AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES. In determining whether
impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental
effects, lead apencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land
Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the
California Departrnent of Conservation as an optional model to use
in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. Would the
project:

a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of
Statewide Importance, ag shown on the maps prepared pursuant to
the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California
Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?

b. Conflict the existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson
Act Contract?

c. Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to
their location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to
non-agricultural use?

I, AIR QUALITY. The significance criteria established by the
South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) may be
relied upon to make the following determinations. Would the
project result in:

a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the SCAQMD or
Congestion Management Plan?

b. Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an
existing or projected air quality violation?

Potentially Significant  Unless Mitigalion  Less Than Significant

Impact
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c¢. Result in a cumnulatively considerable net increase of any criteria
poilutant for which the air basin is non-attainment (ozone, carbon
monoxide, & PM 10} under an applicable federal or state ambient
air quality standard?

d. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations?

. Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of
people?

1v. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

a. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through
habitat modification, on any species identified as a candidate,
sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans,
policies, or regulations by the California Department of Fish and
Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service ?

b. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other

sensitive natural community identified in the City or regional plans,
policies, regulations by the California Departrent of Fish and
Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service ?

¢. Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands
as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but
not limited to, marsh vernal pool, coastal, etc.) Through direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?

d. Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident
or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native
resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native
wildlife nursery sites?

e¢. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting
biological resources, such as tree preservation policy or ordinance
{e.g., oak trees or California walput woodlands)?

f. Contlict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation
Plan, Natural Commmunity Conservation Plan, or other approved
local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES: Would the project:

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in significance of a historical
resource as defined in State CEQA §15064.57

Potentially Significant  Unless Mitigation  Less Than Significant
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b. Cause a substantial adverse change in significance of an
archaeclegical resource pursuant to State CEQA §15064.57

¢. Directly or indirectly destroy a unigue paleontological resource
or site or unique geologic feature?

d, Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of
formal cemeteries?

VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project:

a. Exposure of people or structures to potential substantial adverse
effects, inchuding the risk of loss, injury or death involving :

i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most
recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the
State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence
of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special
Publication 42.

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking?

itl. Seismic-related ground failure, inchuding liquefaction?
iv. Landslides?

b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

¢. Belocated on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that
would become unstable as a result of the project, and potential
result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction, or collapse?

d. Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the
Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or
property?

e. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic
tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are
not available for the disposal of waste water?

VIE. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. Would
the project:

a. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous
materials
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Potentially Significant
Potentially Significant  Unless Mitigation  Less Than Significant
Trirpact Incorporated Impact Neo lmpact

b. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 0 0 ] B
through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions
involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment?

¢. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely QO O 0 [ ]
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-guarter mile of
an existing or proposed school?

d. Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous 0 N} 0 T}
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section

65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to the

public or the environment?

e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where Q 0 0 B
such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of & public

airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety

hazard for people residing or working in the project area?

f. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, wouid the Q O 0 ]
project result in a safety hazard for the people residing or working
in the arca?

g Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted Q 0 0 |
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

h. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or O O 0 ]
death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are

adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with

wildlands?

VIII. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Would the
proposal result in:

a. Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 0O 0 D N
requirements?

b. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with 0 0 0 [}
groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in

aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level

(e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to

a level which would not support existing land uses or planned land

uses for which permits have been granted)?

c. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or o) 0 4 [ ]
atea, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or

river, in a manner which would result in substantial erosion or

siltation on- or off-site?



d. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or
area, inchuding through the alteration of the course of a stream or
river, or substantiaily increase the rate or amount of surface runoff
in an mamer which would result in flooding on- or off site?

e. Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the
capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or
provide substantial additional sources of poiluted runoff?

f. Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

g Place housing within a 100-year flood plain as mapped on
federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or
other flood hazard delineation map?

h. Place within a 100-year flood plain structures which would
impede or redirect flood flows?

i. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, inquiry
or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the
failure of a levee or dam?

j- Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudfiow?

I1X. LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the project:

a. Physically divide an established community?

b. Conflict with applicable land use plan, policy or regulation of an
agency with jurisdiction over the project (including but not limited
to the general plan, specific plan, coastal program, or zoning
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?

¢. Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natuyal
community conservation plan?

X. MINERAL RESQURCES. Would the project:

a. Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that
would be of value to the region and the residents of the state?

b. Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral
resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific
plan, or other land use plan?

Potentially Significant  Usless Mitigation  Less Than Significant

Impact

a

Potentially Significant

Incorporated

Q0

Impact

Q

Mo Impact



X1 NOISE. Would the project:

a. Exposure of persons to or generation of notse in level in excess
of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance,
or applicable standards of other agencies?

b. Exposure of people to or generation of excessive groundborne
vibration or groundborne noise levels?

¢. A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the
project vicinity above levels existing without the project?

d. A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the
project?

e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where
such a pian has not been adopted, within two miles of a public
airport or public use airport, would the project expose people
residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?

f. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the
project expose people residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels?

XII. POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the project:

a. Induce substantial populaticn growth in an area either directly
(for example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indivectly
{for example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?

b. Displace substantial numbers of existing housing necessitating
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

¢. Displace substantial numbers of people necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

XIHI. PUBLIC SERVICES. Would the project result in
substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision
of new or physically altered governmental facilities, construction of
which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other
performance objectives for any of the public services:

a. Fire protection?

b. Police protection?
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¢. Schools?
d. Parks?

e, Other governmental services (including roads)?

XIV. RECREATION,

a. Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and
regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial
physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated?

b. Does the project include recreational facilities or require the
construction or expansion of recreational facilities which might
have an adverse physical effect on the environment?

XV. TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION. Would the
project:

a. Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the
existing traffic Joad and capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a
substantial increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the volume
to ratio capacity on roads, or congestion at intersections)?

b. Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service
standard established by the county congestion management agency
for designated roads or highways?

c. Result in a change in air iraffic patierns, including either an
increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results in
substantial safety risks?

d. Substantially increase hazards to a design feature (e.g., shamp
curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)?

e. Result in inadequate emergency access?
f. Result in inadequate parking capacity?

g. Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting
alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)?
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XVI. UTILITIES. Would the projec?: Potentially Significant Potentially S_ig;niﬁcauchss Than Significant
Imipact Ueless Mitigation lmpact Mo Impact

Incorporated

a, Bxceed wastewater ireatment requirements of the applicable 2 0O 0 ]
Regional Water Quality Countrol Board?

b. Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater O d | |
treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the

construction of which could cause significant environmental

effects?

c. Require or result in the construction of new stermwater drainage | | O ]
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of
which could cause significant environmental effects?

d. Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from 3 ] | n
existing entitlements and resource, or are new or expanded
entitlements needed?

e. Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider 0 0 0O [ ]
which serves or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity

to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s

exigting conunitments?

f Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to - a 0 0 ]
accornmaodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs?

g. Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations d 0 0 B
related to solid waste?

XVII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE.

a. Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the | O 0 [
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of fish or wildlife

species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-

sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community,

reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant

or animal or climinate important examples of the major periods of

Califomia history or prehistory?

b. Does the project have impacts which are individually Hmited, but O ] 1 B
cumulatively considerable?

("Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of

an individual project are considerable when viewed in connection

with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current

projects, and the effects of probable future projects).

¢. Does the project have environmental effects which cause a 0 3 ]
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or
indirectly?



& DISCUSSION OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION (Attach additional sheets if necessary)

The list of impact categories and subcategories were prepared pursuant to the public Resources Code and the California Environmental Quality Act
{CEQA). [Please see the following sections of the Public Resources Code and CEQA Guidelines: Public Resources code section 21082.2 (Significant
effect based on substantial evidence, not public controversy or speculation}, CEQA sections 15083 (Initial Study), 15064 (Determining the Significance
of Environmental Effects Caused by a Project), 15068 {Mandatory Findings of Significance), 15070 (Decision to Prepare a Negative or Mitigated
Negative Declaration; ND/MND), 15071 (Contents {of ND/MND}) and 15047 (Consideration and Adoption of a Negative Declaration or Mitigated
Negative Declaration)]

The Public Resources Code and CEQA Guidelines explicitly indicate “substantial evidence” as a basis for determining the significance of impacts on
the environment caused by a Project. Public Resources code section 21082.2 {c) states - “argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narative,
evidence which is ciearly inaccurate or erroneous, or evidence of social or econamic impacts which do nof contribute o, or are not caused by, physical
impacts on the environment, is not substantial evidence. Substantial evidence shall include facts, reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts, and
expert oplnion supported by facts.” Public Resources Code section 21082.2 (b) states - “The existence of public controversy over the environmental
effects of a project shall not require preparation of an envirenmental impact report if there is no substantiai evidence, in light of the whote record before
the lead agency, that the proiect may have a significant effect on the environment” {also see CEQA Guidelines sections 15382 and 15384).

Furthermore, the defermination o prepare a Negative or Mitigated Negative Declaration (ND/MND) or an Environmental Impact Report (EiR) is reached
by the examination of certain facts and supporting data, which clearly support the method of disclosure (.e. ND/MND, EIR), alternatives, and mifigation
of environmental impacts, The foflowing criteria must be evident when an EIR is required by the Lead Agency (CITY OF LOS ANGELES) per CEQA
Guidelines section 15065 (Mandatory Findings of Significance); a project will have a significant effect if it will:

. Substantiafly degrade environmental guatity

Substantiaily reduce fish or wildlife habitat.

Cause a fish or wildlife habitat to drop below seif-sustaining levels.

Threaten to eliminate a plant or animal communify.

Reduce number, or restrict range of a rare, threatened, or endangered species.

Eliminate important examples of major periods of California history or prehistory,

Achleve short-term goals to the disadvantage of long-term goals.

Result in environmental effects that are individuaily limited but cumulatively considerable.

Result in environmental effects that wili cause substantial adverse effects on human beings.

. 2 v s v 2 * @

PREPARED BY TITLE TELEVYHONE # DATE

M. Busan Whishant Planning Assistant (818) 374-5044 November 2004
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Exhibit F: Sphere of Influence Amendment Application



, LOS ANGELES SPHERE OF INFLUENCE AMENDMENT APPLICATION
(Pursuant to the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act
of 2000, Division 3, Title 5 Commencing with Section 56000,
of the Government Code}

TO: LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION
County of Los Angeles
Room 383, Hall of Administration
500 West Temple Street
Los Angeles, California 90012

DESIGNATION OF PROPOSAL: Amendment to Sphere of Influence
AFFECTED CITY/DISTRICT: City of Los Angeles
RELATED JURISDICTIONAL CHANGES: None

GENERAL LOCATION OF PROPOSAL.: The proposed Sphere of Influence amendment
area is located in north Los Angeles County, outside the existing limits of the City of Los
Angeles. The general boundaries of the sphere are west to east, unincorporated areas
near Dayton Canyon northward along the Ventura County line to the ridge line of the
Santa Susana Mountains, furning eastwardly along the ridge line of the Santa Susana
Mountains to the limits of the City of Santa Clarita at the Sierra Highway, and following the
limits to the south and then east, and continuing to follow the ridge line eastward to and
along the boundary of the Angeles National Forest, and turning southward along the limits
of the City of Los Angeles to a terminus south of Litfle Tujunga Road.

THOMAS GUIDE PAGE(S): LA County: 480, 481, 482, 499, 500, 503, 504, 529,
559, 4640, 4641,4642
Ventura County: 367, 479

PROPOSAL INITIATED BY: X Resolution  Landowner/Voter Petition
APPLICANT: City of Los Angeles

6262 Van Nuys Blvd., Room 351
Van Nuys, CA 91401-2709

SIGNED:

Daniel M. Scott, Senior City Planner
TELEPHONE: (818) 374-5069
DATE: May 4, 2005
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L.

THE SUBJECT AREA

A

GENERAL DESCRIPTION

1.

Acres or square miles: 19,242 acres or slightly more than 30
square miles.

Major highways and streets serving the area: The proposed
area is served by Interstate b, Interstate 405, Interstate 210, State
Highway 14, State Highway 118, and Little Tujunga Road.

Topography: Mountain ridges of varying heights; canyons and flat
land make up the general topography of the area.

Physical boundaries):
Santa Susana Mountain ridge line.

POPULATION AND HOUSING

1.

Estimated population: The estimated population for the proposed
Sphere of Influence outside of the City limits is approximately 1,550
persons.

Number of registered voters: Approximately 800 voters.
(2000 Los Angeles County Demographic Profile Prepared by the
Los Angeiles County Department of Regional Planning)

Number and type of dwelling units: The area within the proposed
Sphere of Influence outside the incorporated city limits contains
approximately 740 single-family and multi-family dwelling units. The
area confains housing that is primarily single family dwelling units.

LAND USE AND ZONING

1.

Existing land use in the subject area: The existing land uses in
the subject area are open space, with scattered single- family
homes and multi-family homes.

Planned land use designations in the surrounding area:

Land use designations will not change as a result of the amendment.
The County of Los Angeles General Plan covers the area included
within the proposed amendment area to the sphere of influence. The
designations include: N1 (Non-urban 1), N2 (Non-urban 2: 0.5 t0 1.0
dwelling units per acre), U1 (Urban 1: 1.1 to 3.3 dwelling units per
acre), Urban 2 (Urban 2: 3.4 to 6.6 dwelling units per acre), U3 (Urban
3: 6.7 to 15.0 dwelling units per acre), U4 (Urban 4: 15.1 to 40 dwelling
units per acre), C (Commercial), M (Industrial), RR (Resort
recreational), W (Floodway and floodplains: Special Management
Area), and S (Significant Ecological Area [SEA]: Special Management
Area).



1 THE PROPOSAL

A Reasons for initiation of this proposal: The Sphere of Influence Study was
prepared by the City of Los Angeles to plan for plan for the probable ultimate
physical boundaries and urban service area of the a potion of the northern
border of the City of Los Angeles. It is presented as an informational and
advocacy tool to assist members of the Local Agency Formation Commission
(LAFCO) in making their determinations pursuant to Government Code
Section 56076.

B. Alternate courses of action: Alternate course of action are denial of the
proposed sphere and continuation of the of the current sphere with a border
coterminous with the limits of the City of Los Angeles.

C. Services and/or costs to residents or landowners in the area:

Services and/or costs to residents or landowners in the area would not be
increased, reduced, or eliminated as a result of this proposal.

D. Terms or conditions requested as part of this proposal:

Standard LAFCO conditions are anticipated and acceptable.
. GENERAL
A. Names and addresses of persons, organization or agencies known to
you who may be opposed to this proposai:
Carlyle W. Hali, Jr. for Las Lomas
Akin Gump Strauss Hauer & Feld
2029 Century Park East, Suite 2400
L.os Angeles, CA 90067-3012
(310) 728-3242
B. Names and addresses of persons who are to receive notice of hearing,

staff report, and minutes:

City of Los Angeles, Planning Department
c/o Susan Whisnant, Planning Assistant
6262 Van Nuys Blvd. Room 351

Van Nuys, CA 91401-2709

John Wickham, CLA
City Hall 255

200 North Spring Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012



Dale Thrush, CD 2

City Hall 475

200 North Spring Street_
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Tom Henry, CD 3

City Hall 450

200 North Spring Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dan Rosales, CD 7

City Hall 465

200 North Spring Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Kevin Keller, CD 11

City Hali 415

200 North Spring Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Phyllis Winger, CD 12
City Hall 405

200 North Spring Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

CAWINNT\Profifes\swhisnan\Desktop\Sphere Package 3-30 wpd




Exhibit G: Resolution to Initiate Proceedings to Adopt an
Amended Sphere of Influence



Query Search

File Number
00-2206

Last Changed Date

04/08/2005

Title

sphere of influence - PORTIONS OF SAN FERNANDO VALLEY

Initiated by
Bernson Mover 2000 / Galanter

Subject

Motion - The City of Santa Clarita recently submitted a sphere of
influence application to the Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCG)
that claims portions of the San Fernando Valley. LAFCO will soon consider
Santa Clarita's proposal. The City has indicated to LAFCO that the Santa
Clarita sphere should not inciude any part of the San Fernando Valley, and
that the southern boundary of the sphere should be drawn at the crest of
the San Gabriel and Santa Susanna mountains.

The City of Los Angeles sphere of influence is currently coterminous
with the City boundary, though large areas of the San Fernando Valley
remain unincorporated. The City should apply to LAFCO for a sphere that
includes these unincorporated and largely undeveloped areas.

The'intent of a sphere of influence is to determine the most efficient
provision of services, including police, fire, and utilities. The City of Los
Angeles clearly has the greatest ability to provide these services and more
to the unincorporated areas of the San Fernando Valiey. Should these
areas ever develop, the City would have responsibility to provide services
and should have some influence over how these development decisions
are made,

THEREFORE MOVE that the City of Los Angeles submit an application to
LAFCO for a sphere of influence that includes the unincorporated
portions of the San Fernando Valley.

FURTHER MOVE that the Council direct the City Planning Dept with
assistance from the Chief of Legisiative Analyst to prepare an application
to LAFCO for a sphere of influence and report back to the P&LUM Comt
within 45 days.

REFER TO COUNCIL FILE 05-0671

Date Received
11/07/2000

File History

11-7-00 - This day's Council session

11-7-00 - File to Calendar Clerk for placement on next available Council
agenda

11-14-00 - Council Action - Motion ADOPTED

11-20-00 - File in files

Page 1 of 1

http://cityclerk.lacity.org/CFI/Record Preview.cfm?Document=108443&arraypos=2&LastR...  4/28/05



Fred McHaddad %A” T e n LY
14102 Tiara Street
Van Nuys, CA 91401

(818)780-0169

May 3, 2005

Honorable Eduardo Reyes

Councilmember

Chair, Planning and Land Use Committee (PLIUM)
200 North Spring Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re: Sphere of Influence Amendment, May 4, 2005 PLUM Agenda Item No. 3

Dear Councilmember Reyes:

We are the owners of the property indicated on the proposed City of Los Angeles
("City™) Sphere of Influence ("SOI") amendment as the Las Lomas project. We are
writing to you because of our concern that the action to be taken by PLUM and thereafter
the City Council of the City of Los Angeles to approve the proposed SOI amendment
would severely prejudice any project which could be developed on our property as well
as substantially diminish the value of our land.

As you are aware, we have collectively agreed to sell our properties to the Las
Lomas Land Company ("LLLC") for development of the .as Lomas project. We have
been working with LLLC to assist in the application and entitlement process for the Las
Lomas project in the City. We have also been before the Local Agency Formation
Commission to communicate our desire not to be included in any sphere of influence
amendment or annexation by the City of Santa Clarita, and have commenced a process
with the County of Los Angeles to consolidate our properties into one legal parcel in
order to insure that our interests are evaluated collectively and not on a property by
property basis.

The value of our property is directly linked to the ability to obtain vital resources
such as water and power which is only available on an extremely limited basis from
either the city of Santa Clarita or Los Angeles County. For this reason, we are steadfast
and resolute in our intention to annex our properties into the City of Los Angeles which
has already indicated its ability to provide adequate resources for development purposes.

We believe that any action taken with regard to our properties prior to a full
review and analysis of the Las Lomas project and consideration of our request to annex



into the City of Los Angeles would prejudge the outcome of our request and severely
prejudice our ability to gain a fair hearing on the matters we have put before the City.
Additionally, we do not understand how the City can undertake to impact our properties
in this manner on the basis of a negative declaration when at the same time it is
processing a full environmental 1mpact report concerning these same properties. In our
view, the negative declaration proposed for your action is woefully inadequate in
describing the impact to our properties and the environment which would result from the
expansion of the City's sphere of influence in the manner described.

Finally, we are most outraged by the fact that the action you are proposing to
undertake is being done pursuant to a "backroom™ deal which has been reached between
the City of Los Angeles and the City of Santa Clarita as has been reported in both the
Daily News and the Los Angeles Times. We believe it is reprehensible for any
government agency to act in such an underhanded manner as to attempt to deny the rights
of property owners without allowing them to be heard on the merits of their case or to
afford them due process prior to predetermining the outcome of their request.

In this regard, we ask that you disregard the backroom deal and either amend the
proposal to include all of our properties as we have requested or exclude all of our
properties from the proposed SOI until such time as the Las Lomas project is heard on its
merits.

Thank you for your consideration.




CHATSWORTH NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL £ spiites,
P.O. Box 3395, Chatsworth, CA 91313-3395  {] ;
(818) 464-3511  www.chatsworthcouncil.org

........

Martin A. Woll, President Diana Dixon-Davis, Vice-President (Chair, Beautification) Linda Ross, Secretary Teena Takata, Treasurer
Beatrice Berman Tita Brown Anna Cox Robert Dager Judith Daniels Jay Davis Charles Dusheck Jerry England (Chair, Equestrian; Co-Chalr,
Land Use) Allen Glazer (Chair, Qutreach) Christopher Harding Daniel Huffman William Hughes (Chair, Projects) Timothy Imel (Chalr,
Transportation) Charles Knolis Arthur Schiefstein Andre van der Valk Linda van der Valk {Co-Chair, Land Use)

May 4, 2005

Planning and Land Use Committee
City Of Los Angeles

Los Angeles LAFCO
Re:  Sphere of Influence
Gentlemen,

The Land Use Committee of the Chatsworth Neighborhood Council wants to advise you that the
Chatsworth Neighborhood Council is not for the above-referenced proposal.

The County has done extensive public outreach and has advised the public of its intentions for this area, as
part of its general plan update, which is to generally preserve the area, with housing not to exceed one home
per 10 acres.

The City has not advised us of its intentions. The City has not followed rules in its Municipal Code on
certain land use matters in our Community, such as where it recently approved a 65,000 square foot storage
building in a dedicated residential neighborhood. The City has not proven helpful in providing input on a
recent County project near our neighborhood, but the County hosted many meetings with the developer,
County Officials, and the community.

We are concerned with continued urban sprawl. We need to preserve the majority of the proposed Sphere
Areas as open space, not bring them under City control to facilitate development.

We are very concerned that the City has not provided any of us with an authoritative or binding commitment
on how these lands are to be used. We have been told that our Councilman has told a nearby community that
the lands are to be preserved as open space; we need to see that commitment in writing through either a
proposed rezoning or other clear, written, indication of the City's proposed use for this area, and public
comments should be sought.

Sincerely, ‘

Sy v

Teena Takata

enclosure



At its February 2, 2005 meeting, the Board of the Chatsworth
Neighborhood Council (CNC) voted unanimously to adopt the following
position concerning the City's proposed Sphere-of-Influence filing with the
l.ocal Area Formation Commission (LAFCO).

The CNC is concerned that the Sphere-of-Influence Proposatl to be
submitted to LAFCO would, in the long run, facilitate development of
unincorporated areas that should remain as open space for wildlife
corridors, natural landscape and passive recreational uses.

We understand that the technical effect of a sphere of influence is merely
to designate the jurisdiction which will serve as the primary source for
supplying future infrastructure to an area. However, such infrastructure
development tends to enable and promote more intense uses of the land
in the subject area. For example, a currently proposed project along
Browns Canyon Road depends in part on access to the L.A. City water
supply, sewer, utility systems and roads. Annexation of the area, a
reasonable consequence of a sphere-of-influence finding, would facilitate
such access and hasten development.

A stated purpose for the proposal is to give the City greater standing in
matters involving proposed developments in the adjacent unincorporated
areas. However, in the recent Deerlake Ranch subdivision case before
the County Regional Planning Commission, the City squandered ample
opportunities to insist on stricter traffic mitigation and environmental
protection, leaving it up to local residents to do the research and fight the
battles. The City failed to provide any testimony about project impacts at
various meetings of the County's Regional Planning Commission, even
when its representatives were directly asked for their comments at a
public hearing. If the City can’t make good use of the influence it already
has, it does not appear that further granting of official standing will serve
any beneficial purpose.

The CNC concludes that a Sphere of Influence is not needed. Rather, the
City should discourage urban sprawl and focus on redevelopment of
underutilized and/or abandoned areas. In addition, we suggest that the
City adopt the County’s proposed Significant Ecological Area (SEA)
standards in the hillside areas surrounding Chatsworth. Those proposed
standards have undergone an extensive public review and comment
process.
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Name of Clw}gency, Department, Committee or Council

Do you wish to grovide general public comment, or to speak for or against a proposal on the agenda? M’m proposal
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LA Sphere of Influence Change
Item #3 ~ PLUM ~ May 4, 2005

Introduction:

The establishment of a Sphere of Influence is not a land use, project sensitive, action-
But rather, a tool to protect the interest of the city of LA as it relates to land use in
unincorporated areas of the county along our borders.

The action before you was taken in response to an action taken by the City of Santa
Clarita in 2000, That action would have allowed Santa Clarita to have a say in land use
all the way to the LA border in the 5/14 traffic corridor. Any development in this
corridor, without LA input, would seriously impact our resources and traffic. To do
nothing would have been contrary to the best interest of the City of LA.

Significant Issues:

All of this took place prior to the Las Lomas project being filed with the city.

Las Lomas, as a project, was filed in June, 2002, At that time, the city attorney advised
that the City of LA must process the EIR without prejudice, and that the decision on Las
Lomas can only be made after the proper CEQA process.

There are claims by proponents of Las Lomas that the SOl is in reaction to-- and designed
to stop-- Las Lomas. Legally, that is not possible.

LAFCO cannot consider land uses as part of the SOI process!

LAFCO rules, as defined by the Cortese-Knox State Law 56076, does not allow zoning
projects as part of a SOI and considers a SOI as not a project, therefore CEQA exempt.

In the legal document presented by the proponents of Las Lomas, they claim the court
overturned Santa Clarita actions over Las Lomas because of the use of a negative
declaration. Actually, Santa Clarita lost because it pre-zoned Las Lomas without a
CEQA process. LA is not making the same mistake!

The map included in your packet that shows Las Lomas is for information purposes only.
The final map which will go to Council and then to LAFCO cannot and does not show
Las Lomas, because we are not dealing with it in the SOI context. The official map is
here today.

Finally, I must reiterate---the SOI deals with large areas on our city’s border. Even if Las
Lomas factored into this SOI-which it does not—it would only be 1% of the discussion.

o The SOI was brought forward 2 full years before Las Lomas

o It will give the City of LA a stronger position and seat at the table in any land use



case in county unincorporated areas where we currently have no legal standing.

o Moving forward today gives LA more say in these identified areas.

0 An SOI does not allow LA City to promote building in these areas.

O Any discussion of Las Lomas is not legally allowed as part of the SOL. LAFCO
cannot consider Las Lomas in this context.

o The entire package before you today follows the recommendations made
consistently by our City Attorney on how to proceed..

I urge your approval today.
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Mr. Mike Davis
‘Transcoast Financial
8405 Pershing Diive
Suite 301
Playa Del Rey, CA 90293-7894
May 3, 2005
Honorable Bduardo Reves
Commtilmember
Chair, Plamaing and Land Use Committes (FLUM)
200 North Spring Street

Los Angeles, CA. 90012

Dear Covngilrmember Reyes:

We pre the owners of the property indicated on the proposed City of Los Angeles
("City") Sphere of Influence (*SOI) amendment as the Las Loroas project, We are writing to
you because of owr concetn that the aetion to be taken by PLUM and thereafter the City Counodl
of the City of Los Angsles to approve the proposed SOl ameadment would severely prejudice
any project which could be developed on our property as well az substantiaily diminish the value
of cur land.

As you ar¢ aware, we have collectively agreed to sell our propertics to the Las Lomas
Land Company ("LLLC") for development of the Las Lomas project. We bave been working
with LLLC to assist in the application snd ¢ntitlement process for the Las Lomas project tn the
City. We have alio been bofors the Local Agency Forniation Commission to conmmunicate our
desire not to be included in any sphera of influcnoe amendment or sxmexation by the City of
Santa Clarita, and have commenced a process with the County of Los Angeles to congolidate our
propertics into onie legal parcsl in order to insure that our interests zre evaluated colleotively snd
Dot on a property by property basis.

The value of our property is directly linked to the ability to obtain vita] resources such as
water and power which is only availsble on an extremely limited basis from either the city of
Santa Clarita or Los Angeles County. For this reason, we are steadfast and resolute in our

_ intention 16 annex our praperties into the City of Loz Angeles which bas already indicated ifs
ability to provide adequate resouroes for development purposes.

We believe that eny action taken with regand to our propertics prior to a full review and
analysis of the Las Lomaes project and consideration of our request to annex into the City of Los
Angeles would prejudge the ontcome of our request atd severely prejudice our ability to gain 2
fiir hearing on the matters we have put before the City. Additionally, we do rot understand how
the City can undertake to impact our properties in this marmer on the basis of a Begative
declaration when at the sarae time it is processing 3 full environmentsl impact report CONCRITINE
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these same properties. In our view, the nepative declaration pmposed for your action is woefully
inadnquate in describing the impact 10 oue propertios sud the environment which would result
from the expanzion of the City's sphere of influsnce in the mamer denctibed.

Finally, we are most outraged by the fact that the action you are proposing to underake is
being done pursuant to 3 "backioom™ deal which has been reached between the City of Los
Angcles and the City of Santa Clarita as has been reported in both the Daily Nows and the Lo
Angeles Times, We belisve it is reprehensible for any govathment sgency to act in such an
wnderbanded manner as to atternpt to deny tho righta of property owners without allowing them to
be heard on the merits of their case or to efford them dus process prior to predetermining the
cutcortie of theix request.

In this regard, we ask thet you dizregard the backroom desl and either amend the proposal
10 inctude ali of our properties 25 we have requested or exclude all of our properties from the
proposed SO until such time a3 the Las Lomas project is heard on ity merits.

Thark you. for your consideration.
Sincerely,

"Lranscerast Finaneial, Im:.,
a Califonsia coxg .
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RESOLUTION NO. 05-39

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
SANTA CLARITA, CALIFORNIA, IN SUPPORT OF THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES
AMENDMENT TO THE SPHERE OF INFLUENCE NO. CF-00-2206.

WHEREAS, on May 4, 2005 the Planning and Land Use Management Committee of the
City of Los Angeles is scheduled to consider a Resolution of Application to the Los Angeles
County Local Agency Formation Commission for the submittal of an application to amend the
City of Los Angeles sphere of influence; and

WHEREAS, on May 6, 2005 the City Council of the City of Los Angeles is scheduled to
consider a Resolution of Application to the Los Angeles Local Agency Formation Commission
for the submittal of an application to amend the City of Los Angeles sphere of influence; and

WHEREAS, the proposed boundaries of the amended sphere of influence, more or less,
follows the watershed ridgeline separating the watersheds of the San Fernando and Santa Clara
rivers and is the physical separation of the San Fernando and Santa Clarita Valleys; and

WHEREAS, the amended sphere of influence would encourage sound planning, well-
ordered urban development paiterns, and a logical boundary pursuant to the Cortese-Knox-
Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000 (ACT).

NOW, THEREFORE, the City Council of the City of Santa Clarita does hereby resolve
to take a supporting position on the proposed City of Los Angeles Sphere of Influence
amendment.

The City Clerk shall certify to the adoption of this Resolution.

PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED this 26™ day of April, 2005.

\s\ CAMERON SMYTH

MAYOR

ATTEST:

\s\ SHARON L. DAWSON

CITY CLERK



STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES ) s8.
CITY OF SANTA CLARITA )
I, Sharon L. Dawson, CMC, City Clerk of the City of Santa Clarita, do hereby certify that
the foregoing Resolution was duly adoEted by the City Council of the City of Santa Clarita at a
regular meeting thereof, held on the 26" day of April, 2005, by the following vote:
AYES: COUNCILMEMBERS: Mclean, Weste, Kellar, Ferry, Smyth
NOES: COUNCILMEMBERS: None

ABSENT: COUNCILMEMBERS: None

\s\ SHARON L. DAWSON

CITY CLERK



STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES ) s5.
CITY OF SANTA CLARITA )

CERTIFICATION OF
CITY COUNCIL RESOLUTION

I, Sharon L. Dawson, City Clerk of the City of Santa Clarita, do hereby certify that this is a true
and correct copy of the original Resolution No. 05-39, adopted by the City Council of the City of
Santa Clarita, California on April 26, 2005, which is now on file in my office.

Witness my hand and seal of the City of Santa Clarita, California, this _5_ day of

7 %; ; 20 g__(
)Zﬂ»vw A Orerpo

Sharon L. Dawson, CMC
City Clerk

By
Susan Coffman
Deputy City Clerk
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May 4, 2005

To whom this may concern:

My name is Manny Santana and I own various parceis of property adjacent to Mr, Dan
Paimer’s Development that totals over 154 acres.

These parcels are located both in Los Angeles County and In the City of Santa Clarita. 1
would very much itke to annex alf my property into the City of Los Angeles.

I'm aware the City of Santa Clarita has a sphere of influence on some of my progerty. In
no way do I wish for them to have a sphere of influence on all of my property.

Should you have any questions, T ¢an be reached at the following nufnbers:
Pager 661-291-5945 or Cell 661-600-3344

Thank you, e
<3 %’}’J f);wﬁ

Manuel Santana, Trustee
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Ms. Ghislaine Brassine |
Newhall Culgrove
900 Cotporate Center Drive
Third Floor
Monterey Park, California 91754

May 3, 2005 -

Honorable Eduardo Reyes

Councilmember

Chair, Planning and Land Use Comimittee (PLUM)
200 North Spring Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re: Sphere of Influsnce Amendment, Mav 4, 2005 PL.UM Agenda Ttam No. 3
Dear Councilmember Reyes:

‘We are the owpers of the property indicated on the preposed City of Lo Angeles
("City") Sphere of Influenice ("SOI") ameadment as the Las Lomas projest. We are
writing to you becatise of ot congern that the action to be taken by PLUM and thereafier
the City Couneil of the City of Los Angeles to approve the proposed SOY smendment
would severely prejudice any project which could be developed on our propemr 358 weli
a8 substantially diminich the value uf our land.

As you are aware, we have collectively apreed to sell pur properties to the Las
Lomas Land Compeny ("LLLC") for dovelopment of the Las Lomas projsst. We have
been working with LLLC to assist in the application and entitlement process for the Las
Lomas project in the City. We have also been before the Local Agency Formation
Commission to communicate our desire oot to.be included in any sphere of influence
amendment or annexation by tha City of Santa Clarita, and have commenced a process
with the Couaty of Los Angeles to consolidate our propertics inte one logal parcel in
order to insure that our interests are evaloated co]lactxvely and not on a property by
property basts.

The value of our ptoparty is directly linked to the sbility o obtain vitel resources
such as water and power which is only available on an extremely limited basis from
sithet the city of Santa Clarita or Los Angeles County. For this reason, we are steadfast
and resoluts in our intention to annex our properties into the City of Los Angeles which
bas glready indicated its ability to provide adequate rexources for development purposes,

P
aid
e ¢
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We belicve that any action taken with regard to our properties prior to a full
review and snalysis of the Las Lomas praject and considerarion of owr request to annex
into the City of Los Angelcs would prejudge the outcome of our roquest and severely
prejudice oyr ability to gain a fair hearing on the matters we have put before the City.
Additiopally, we do not understand how the City can undertake to impact our properfies
in this mauner on the basis of a negative declaration when at the same time 1t is
processing & full environmental impact report concerping these same properties. In our
view, (e negative declaration proposed for your action is weefully inadequate in
destribing the impact to our properties and the environment which would result from the
expansion of the City's sphere of influence in the manner described.

Finally, we are most outraged by the fact that the action you are proposing to
undertake i being done pursuant (o 2 "backroom” deal which has been reached between
the City of Los Angeles and the City of Santa Clarita as has been reported in both the
Daily News and the Los Angoles Times. We belicve it is reprshensible for any
govornment agency to act in such an undethanded manner as to attempt to deny the rights
of property owners without allowing them to be heard on the merits of their sase or to
afford them due process prior 1o predetermining the outcome of their request.

In this regard, we ask that you disregard the backroom deal and sither amend the
propasal to include afl of otir properties a8 we hava requested or excluds all of our
properties from the proposed SOX until such time as the 1.as Lomas projest is heard on its
merits.

Thank you for your consideration,

Sincerely,

Newhall Calgrove Es!:‘ltca
A California limited partnership
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Mz. and Mre. Milton B. Goffman
18962 Hamnatg Street
Northsidge, Califortiia 50293

May 3, 2005

Honotable Eduardo Reyes

Couneilnember

Chilr, Planning znd Lagd Use Committss (PLUM)
200 North Spring Srreer

Los Angeles, CA. 90012

Dear Couneilmember Reyes:

W are the owners of the propeny indisgted on the proposed City of Los Anpelos
("City") Sphare of Influsnce ("SOI") amendmont as the Las Lomas preject,. We are
waitiag to you because of our concern that the action to be talen by PLUM and thersafier
the City Couneil of the City of Los Angeles to approve the propoged SOI amendment
wonld savarely prejudive any project which conld be develaped on our propesty ag well
as subptantially dasiinish the value of owr land.

Ag You a7 3Wans, wa have collectively agreed w sell our properties to the Las
Lot Land Company ("LLLC") for development of the Las Lomss preject. We have
been working with LLLC %o assist in the appiication and entitlenent procegs for the Lag
1 orges project in the Clty. We have also boen before the Local Agency Formation
Commission to communioyty sux desire fot to be included in any sphere of influcnce
emendmant or annexatisn by the City of Santa Clarits, sd have vommenced a process
with the County of Los Angeles to consolidate our preparties into ane Yogal parce] in
trder o insure thay guz interssts are evaluptad sollactively and not o8 a property by

proptaty basia

The valtue of our property is direeily linked o tha sbility to 09tain vital rescusces
such a2 water aud power which is only available sn an extremaly [imited basis fom
mither the city of Santa Clarita or Los Angeles County. For thic zeason, we are steadfiet
and regelute in our intestion to annex our properties inle the City of Los Angeles which
hae alrendy indisated it ability t6 provide adequats resources for development prrposes.

We believs that ay action taken with regard to our properties prior 1o 2 full
teview and analysis of the Las Lomnas project and consideration of our request to armex
into the City of Loe Angeles would peejudzs the outcome of our raquest and scverety
prejudice our ability to gain 2 fair hezring on the mattary we have put befors the City.
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Addivonally, we do not understand how the City can tdenake 10 jnipart sur properiss
in this marvier om the baais of & negative declaration when i the same time itis
mucessing a falf envirommental impact report canceming ihese same properties. Tn ouy
view, the negative declaration proposed for your action is weefully laadeguate in
describing thy impact 1o our propecties and the saviromment which would result from the
expansion of the City's spheve of influence in the manner deseribed,

Finally, we are most outraged by the fact that the action you ave proposing 1o
wndertake is being done pursuant 1o g “beckroom” deal which has bear: reachad betwesn
the City of Loz Angeles and the City ¢f $ayta Clarita as has been reported in both the

Daily Wews and the Los snasies Times. We believe itis reprehensible for any
povercment egeacy to act In such en underhanded manner a5 to attempt o denry the rights

of praperty owners withmt allowing thero to be heard on the merits of thelr cage or to
ufford thatit due process prior tn predetermining the outcame of their request.

In this segard, we ask that you dimegand the backroom deal and either minend the
proposal to include il of our proparties as we have requested or exoluds all of our

properties fram the proposed SOT wntil 2ush time as e Las Lomas praject is beard on its
raerits,

Thank ysu for your consideration.

Smocmb'; '
WA B
Milen B. Goffman %

o P

Rosalyn M. Gotéman



Carole Bergin
5216 Corteen Place, Apt. 17
Valley Village, CA 91607

(818)761-8425
May 3, 2005
Honorable Eduardo Reyes |
Councilmember
Chair, Planning and Land Use Committee (PLUM)
200 North Spring Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re: Sphere of Influence Amendment, May 4, 2005 PLUM Asgenda Item No. 3

Dear Councilmember Reyes:

We are the owners of the property indicated on the proposed City of Los Angeles
("City") Sphere of Influence ("SOI") amendiment as the Las Lotnas project. We are
writing 1o you because of our concern that the action to be taken by PLUM and thereafter
the City Council of the City of Los Angeles to approve the proposed SOI amendment
would severely prejudice any project which could be developed on our property as well
as substantially diminish the value of our land.

As you are aware, we have collectively agreed to sell our properties to the Las
Lomas L.and Company ("LLLC") for development of the Las Lomas project. We have
been working with LLLC to assist in the application and entitlement process for the Las
Lomas project in the City. We have also been before the Local Agency Formation
Commission to communicate our desire not to be included in any sphere of influence
amendment or annexation by the City of Santa Clarita, and have commenced a process
with the County of Los Angeles to consolidate our properties into one legal parcel in
order to insure that our interests are evaluated collectively and not on a property by
property basis.

The value of our property is directly linked to the ability to obtain vital resources
such as water and power which is only available on an extremely limited basis from
either the city of Santa Clarita or Los Angeles County. For this reason, we are steadfast
and resolute in our intention to annex our properties into the City of Los Angeles which
has already indicated its ability to provide adequate resources for development purposes.

We believe that any action taken with regard to our properties prior to a full
review and analysis of the Las Lomas project and consideration of our request to annex



into the City of Los Angeles would prejudge the outcome of our request and severely
prejudice our ability to gain a fair hearing on the matters we have put before the City.
Additionally, we do not understand how the City can undertake to impact our properties
in this manner on the basis of a negative declaration when at the same time it is
processing a full environmental impact report concerning these same properties. In our
view, the negative declaration proposed for your action is woefully inadequate in
describing the impact to our properties and the environment which would result from the
expansion of the City's sphere of influence in the manner described.

Finally, we are most outraged by the fact that the action you are proposing to
undertake is being done pursuant to a "backroom" deal which has been reached between
the City of Los Angeles and the City of Santa Clarita as has been reported in both the
Daily News and the Los Angeles Times. We believe it is reprehensible for any
government agency to act in such an underhanded manner as to attempt to deny the rights
of property owners without allowing them to be heard on the merits of their case or to
afford them due process prior to predetermining the outcome of their request.

In this regard, we ask that you disregard the backroom deal and either amend the
proposal to include all of our properties as we have requested or exclude all of our
properties from the proposed SOI until such time as the Las Lomas project is heard on its

merits.

arole Bergin

Thank you for your consideration.



May 2, 2005

Susan Whisnant

L.os Angeles Department of City Planning
6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, Room 351
Van Nuys, CA 90401

Re: Proposed Negative Declaration ENV-204-7108; CF-00-2206
North San Fernando Valley Sphere of Influence Amendment

Dear Ms. Whishant:

After reviewing the April 8, 2004 report regarding the proposed amendment to expand the boundaries
of the City Sphere of Influence, Save Chatsworth flrst would like to clarify whether or not the City
intends this expansion as a precursor to annexation of the subject areas. Annexation by the City is
generally perceived as a promation of urbanization.

Save Chatsworth, a coalition of community organizations and concerned citizens, supports the
position (letter dated December 27, 2004) of the Neighborhood Councils of Chatsworth, Porter Ranch,
Foothill Trails District, Suniand Tujunga, Sylmar and West Hills, and also the position of the Santa
Monica Mountains Conservancy (letter dated January 24, 2005), and recommends that the City
respect the parameters of the proposed SEA (significant ecological area) as outlined in the updated
L.os Angeles County General Plan. What is the City's commitment to the preservation of areas
already designated as open space? Save Chatsworth believes that all designated open space areas
within any proposed expansion of the Sphere of Influence should remain as such, and that new
development in the foothill areas should be severely curtailed, due to ever-increasing impacts on
traffic situations already impossible to fully mitigate, and the effects on the environment.

The City Planning Department’s report of April 8, 2005 states that one of the issues supporting the
proposed expansion of the Sphere of Influence is the preservation of the Los Angeles River. As we
agree that the protection of the L.os Angeles River Watershed is of vital importance, we would
welcome speclﬂc information as to what additional storm water management mitigation measures the
City would require beyond what is currently the standard for Los Angeles County.

Expansion of the City’s service area could lead to more development. Save Chatsworth and the
Chatsworth community have clearly stated their case regarding development through their lengthy
struggle opposing the density of the recently approved Deerlake Ranch development project. The
Save Chatsworth organization seeks to preserve the rural, equestrian lifestyle unique to communities
such as Chatsworth, to protect distinctive geographic features and natural topography, and to promote
responsible development.

anessa Watters 5 %

President, Save Chatsworth

Most si ely,

cc. Con Howe, Director of Planning, Los Angeles Department of City Planning
Members of the Planning and Land Use Management Committee

Save Chatsworth, Inc., 21704 Devonshire St.,, # 133, Chatsworth, CA 91311
www.savechatsworth.org {818) 464.3472
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P.O. Box 3395, Chatsworth, CA 91313-3395  #
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Martin A. Woll, President Diana Dixon-Davis, Vice-President (Chair, Beautification) Linda Ross, Secretary Teena Takata, Treasurer
Beatrice Berman Tita Brown Anna Cox Robert Dager Judith Daniels Jay Davis Charles Dusheck Jerry England (Chair, Equestrian; Co-Chair,
Land Use) Ailen Glazer (Chair, Qutreach) Christopher Harding Daniel Huffman William Hughes (Chair, Projects) Timothy imel (Chair,
Trangportation) Charles Knolls Arthur Schlefstein Andre van der Valk Linda van der Valk (Co-Chair, Land Use)

May 4, 2005

Planning and Land Use Committee
City Of Los Angeles

Los Angeles LAFCO
Re:  Sphere of Influence
Gentlemen,

The Land Use Committee of the Chatsworth Neighborhood Council wants to advise you that the
Chatsworth Neighborhood Council is not for the above-referenced proposal.

The County has done extensive public outreach and has advised the public of its intentions for this area, as
part of its general plan update, which is to generally preserve the area, with housing not to exceed one home
per 10 acres.

The City has not advised us of its intentions. The City has not followed rules in its Municipal Code on
certain land use matters in our Community, such as where it recently approved a 65,000 square foot storage
building in a dedicated residential neighborhood. The City has not proven helpful in providing input on a
recent County project near our neighborhood, but the County hosted many meetings with the developer,
County Officials, and the community.

We are concerned with continued urban sprawl. We need to preserve the majority of the proposed Sphere
Areas as open space, not bring them under City control to facilitate development.

We are very concerned that the City has not provided any of us with an authoritative or binding commitment
on how these lands are to be used. We have been told that our Councilman has told a nearby community that
the lands are to be preserved as open space; we need to see that commitment in writing through either a
proposed rezoning or other clear, written, indication of the City's proposed use for this area, and public
comments should be sought.

Sincerely,

Teena Takata

enclosure



At its February 2, 2005 meeting, the Board of the Chatsworth
Neighborhood Council (CNC) voted unanimously to adopt the following
position concerning the City’s proposed Sphere-of-influence filing with the
Local Area Formation Commission (LAFCO).

The CNC is concerned that the Sphere-of-Influence Proposat to be
submitted to LAFCO would, in the long run, facilitate development of
unincorporated areas that should remain as open space for wildlife
corridors, natural landscape and passive recreational uses.

We understand that the technical effect of a sphere of influence is merely
o designate the jurisdiction which will serve as the primary source for
supplying future infrastructure to an area. However, such infrastructure
development tends to enable and promote more intense uses of the land
in the subject area. For example, a currently proposed project along
Browns Canyon Road depends in part on access to the L.A. City water
supply, sewer, utility systems and roads. Annexation of the area, a
reasonable consequence of a sphere-of-influence finding, would facilitate
such access and hasten development.

A stated purpose for the proposal is to give the City greater standing in
matters involving proposed developments in the adjacent unincorporated
areas. However, in the recent Deeriake Ranch subdivision case before
the County Regional Planning Commission, the City squandered ample
opportunities to insist on stricter traffic mitigation and environmental
protection, leaving i up to local residents to do the research and fight the
battles. The City failed to provide any testimony about project impacts at
various meetings of the County’s Regional Planning Commission, even
when its representatives were directly asked for their comments at a
public hearing. If the City can’t make good use of the influence it already
has, it does not appear that further granting of official standing will serve
any beneficial purpose.

The CNC concludes that a Sphere of influence is not needed. Rather, the
City should discourage urban sprawi and focus on redevelopment of
underutilized and/or abandoned areas. In addition, we suggest that the
City adopt the County’s proposed Significant Ecological Area (SEA)
standards in the hillside areas surrounding Chatsworth. Those proposed
standards have undergone an extensive public review and comment
process.



AKIN GUMP
STRAUSS HAUER & FELDzLLr

Attorneys at Law
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YIA HAND DELIVERY

Los Angeles City Council

City of Los Angeles

City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re: Amendment to Sphere of Influence Plan Boundaries -- CF-00-2206
Dear Council Members:

This firm represents the Las Lomas Land Company (“Las Lomas”), developer of the Las
Lomas Specific Plan project (the “Las Lomas Project”), which proposes annexation of the
Project area into the City of Los Angeles. The 555-acre Las Lomas Project site is situated in
presently unincorporated territory between the City of Santa Clarita to the north and the City of
L.os Angeles to the south.

During 2003-2004, this firm also represented Las Lomas in a Superior Court lawsuit
brought by Las Lomas under the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) successfully
challenging certain discretionary actions by Santa Clarita. These disputed actions — approvals for
a proposed Sphere of Influence Plan Amendment, an Annexation and a Pre-zoning — were
designed to initiate and implement Santa Clarita’s control over the Las Lomas Project area. That
CEQA litigation resulted in the Superior Court’s April 13, 2004 writ of mandate ordering Santa
Clarita to set aside its discretionary actions, because Santa Clarita had improperly approved those
actions based on a mere Negative Declaration (“ND”). The Superior Court specifically ordered
Santa Clarita to prepare a full Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) in any further processing of
discretionary actions seeking to gain control and authority over the Las Lomas Project area.
Santa Clarita did not appeal the Superior Court’s ruling.

As described below, Las Lomas began processing entitlements for its mixed-use
development project with the City of Los Angeles in June 2002, and, while receiving payment of
its direct processing costs by Las Lomag, Los Angeles has commenced preparation of a full EIR
for that project. With Santa Clarita’s effort to annex the Project area defeated by the Superior
Court's ruling, Las Lomas has anticipated that Los Angeles will proceed to complete the Project
EIR and consider the Las Lomas Project development proposal based on the EIR’s
comprehensive environmental data and analysis. A Draft EIR should be ready for public
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circulation soon. Unfortunately, however, Los Angeles now proposes, in connection with the
instant area-wide sphere of influence plan amendment application (CF-00-2206), to prematurely
initiate proceedings to obtain jurisdiction and control over only a portion of the Las Lomas
Project area, before the Las Lomas Project EIR's environmental data and analysis is available.

Las Lomas believes that Los Angeles’ ND for its proposed sphere of influence action is
legally deficient, at least as it relates to the Las Lomas Project area. In order to avoid litigation
over Los Angeles’ currently defective CEQA compliance, Las Lomas proposes that Los Angeles
should now approve either of two alternative courses of action. Under one approach, Los
Angeles would include pone of the Project area within the proposed Los Angeles sphere of
influence. Under this approach, important decisions about the future jurisdictional control over,
and development of, the Las Lomas Project area would be made only afier all appropriate
environmental data has been gathered and after full CEQA analysis has been completed with
respect to the proposed development site. They would not be made prematurely at substantial
prejudice to Las Lomas. Under the second approach, Los Angeles would place all of the Project
area into Los Angeles’ proposed sphere of influence, so that Las Lomas can continue efficiently
planning its Project infrastructure requirements and appropriate mitigation measures. Because
this second approach is consistent with Las Lomas’ application for Project entitlements, Las
Lomas would not object to this second approach.

This letter first briefly describes the pending Las Lomas Project application and the EIR
being prepared for it; Santa Clarita’s unsuccessful efforts to initiate proceedings to assume
jurisdictional control regarding the Project area; the Superior Court’s rulings nullifying Santa
Clarita’s actions, and Los Angeles’ currently pending proposed sphere of influence action. It
then explains why sphere of influence plan decisions raise important environmental issues that
necessitate CEQA compliance. Last, it shows why the current ND for the pending Los Angeles
sphere of influence action is legally defective and prejudicial to Las Lomas, and it recommends
alternative courses of action that Los Angeles may follow.

BACKGROUND

A. In Mid-2002, Los Angeles Launched Administrative Proceedings by Which It
Would Potentially Gain Control over the Entire Las Lomas Project Area and
Would Determine Appropriate Development Entitlements.

In June 2002, Los Angeles circulated a Notice of Preparation (“NOP”) of an EIR for the
Las Lomas Project. The NOP plainly indicated that Las Lomas was requesting, infer alia, the
following discretionary actions by Los Angeles: Sphere of Influence Plan _Amendment,
Annexation, General Plan Amendment, Zone Change and Specific Plan approval. Through these
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requested discretionary actions, Los Angeles would first gain control over the Las Lomas Project
area, and then would provide entitlements for a requested mixed-use project for 5,800 dwelling
units, 2.3 million square feet of office/research and development, a 300-room hotel, 225,000
square feet of retail uses, 250,000 square feet of community facilities (including public schools),
and 285 acres of open space. (See Exhibit A - Los Angeles’ June 27, 2002 NOP materials.)

Responding to the NOP, Santa Clarita submitted detailed comments demanding that Los
Angeles’ EIR evaluate a host of environmental issues. The Santa Clarita City Council then
adopted a resolution proclaiming that “any development in the Las Lomas Project area will have
a significant environmental impact...,” and alleged, among other matters, that any development
could result in potentially significant impacts to the subject parcel’s Significant Ecological Area
and its wildlife corridor resources, cultural resources, wetlands, steep slopes, earthquake fault
lines and wildland fire hazard areas. (See Exhibit B — Santa Clarita’s August 9, 2002 comments
on Los Angeles’ NOP, Exhibit C —Santa Clarita City Council Resolution No. 02-175 dated
December 10, 2002.)

B. In Late-2002, Santa Clarita Launched Rival Administrative Proceedings to
Implement Its Own Proposal to Gain Control Over the Las Lomas Project
Area.

In December 2002, Santa Clarita decided that it would like to gain control over the Las
Lomas Project area and downzone it dramatically, thereby preventing anything close to the
intensity of development proposed by Las Lomas. Accordingly, Santa Clarita proposed to
undertake the following discretionary actions: a Sphere of Influence Plan Amendment, an
Annexation and a Pre-zone. (See Exhibit D —~ Santa Clarita’s December 17, 2002 ND, at p. 1, 2
[providing its proposed project description including a sphere of influence plan amendment].)
These actions would encompass an 825-acre area that included the proposed 555-acre Las Lomas
Project parcel. (See Exhibit E — Santa Clarita Planning and Building Services’ December 10,
2002 agenda report to the City Council, at pp. 1-2, 5; see also Exhibit D, at p. 2.} Repudiating its
own earlier representations that any development within the Las Lomas Project area would
necessarily have significant environmental impacts, Santa Clarita proposed to take these
discretionary actions based on a mere ND, rather than a full EIR. In fact, Santa Clarita’s ND
repeatedly took the position that its effort to gain control over the 1.as Lomas Project area was
not “linked” to any particular development proposal; that Las Lomas’ development proposal
pending before the Los Angeles decision-makers was purely speculative; and that, absent a
particular development proposal by Las Lomas fo Santa Clarita, no development at the site was
“reasonably foreseeable” and, consequently, no impacts of such development had to be
evaluated. (See Exhibit F — Santa Clarita’s February 4, 2003 ND.)
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For its part, Las Lomas duly informed Santa Clarita that it “intends to promptly and
diligently develop the Las Lomas site regardless of what jurisdiction may govern the site....
Consequently, site development is not only foreseeable, it 1s imminent.” (See Exhibit G -
February 25, 2003 comment letter from Allen Matkins, on behalf of Las Lomas, regarding Santa
Clarita’s proposed ND.) Nonetheless, on February 25, 2003, Santa Clarita approved the
proposed discretionary actions based on its mere ND, and forthwith presented its actions to the
Los Angeles County Local Agency Formation Commission (“LAFCo”) for that agency’s
consideration and approval.

C. In the 2003-2004 CEQA Litigation Proceedings, the Superior Court Nullified
Santa Clarita’s Actions and Ruled that Santa Clarita Must Prepare a Full
EIR Before Re-initiating Any Further Efforts to Control the Las Lomas
Project Area.

Throughout the ensuing CEQA litigation, Las Lomas argued to the Superior Court that
Santa Clarita’s abbreviated ND took a prohibited “piecemeal” approach toward the Las Lomas
Project. Rather than looking at “the whole of the action” and preparing an EIR “at the earliest
stage,” as CEQA requires, Santa Clarita proposed “chopping a large project into many little ones
- each with a minimal potential impact on the environment” in order to avoid full environmental
review through an EIR. (See Exhibit H — excerpts from Las Lomas’ Opening Brief, citing, inter
alia, Bozung v. Ventura County LAFCo (1975) 13 Cal.3d 263 and Rural Landowners Ass'n v.
Lodi City Council (1983) 143 Cal. App.3d 1013.) As Las Lomas argued, Santa Clarita could not
“de-link” its proposed discretionary approvals seeking jurisdiction and control over the subject
parcel from Las Lomas’ pending development proposals, because the Las Lomas Project, or an
alternative development configuration, is reasonably foreseeable, irrespective of which
jurisdiction ultimately gains control over the Project area. (See id. at pp. 14 to 21.) (Las Lomas
hereby incorporates by reference the entire administrative record and court file from the 2003-
2004 CEQA litigation proceedings.)

Superior Court Judge Dzintra Janavs agreed entirely with these CEQA arguments put
torward by Las Lomas. The Court’s April 13, 2004 Statement of Decision ruled that the
administrative record contained “substantial evidence to support a fair argument that {Santa
Clarita’s] actions may have significant environmental impacts.” As Judge Janavs noted, future
development of the site by Las Lomas was, in fact, “reasonably foreseeable” no matter which
jurisdiction ultimately gained control over the subject parcel. Further, Santa Clarita had
explicitly conceded that “any development in the Las Lomas Project area will have a significant
environmental impact,” and Santa Clarita’s comments on Los Angeles’ NOP had enumerated an
extensive list of potential environmental impacts. (See Exhibit I — the Superior Court’s April 13,
2004 Statement of Decision, atp. 3.)
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Judge Janavs therefore mandated Santa Clarita to set aside its February 2003
discretionary approvals seeking jurisdiction and control over the Las Lomas Project site, and
ordered Santa Clarita to prepare a full EIR “in any subsequent processing” of those discretionary
approvals. (See Exhibit J — Final Judgment and Writ of Mandate.)

D. In 2002-2005, Los Angeles Undertook Processing of its Presently Pending
Area-wide Sphere of Influence Plan Amendment Application.

Meanwhile, in November 2002, Los Angeles began processing an area-wide Sphere of
Influence Plan Amendment Application (sometimes referred to as the “Sphere of Influence
Application”) that would encompass the remaining unincorporated areas of the San Fernando
Valley within Los Angeles’ sphere of influence. (See Exhibit K — November 14, 2000 Los
Angeles City Council motion.) As recently released to the public, this Los Angeles Sphere of
Influence Application would encompass fully 19,242 acres, or slightly more than 30 square
miles. According to the Los Angeles Planning Department’s April 6, 2005 report, the proposed
sphere of influence boundaries would generally “follow the natural ridgeline of the San Gabriel
and Santa Susana Mountains, so that the Los Angeles River watershed generally would be placed
into Los Angeles’ sphere of influence.” (See Exhibit L — April 6, 2005 Staff Report and ND, at

p.2.)

Los Angeles has recently prepared an environmental document for this proposed Sphere
of Influence Application. The environmental document characterizes itself as a “Mitigated
Negative Declaration” (“MND”), not a mere ND, while obscurely referring to certain
unidentified “mitigation measure(s) outlined on the attached page(s)” that supposedly would
“reduce any potential significant adverse effects” from the proposed Sphere of Influence
Application “to a level of insignificance” Despite this “finding,” however, no mitigation
measures are listed or discussed in the attached pages, and the environmental document for the
Sphere of Influence Application appears to be a mere ND, not an MND. Furthermore, with
respect to the Las Lomas Project area, neither the Los Angeles staff report nor the environmental
document explains the reasons for the location of the proposed sphere of influence boundary line
within the Las Loomas Project area. It appears from the map attached to the ND, that, where the
line crosses the Las Lomas Project area, it vaguely approximates in some ways the ridgeline,
although that 1s far from clear, and the Project area appears to be divided so that about 25 to 30
percent would be within Los Angeles’ proposed boundaries. (See id. at p. 10.)’

' Although the Los Angeles Planning Department’s staff report prepared in connection with its
pending Spheres of Influence Amendment Application specifically identifies the Las Lomas Project area,
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Importantly, a December 15, 2004 front-page news article in the Daily News reports that
certain Santa Clarita and Los Angeles officials have held a series of behind-closed-doors
meetings and “quietly cut a deal” that would split the Las Lomas Project area between the two
citles. According to the Daily News article, under this backroom deal, a new sphere of influence
line was to be drawn between the two cities so that Los Angeles would obtain approximately 25
percent of the Project area and Santa Clarita would obtain approximately 75 percent. The article
further describes how the proposed sphere of influence boundaries would be designed to block
the Las Lomas Project by making development of the Project area far more difficult. (See
Exhibit M — December 15, 2005 Daily News article.)

E. Santa Clarita Has Now Begun Processing Jts Own Las L.omas Project Parcel-
Specific Sphere of Influence Application.

Not surprisingly, given the December 15" Daily News article, Santa Clarita also now
proposes to extend its own sphere of influence southward within the Las Lomas Project parcel.
According to Santa Clarita’s recently released April 8, 2005 ND, Santa Clarita is now processing
a 595-acre parcel-specific Sphere of Influence Application that would essentially complete the
other side of the Daily News-reported “back-room deal.” The area in question includes the
majority of the Las Lomas Project area, over which Santa Clarita had previously sought to
extend its sphere of influence, annex and pre-zone, based on a mere ND (i.e., the February 2003
ND invalidated by Judge Janavs), instead of a full FIR. Yet Santa Clarita’s current ND does not
even mention the Superior Court’s order commanding it to prepare a full EIR, as required by
CEQA. Nor does Santa Clarita attempt to develop a new approach or a new rationale for its
proposed sphere of influence action over the Las Lomas Project area based on a mere ND. The
reader of the ND perceives an unfortunate sense of déja vu, encountering the same previously
rejected rationale that the proposed sphere of influence plan amendment action initiating Santa
Clarita’s jurisdictional control over the subject area “is not related to any proposed development
on the site.” (See Exhibit N — Santa Clarita’s April 8, 2005 ND, at pp. 8, 9, 10, 26, 27, 28, 29,
30, 32, 33, 35, 36, 37.)

L. The Determination of Boundary Lines for a Proposed Sphere of Influence Plan
Amendment May Have Profound Environmental and Planning Implications and Is
Subject to CEQA.

it does not provide any textual or other analysis of the reasons for drawing the boundary line in the
proposed location across the middle of the Project site nor any analysis of the potential environmental
impacts that may result from drawing the sphere of influence plan boundaries in that location.
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Under the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Reorganization Act of 2000 (the “Act”),
LAFCo decisions approving proposed sphere of influence plans for particular areas can have
profound influence on the way the affected areas are likely to develop. Under section 56076 of
the Act, a sphere of influence plan constitutes the LAFCo’s “plan for the probable physical
boundaries and service area of a local agency.” Section 56375.5 requires that every LAFCo
decision relating to changes of organization, including proposed annexations by cities, “shall be
consistent with the spheres of influence” of the pertinent local agencies.

In determining the appropriate sphere of influence plan for a given area, the LAFCo must
follow policies that are designed to “promote the logical and orderly development within the
sphere.” (Section 56425(a).) Recognizing the key importance of the sphere of influence plan,’
the Act dictates that, before the LAFCo approves or amends any such plan, it must make specific
factual determinations regarding the following:

(1) The present and planned land uses in the area, including agricultural and open-
space lands.

(2) The present and probable need for public facilities and services in the area.

(3) The present capacity of public facilities and adequacy of public services that the
agency provides or 1s authorized to provide.

(4) To the extent they are relevant, the existence of any social or economic
communities of interest in the area.

(Section 56425(e).)

? As one example of the sphere of influence plan’s practical importance, if an area is to be placed
within a city’s sphere of influence, the affected city and county representatives must meet to reach
agreement on how, prior to actual annexation by the city, the county will make its future land use
decisions (e.g., zoning and other development standards) in that portion of the unincorporated area in a
manner that “reflects the concerns of the affected city” and that “promotes logical and orderly
development within the sphere.” (Section 56425(b).) Once that agreement 1s approved by the LAFCo,
the city and county must adopt i, and, thereafter, “any development approved by the county within the
sphere shall be consistent with” the agreement. (Section 56425(c).) If no such agreement is reached, the
LAFCo must implement its own planning policies regarding the sphere. (Section 56425(d).)
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Furthermore, when the LAFCo initially prepares, and then later updates, its sphere of
influence plan for an area, it must conduct a “service review of the municipal services” being
provided within the county, particularly within the affected area, with respect to the following:

(1) Infrastructure needs and deficiencies.

(2) Growth and population projections for the affected area.
(3) Financing constraints and opportunities.

(4) Cost avoidance opportunities.

(5) Opportunities for rate restructuring.

(6) Opportunities for shared facilities.

(7) Government structure options.

(8) Evaluation of management efficiencies.

(9) Local accountability and governance.

(Section 56430(a).) This service review must be completed before the LAFCo acts upon a city’s
sphere of influence amendment application. (Section 56430(c).)

Because these sphere of influence amendment issues have important environmental and
planning implications, the Act expressly provides that, whenever a city requests that the pertinent
sphere of influence plan be amended, the LAFCo cannot consider the request without ‘first
complying with [CEQA].” (Section 56428(b).}

In City of Livermore v. LAFCo of Alameda County (1986) 184 Cal App.3d 531, a
LAFCo’s sphere of influence guidelines had provided generally that existing and future urban
development belongs in cities, making it difficult for special districts to extend their service areas
to proposed urban development in the unincorporated areas. A private developer proposed an
urban development project, “Las Positas,” in the unincorporated area near Livermore’s
boundaries. As here, Livermore sought to extend its sphere of influence boundaries into the
proposed Las Positas development area, but in that case the LAFCo rejected its application. The
LAFCo then modified the former sphere of influence guidelines by deleting the former
urbanization-in-cities policy, thereby facilitating future development of Las Positas within the
unincorporated area.
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The Court ruled that a full EIR was required before the LAFCo could properly amend its
sphere of influence plan as proposed. The Court explained the importance of CEQA compliance
in connection with LAFCo sphere of influence decisions:

The sphere of influence guidelines influence LAFCo decisions about development
plans and future growth of cities and service areas. The guidelines play a part in
determining whether growth will occur in unincorporated areas and whether
agricultural land will be preserved or developed. They may change the focus of
urban development by promoting county plans over city plans. These potential
effects will certainly impact the environment. Tt is true that the precise effects are
difficult to assess at this stage, but it is because impact is so easily foreseen that
the revisions just be considered a project under CEQA.

# # *

As to the argument that the revisions are not a tangible physical activity, CEQA and its
guidelines focus on the ultimate impact of a project, not on whether the project is tangible
or intangible. The CEQA [guidelines] already include actions that are not physical
activities.... Just as the amendment of a general plan will influence the future growth and
development of cities, so too will the sphere of influence guidehine revision have such an
effect.... The “act or decision” we review here is not the decision that the project may or
may not have a significant environmental impact, but the decision that it can or cannot be
fairly argued that the project may have a significant environmental impact. ...’

* In Muzzy Ranch Co. v. Solano County Airport Land Use Commission (2005) 125 Cal. App.4th
810, 826-830, the Court of Appeal recently reiterated that CEQA requires EIRs be prepared early in the
decision-making process - in that case, at the point in time when an airport land use plan was adopted by
an Airport Land Use Commission (“ALUC”). There, the ALUC had adopted its plan that would preclude
Jurisdictions surrounding an airport from approving residential development in a large area that would
potentially be exposed to high noise levels from aircraft using the airport. In ruling that the ALUC’s
decision was subject to CEQA, the appellate court explained that the approved plan had the potential to
displace housing development outside the affected area, a potential that was not so “speculative or
remote” that it could not be considered a “reasonably foreseeable” consequence of the ALUC’s new plan.
The ALUC’s plan was “a necessary step in the chain of events” that “set in motion a process and can be
expected to carry some authority.” The Court found the Livermore decision about sphere of influence
plans to be directly on point, because the sphere of influence guidelines “play a part in determining”
where growth will occur, even though the precise effects might be difficult to assess. The critical factor
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Precisely these important CEQA considerations led Judge Janavs to rule in the earlier
Superior Court proceedings regarding the Las Lomas Project area that Santa Clarita must prepare
a full EIR before it can undertake further discretionary actions to obtain jurisdiction and control
over the subject area.

IL Without Adequate Evaluation Under CEQA of How Redrawing the Sphere of
Influence Plan Boundaries Could Potentially Impact the Environment Generally
and the Las Lomas Project In Particular, Los Angeles’ Proposed Sphere of
Influence Plan Amendment Is Premature.

Since 2002, Las Lomas has been cooperating with Los Angeles to prepare a draft EIR in
support of the required discretionary actions by Los Angeles and the LLAFCo to bring about the
ILas L.omas Project. Las Lomas has expended almost $1.5 million in fees to the environmental
consultants who are assisting in preparing the draft EIR, and has paid more than $25,000 in
processing fees directly to Los Angeles. Today, Las Lomas still fully intends to develop the Las
Lomas Project or whatever lesser development entitlements may finally be granted to it by
whichever governmental authority is ultimately awarded long-term jurisdiction and control over
the Las Lomas Project area.

This full EIR should gather all relevant data and information, and should evaluate, among
other matters, the ways that the government control over the Las Lomas Project area, including
where the sphere of influence boundary lines should be drawn, may influence the nature and
intensity of development, as well as the ability of the developer and the governing city to deliver
urban services and to formulate and implement mitigation measures in connection with that
development.

Los Angeles’ present ND regarding the proposed Sphere of Influence Application
provides essentially no information and analysis regarding how the sphere of influence plan
should deal with the Las Lomas Project area. More study is needed on a host of environmental
issues. A few examples suffice.

must be to avoid a “piecemeal environmental review” by which initial decisions about an overall project
are approved early without adequate environmental review.
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Los Angeles’ND and the accompanying staff report focus almost exclusively on
stating a few obvious platitudes about the watershed implications of generally
drawing the sphere of influence plan boundary at the ridgeline across the Las
Lomas Project parcel and elsewhere.-

Watershed may be a factor, but certainly not the only factor, in drawing a sphere
of influence boundary line. Traffic, for example, clearly must be considered.
Absent comprehensive traffic mitigation measures, the traffic that the Las Lomas
Project will potentially generate on the 70 to 75 percent of the land that is north of
the watershed line will primarily flow south into Los Angeles. Los Angeles’
Department of Transportation has informed Las Lomas that the great majority of
the traffic expected to be generated by Las Lomas will be southbound, requiring
extensive mitigation within Los Angeles. Certainly, Los Angeles will have
greater impacts from any unmitigated traffic generated by the Las Lomas Project,
and Los Angeles should seek direct authority and control over the boundaries of
the Project area, so that it can more directly monitor and implement traffic
mitigation measures that will address project-related traffic.

The proposed Las Lomas elementary school and one of the two proposed high
school academies are on the north side of the watershed line, while the other
proposed high school academy is on the south side of the watershed line.
Dividing these schools into separate jurisdictions would undercut the schools’
ability to plan coherently for new facilities and their construction and operations.

The Las Lomas industrial center and hotel are proposed to be located in the
northern portion of the project area. If Los Angeles pursues control over only the
southern portion of the parcel, a potential jobs/housing imbalance will potentially
be created — with Santa Clarita getting the thousands of jobs and millions of
dollars in taxes annually that would be generated by these important project
components, and Los Angeles getting the residents and the need to provide public
services and facilities for them. If Santa Clarita then obtains control over the
northern portion and pursues its long-standing plans to approve only ultra-low
density single-family residential land uses, these jobs and taxes could disappear
entirely without any meaningful public discussion in Los Angeles.

Several existing and proposed major public infrastructure systems presently
straddle the watershed line, including: the existing MTA commuter line tunnel
and the proposed MTA station; the existing high pressure gas lines; the existing
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California aqueduct; the existing Sunshine Canyon landfill; the proposed wildlife
corridors that Las Lomas is presently designing with the assistance of the Santa
Monica Mountains Conservancy; the existing high tension power lines and the
proposed realignment; the existing and proposed internal access roads; the
proposed freeway improvements providing access both to the proposed park and.
ride multi-modal transit station and to the project site; the existing and proposed
hiking and equestrian trails meander across the watershed line several times.

. The question of where the water supply will come from to serve the Project area
presents special problems. Los Angeles’ Department of Water and Power has
adequate water supply to serve the entire proposed Project development. Santa
Clarita and/or Los Angeles County would rely on special districts to secure and
provide water. The availability of sufficient water to serve sizable development
through these special districts is highly questionable.

o LAFCo, Santa Clarita and Los Angeles each have long-standing traditions of
respecting landowner requests not to be split into multiple jurisdictions, while also
attempting to honor landowner preferences as to which jurisdiction would best
serve their public services and facilities needs. The underlying landowners of the
Las Lomas Project area unanimously desire annexation to Los Angeles, not to
Santa Clarita, either in whole or in part.

. For these reasons, existing jurisdictional boundaries in the vicinity do not follow
the precise watershed line, but rather weave around these major infrastructure
systems and other features, generally avoiding dividing any single land ownership
into multiple jurisdictions.

In summary, the watershed line is but one among numerous significant considerations in
formulating a sphere of influence plan boundary. wildlife and other environmental issues,
regional infrastructure issues, demographic issues, economic development issues, ownership
patterns that do not mirror the natural features, and fiscal issues, just to name a few, are highly
important. The purpose of a sphere of influence plan is to integrate environmental and planning
information on all such major issues, before making the decision on how these governmental
jurisdictions and service areas should be shaped. The factors discussed above would
appropriately lead to the conclusion that Los Angeles should be the local agency with permitting
authority over the entirety of the Project area.

For reasons that appear to be explained [argely by a desire to implement the reported
“packroom deal,” Los Angeles now proposes to amend its sphere of influence plan to encompass
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only about 25 to 30 percent of the Las Lomas Project area within its boundary, leaving the
remainder within the unincorporated area and available to Santa Clarita. Whatever the precise
figure, Los Angels’ proposed action is clearly premature, coming before the necessary EIR data
gathering and analysis about the Las Lomas Project area are completed. Keeping in mind that
the “fair argument” test applies to the question of whether a full EIR must be prepared, there
seems little doubt that an EIR is needed here before Los Angeles takes a critical first
discretionary action to initiate its control over only a portion of the Las Lomas Project area,
while excluding the majority of that area from the presently proposed sphere of influence
boundary line.

III.  Los Angeles’ Proposal to Draw the Sphere of Influence Plan Boundary Through the
Middle of the Las Lomas Project Area Is Highly Prejudicial to Las Lomas.

The Draft EIR currently being prepared for the Las Lomas Project will detail the
challenging and complex issues that must be confronted in mitigating the Project’s potentially
significant environmental impacts. For example, the potential traffic impacts generated by 5,800
dwelling units and 2.3 million square feet of office/research and development are of special
concern to both Las Lomas and the citizens of Los Angeles. In order to successfully address and
mitigate these impacts, Las Lomas must formulate and implement creative programs that will
encourage people who work at Las Lomas to live in Las Lomas, and that will solve
transportation/commuting problems where the work/live formula does not apply. Las Lomas is
already working with regional transportation agencies and other interested parties to develop new
inpovative programs that can address these issues. New Caltrans-constructed freeway
intersections, new MTA commuter terminal facilities for the Metro-rail transit lines, new internal
jitney systems, new “fair share” surface street intersection improvements and/or linkage
improvements are just a few of the mitigation measures being considered in connection with
mitigating Project impacts. These mitigation measures are heavily dependent upon the
cooperation and coordination of regional and local agencies working together to formulate and
implement successful programs. If Los Angeles were to prematurely signal that its jurisdictional
interest in the Las Lomas Project were limited to only the southerly 25 to 30 percent of the
Project area, that would severely compromise Las Lomas’ ability to work with these
transportation-serving agencies to formulate these mitigation plans.

Beyond this very real and practical prejudice to l.as Lomas, a Los Angeles action to
encompass only 25 to 30 percent of the Las Lomas Project area within its sphere of influence
would invite Santa Clarita to bring the remainder of the Las Lomas Project area within its
junsdictional control. Of course, that is precisely what is already happening now — with Santa
Clarita now concurrently proceeding to include the remaining 70 to 75 percent of the Project area



AKIN GUMP
STRAUSS HAUER & FELDuLur

Attorneys at Law

Los Angeles City Council
May 3, 2005
Page 14

within its sphere of influence plan. Water districts, school districts and other public agencies
may soon seek to include that remaining Project area within their service provider plans.

The prejudice to Las Lomas becomes all the more concerning in light of the fact that, at
the present time, there is no apparent necessity for Los Angeles to pursue any sphere of influence
plan boundary adjustment for the Project area. Los Angeles may have concerns and desires
regarding its future control over the remainder of the San Fernando Valley generally. But there
1s no apparent or discernable interest served on the part of Los Angeles that is addressed by
proceeding at this time to place a portion of the Las Lomas Project area into the Los Angeles
sphere of influence. The Los Angeles ND and staff report do not indicate any particular
intergovernmental decision or any potential environmental or other impact relating to the Project
area that compels an immediate or near-term sphere of influence plan boundary adjustment at
that location.

Consequently, it would be an easy matter for Los Angeles to carve out the Las Lomas
Project area from the current proposed sphere of influence plan boundary adjustment. By
excluding the Project area from the current sphere of influence proposal, Los Angeles would
gain the benefit of having the appropriate CEQA analysis regarding that area before it considers
splitting that area into different jurisdictional parts. But the proposed inclusion of only
approximately 25 to 30 percent of the Project area into the Los Angeles sphere of influence plan
appears designed merely to accomplish the Daily News-reported “backroom deal”.

CONCLUSION

Los Angeles cannot act on the proposed Sphere of Influence Application based on the
current ND. In order to avoid litigation and comply with CEQA, Los Angeles could exclude the
entirefy of the Project area from the proposed new boundaries. This would avoid a premature,
piecemealed decision on the first of the discretionary actions in the pending Las Lomas Project
enfitlement request. When the Project EIR is completed, Los Angeles will have the necessary
environmental data and analysis upon which it can make appropriate decisions regarding the
proposed Project’s jurisdictional boundaries, its intensity of use, and its infrastructure
requirements and mitigation measures. Alternatively, Los Angeles could include the entirety of
the Las Lomas Project area within the proposed sphere of influence plan boundaries, thereby
allowing Las Lomas to complete its EIR without prejudice to its ability to develop mitigation
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measures for the entirety of the proposed Project. Because this alternative approach is consistent
with 1ts pending Project entitlements application, Las Lomas would not object to this latter
approach.

Very truly yours,

Enclosures

cc: Ed P. Reyes, Chair
Planning & Land Use Management Committee

Gerri Burge, Esq.
Office of the Los Angeles City Attorney
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES
OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK
ROOM 395, CITY HALL
LOS-ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90012

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT

NOTICE OF PREPARATION

(Article V1, Section 2 - City CEQA Cuidelines)

bt

TO: | RESPONSIBLE OR TRUSTEE AGENCY . FROM: | LEADCITY AGENCY Log Angeles Department
e . of City Planning ~
- State Clearinghouse .
ADDRESS (Street, City, Zip) 0 ADDRESS (Sureet, City, ) 263
rch 200 N. Sprin Street oom

nggc’:esggni‘lgggégg & Resear] Los Anggles? ca 90012
1400 Tenth St., Room 121 ,

{Sacramento,. 95814

‘ SUBJECT Notice Of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report

'} PROJECT TiTLE CASENO.
Las Lomas Annexation PRoject ENV~2002~-3013~EIR

PROJECT APPLICANT, IF ANY

Las Lomas Land Company., LLC

'I'hertyofLosAngclwwﬂlbetheLadAgmcymdml!pmparemenvxrmmmmlunpactreportforthcprqeet
identified above. We need to know the views of your agency as to the scope and content of the environmental

information which is germane to your agency’s statutory responsibilities in connection with the proposed project.
Your agency will need to use the EIR prepared by this City when considering your permit or other approval for the
project. _ o = ‘ _ ‘
The project description, location and the probable eavironmental effects are contained in the attached materials.

{ 1 A copyof the Initial Study is attached.

‘.[/ Acopyofthclniﬁa!Suﬂyhnotauwhcd.

Duetoﬂ:cumehnntsmdatadbymlaw ymrmponsemustbesentntthcearhmposﬁbiedmbtunot!amr
than 30 days after receipt of this notice. ,

Please send your response to Maya Zaitzevsky atthcaddms ofthe!.caantyAgmcyas shown

above. Wcmﬂneedthemmofawnm&pmmymagmcy

Note: If the Responsible or trustee agency is a state agency, aoopyofthxsformmustbemtotthme
Clearinghouse in the Office of Planning and Research, 1400 Tenth Street, Sacramento, California 95814.
A state identification aumber will be issued by the Clearinghouse and should be thereafter referenced on
aucormpondmmregardmgd:cp:qect,spemﬁcaﬂyoutbehﬁcpageofthcdraﬁmdﬁualliﬂimdm

the Notice of Determination.
ANATURE ' TIMLE TELEPHONE NUMBER DATE
“Mane €. ZQ&WSM City Planning Associate (213) 978-1355  §/27/02

002855
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CITY PLANNING T A
200 N. $PRING STREET, ROOM 575 CALIFORNIA OO0

LOs AMGELES, CA 9001 2-4301
ciTy PU\NMNC COMMESSION

CON MOWE
DILECTOR
(21319781271

FRANKLIN P, E3ERHARD
DEPUTY OIRECTOR
(21319781273

MITCHELL 8. MENZER
SRESIOENY

JQSEPH KLEIN
VICEPRESTINT ' CORDON 8, HAMILTON
RICHARD BROWN OEPUTY DIRICTOR
MABEL CHANG . JAMES K. HAHN {2131 978.1272
DORENE DOMINCUET ROBERY H. SUTTON
JAVIER O, LOPEZ MAYOR R E C E ' V E D Ot DImeCTOR
PASTOR CERARD MCCALLUM It (213 978.1274
Rggfg:‘iﬁgff FAX: (2139781278
— . JUN 2 8 2002 INFORMATION
CABRIELE WELLIAMS PLAN 213} 9784270
COMMISHON LIECUTTVE ASSISTANT .
(2131 978.3247 Né%%%’;usg Upn",'\ogﬁgsﬁfv'm

June 27, 2002

EIRNO.: ENV-2002-3013-EIR
PROJECT NAME: Las Lomas Annexation Project

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: A proposed annexatwn of an approximately 555 acre portion of Los
Angeles County to the City of Lds Angelés in conjimetioft with the development of a mixed-use
community with approximately 5,800 dwelling units of low to very high density, 2,300,000 sf of
Office/Research & Development, 250,000 sf of Community Facilities (including a K-8 school),
225,000 sf of Neighborhood Retail, a 300-room hotel, and 285 acres of open space. Proposed-
recreational amenities include pedestrian and bike trails, parks, a library, theaters, and a museurm.
The applicant also proposes to connect to the MetroLink commuter rail, and construct a trolley to
serve the community. Five single-family dwellings would be demolished, and the existing
transmission lines and cellular tower located on the southem portion of the project would be
relocated to other portions of the site. The project would include its own wastewater treatment
facility, alternative energy generation facilities water tank, and a series of pump stations. The
following discretionary actions are being requested: Sphere of Influence, General Plan/Community

. Plan Amendment, Zone Change, Specific Plan, Vesting Tentdtive Tract Map, Development
Agreement, US Army Corps of Engineers Section 404 permut, US Fish and Wildlife Service Permit,
California Department of Fish and Game Pemut, QOak Tree Permit, and CA Regional Water Quality
Control Board NPDES Permit.

PROJECT LOCATION/ADDRESS: 23110 and 23500 The Old Road, County of Los Angeles
between Interstate 5 and Highway 14 Exit and Calgrove Boulevard Exit.

* PLANNING AREA: N/A
COUNCIL DISTRICT: N/A

AN EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY - AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER Recyctie 0 mede Yom NCYCRS wa @
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ity of
Santa Clarita

230820 Valen vd, Phone .
Suite 300 (661) 259-2489

Sarta Clarita Fax

California 51385-2108 {661) 259-8125

Woebsite: www.santa-clarita.com

August 9, 2002

Maya Zaitzevsky, Project Coordinator
City of Los Angeles

200 North Spring Street, Room 763
Los Angeles, CA 80012

Subject: City of Santa Clarita Comments on the Las Lomas Not;ce of Preparatxon
(NOP)

Dear Mg, Zaitzevsky:

The City of Santa Clarita appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Las
Lomas Notice of Preparation. This proposal is adjacent to the City of Santa
Clarita’s southern border.

roi Descriptio

According to the project description supplied by the City of Los Angeles as part of
the Scoping Meeting notice and Notice of Preparation, the proposed project has the
following characteristics:

The project requires the annexation of the 555-acre parcel currently located in the
unincorporated portion of the County of Los Angeles to the City of Los Angeles.
The project requires the following discretionary approvals:

Sphere of Influence

General Plan/Community Plan Amendment

Zone Change

Specific Plan
‘Vesting Tentative Tract Map

Development Agreement '

US Army Corps of Engineers Section 404 Permit

US Fish and Wildlife Service Permit

California Department of Fish and Game Permit

Oak Tree Permit

» California Regional Water Quality Control Board NPDES Permit -

Includes 20,000,000 cubic yard of grading with no import or export of soil.

* 8 ¢ & 9 P B 0.

The narrative states the “proposed development would consists of 147 acres of
residential uses, 30 acres of commercial uses (including 33 acres of joint uses), and
285 acres of open space uses.” Based on the land use table supplied as part of the
Environmental Assessment Form, the 33 acres of mixed use are clearly separate.
In addition, the information provided to date includes inadequate information
about proposed public services and utilities.

@

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER

002985



Las Lomas Notice of Preparation
August 9, 2002
Page 2 of 15

e The EIR needs to include a clear and internally consistent summary of
the land uses included as part of the project, their respective acreages,
anticipated square footages, and densities (in units per acre, square
footage per acre, and floor area ratio).

¢ The concept plan provided to date does not show the location of the
various land uses. The project description needs to show the specific
location of the various uses on the site, including the location of utility
-and public services such as the wastewater treatment facility, alternative
energy generation facilities, water tank and pump stations, trolley line,
Metrolink connection, stormwater facilities, transit facility, pedestrian
and bike trails, parks, library, theaters, and museum.

* The EIR needs to provide clear information about the proposed capacities
of all public services and utilities to be provided on site.

* In order to provide the public, adjacent jurisdictions and responsible
agencies with sufficient information to enable informed comment on the
Draft EIR and the project, the following information needs to be

irculated as part of the Draft EIR by including it in the appendices to the
EIR:

General Plan/Community Plan Amendment text;

Zoning Request;

The Specific Plan; and,

Vesting Tentative Tract Map

Existing and proposed topographic maps

A project grading plan demonstrating no import or export of soils

Annexation application

MTA feasability study (Including cost and lost time for additional
- stop)

0O C 000000

Aesthetics

Prior to presenting any conceptual drawing for the project, the floor area ratios
and densities of each use area or site subareas should be described. Basedon a
preliminary calculation of densities, from the very limited information contained
in the project deacription, it would appear that the project views presented by the
applicant at the scoping meeting and in the applicant’s project brochure are highly
unrealistic. The project is not adequately reflective of the impacts to the sites
topography, proposed land use and density, oak trees and degradation of
ridgelines. Only views consistent with likely densities should be presented in the
EIR. .

Although the project is not in the City, the project, as proposed, will have

significant visual impacts resulting from the proposed grading. According to the
project application, 60% of the project site contains slopes greater than 50%, 27%

" 002986
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of the site is covered with slopes of 25-50%, and 7% of the site is covered with
slopes of 10-25%. The project includes 20,000,000 cubic yards of grading. The EIR
must analyze the impact of the project’s extensive grading on the aesthetics of the
area. '

Agricultural Resources

According to the project description included as part of the Notice of Preparation,
the project site is currently zoned A-2-1 Heavy Agricultural in the County of Los
Angeles Development Code. The EIR should therefore include a detailed analysis
of the project’s impact and the impact of cumulative development on agricultural
land.

Air Qualit
The EIR must provide a full air quality analysis including:

¢ Analysis of whether project emissions would exceed SCAQMD Thresholds
of Significance during project construction or operation {mobile and
stationary sources). The analysis must include consideration of all
emissions associated with public services and utility improvements, as
well and project land uses and traffic.

s Analysis of whether project construction and operational emissions would
result in either: (a) an exceedence or (b) a worsening of an existing
exceedance of State and Federal Ambient Air Quality Standards.

* An analysis of whether the project, in combination with other cumulative
development in the area, would result in either: (a) an exceedence or (b)
a worsening of an existing exceedance of State and Federal Ambient Air
Quality Standards.

* An analysis of the project's consistency with the AQMD (Will the project
(1) increase the frequency or severity of violations or (2) exceed
assumptions in the AQMD. .

¢ An analysis of the project’s conformance with the State Implementation
Plan (SIP),

¢+ An analysis of the project's conformance with Caltrans Congestion
Management Plan '

Given the size of the project, the significant increase in density requested and the
changes in planned land uses, it is likely that the project will be inconsistent with
the AQMP and will be in nonconformance with the SIP.‘

The project site is located along the I-5 corridor in the vicinity of the interchange
of the I-5 with the SR-14. Air quality monitoring on the project site should be
conducted to enable an adjustment of ambient air quality data to more closely

. approximate site conditions. Otherwise, it is likely that air quality data from the

local monitoring station will understate the degraded air quality along the 1.5
corridor.

002987



Las Lomas Notice of Preparation

August 9, 2002

Page 4 of 15

zards an zardous Materials
Public Health -

The project site is located along the I:5 corridor in the vicinity of the interchange
of I-5 with SR-14. The EIR should analyze the impact of the project’s location on:

o Public health — The public health impacts of project air quality emissions
need to be addressed if the project: (1) results in the introduction of
additional population in an area where ambient air quality levels exceed
state standards; (2) would result in a violation of a state ambient air quality
standard; or (3) would lead to a worsening of an e:ustmg state air quaht.y
standard violation of contribute to a cumu}atxve worsening of a state air
guality standard violation.

The EIR should evaluate all easements and hazards associated with them on-site.
The project site contains a number of easements for high tension electrical lines,
gas lines and possibly oil linesa, All easements should be labeled on a map.

- Hazardous Materials Exposure

The project site is currently zoned A-2-1 Heavy Agricultural, As part of the EIR,
at 8 minimum a Phase 1 Hazardous Materials Site Assessment should be
conducted. The EIR should include a detailed description of past uses of the site,
and the potential for soil contamination associated with historic uses and observed
site conditions. . If the Phase 1 Assessment indicates the potential for
contamination, site testing and preparation of a Phase 2 should be conducted prior
to release of the Draft EIR.

Fire

The proposed project is located within a Potential Wildfire and Fire Hazard Area.

The EIR should evaluate the potential impacts of the project risk exposure and .

emergency response.
Emergency Response and Evacuation

The EIR should evaluate the potential impact of the project on emergency response
and evacuation plans for the area. The project will add a significant amount of
traffic to 1-6, the main connector route between the Santa Clarita and San
Fernando Valleys. The impact of this additional traffic in the event of a seismic
event should be evaluated.

002988



Las Lomas Notice of Preparation

August 9, 2002

Page 5of 15

Biological Resources

As part of the preparation of the EIR, a detailed biological reépurces assessment
of the project site should be conducted. The assessment and the EIR showld

~ address the potential of the project, and the project in combination with

. natural communities, rare or endangered plants and animals, wildlife movement

cumulative development to adversely affect sensitive species or habitats, sensitive

corridors, oak trees and other plants or animals protected by the City of Santa
Clarita, City of Los Angeles or the County of Los Angeles ordinances, provisions
of any adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, and Significant Ecological Area review
requirements.

The EIR should specifically address the impact of the project on the wildlife
corridor that currently exists between Whitney Canyon and Towsley Canyon.

The EIR should clearly describe any differences in the review or mitigation
requirementa of the three jurisdictions regarding biological resources, including
Los Angeles County Significant Ecological Area review requirements.

Cultural Resourcesg

The EIR should intlude a cultural resource assessment that identifies any
palentological, architectural or historic resources on the site and the projects
potential impacts to such resources.

The San Fernando Tunnel (circa 1876) runs along the edge of the project site, The
tunnel was constructed utilizing the labor of Chinese workers. The workers
suffered numerous fatalitiea as a result of gas explosions, untimely shots and other
hazards. Some of bodies were returned to China however some are believed still
buried near the tunnel portals. The poseibility of Chinese worker burial sites must
be addressed. ‘ '

This tunnel has been deemed eligible for listing on the National Register of

Historic Places. The tunnel is currently being used by MetroLink. The tunnel
design limits the types of MetroLink vehicles that can be used on this leg of the
MetroLink syatem. The EIR must clearly identify how the project applicant
proposes to “connect to the MetroLink commuter rail.” Any physical alteration of
the historic tunnel must be described and analyzed by a historic preservation
architect who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards. The analysis should
also address whether project induced changes in demand and project plus
cumulative demand will result in pressure to alter the tunne] structure in a
manner that could impact this historic resource. In addition, any changes in
drainage and runoff must be analyzed to determine if they will further exacerbate
existing water problems within the tunnel.
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Geology and Soils

As part of the preparation of the EIR and the development of the specific plan, a
geotechnical study should be prepared for the project. The study should describe

existing soil and geological hazards conditions and evaluate the feasibility of the
project's grading plan.

Based on the City of Santa Clarita’s General Plan, it would appear the project site
is in close proximity to the San Gabriel Fault, the Placerita Fault, Beacon Fault
and particularly the Whitney Fault. As part of the geotechnical analysis of the
project, a registered geologist should determine whether trenching should be
conducted on the project site in order to det.ermme if active fault traces are
present.

The geotechnical evaluation of the project site should identify any areas with past
landslides and where future landslide areas exist. Liquifaction potential should
also be assessed. The EIR should identify mitigations to address potennal
landslide issues, mcludmg redesign for avoidance,

The terrain of the proposed project is not conducive to grading. An extensive
geology and geotechnical study should be prepared and approved as part of the
environmental document.

drol d Water Qualit

The EIR should include a detailed analysis of existing drainage patterns, changes
in runoff and drainage associated with the project, and whether the project and the
project and cumulative development will result in ficoding or other hazards or
impacts to the stormwater system.

The EIR should evaluate the application of all facets of the National Pollutants
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit pertaining to discharge, runoff
and illicit connections from residential and industrial/commercial uses.

The EIR should include a flood hazards analysis.

The Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan for the project should be included as
an appendix to the EIR. The EIR should describe the proposed stormwater system
for the project, and an evaluation of whether downstream improvements would be
required based on the additional flows created by the project and the project and
cumulative development.

The EIR should evaluate the project’s impacts to the natural watershed in terms
of the quality, flow rate and volume of surface water runoff and impacts to
beneficial uses and protected animal and plant species.
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The EIR should include an analysis of the project’s comphance with and ability to
comply with current NPDES requirements during both construction and operation
of the project.

The EIR should evaluate the project's impact to the Total Maximum Daily Load

(TMDL) regulations being established by the Regional Water Quality Contro}
Board specific to, but not limited to, chloride, nutrient, bacteria and trash.

The EIR should evaluate the need for a waste water treatment facility for the
project.

The EIR should evaluate the project's ability to use reclaimed water.
A sewer area study should be prepared and approved as part of the EIR.
The EIR should evaluate the project’s ability to maintain floodplains.

" The EIR should evaluate the project’s impact on hydrology and hydraulics on the

existing storm drain system in the Santa Clarita Valley. A drainage concept study
should be prepared and approved as part of the environmental document.

Land Use and Planning

Since the proposed project site is currently located in an area which is under the
jurisdiction of the County of Los Angeles, the land use and planning section of the
EIR should include an analysis of the project’s consistency with current County
land use and zoning designations for the site, as well as an analysis for the
project’s consistency with current County development standards for the use types
proposed. .

Since the proposed project site is currently Iocataed within the City of Santa
Clarita’s Planning Area and abuts the City, the land use and planning section of
the EIR should include an analysis of the project’s consistency with the current
land use and zoning designations for the site envisioned by the City in its General

Plan (i.e. Residential Estate 0-0.5 dwelling units per acres) as well as current City

development standards for the use types proposed.

M&

Since the project includes a request for annexation to the City of Los Angeles, the
land use and planning section of the EIR should include an analyszs of the project's
consistency with any current City of Los Angeles land use and zoning designations
for the site envisioned in the City’s General Plan, as well as an analysis for the

project’s consistency with current City development standards for the use types
proposed.

The project includes annexation of the project site to the City of Los Angeles, when
the project site abuts the City of Santa Clarita and does not abut the City of Los
Angeles. The EIR should provide an analysis of ‘the factors that the LAFCO must
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congider in reviewing annexation proposals mcludmg, but not limited to, the
following (Section 56841):

a. Population, population density, land area and use, per capita
assessed valuation, topography, natural boundaries, drainage
bagins, proximity t¢ populated areas, and the likelihood of
significant growth during the next ten years.

b. Need for organized community services, present cost and adequacy
of government services and controls, probable future needs,
probable effect of the annexation and of alternative courses of
action on the cost and adequacy of services and controls in the
area and vicinity. .

c. The effect of the proposed annexation and of alternative actions
on adjacent aress, on mutual social and economic interests and on
the local government structure of the county.

d Conformity of the proposal and its effects with LAFCO policies on
providing planned, orderly, efficient patterns of wurban
development and with state policies and priorities in conversion
of open-space lands to other uses.

e. Effect of the proposal on maintaining the physical and economic
integrity of lands in an agricultural preserve in open-space use.

£ Clarity of the boundaries of the territory, the nonconformance of
proposed boundaries with lines of assessment or ownership, the
creation of islands or corridors of unincorporated territory and
other similar matters affecting the proposed boundaries.

g Consistency with appropriate city or county general and specific
plana.

h. The sphere of influence of any agency which may be applicable to
the proposal being reviewed.

This section of the EIR should include a summary of the findings of the more
detailed issue area specific analysis of the project consistency with applicable
regional resource plans, including: South Coast Air Quality Management Plan, the
Regional Transportation Plan, the Regional Transportation Improvement
Program, the Congestion Management Plan, the Regional Housing Needs
Assessment, the Southern California Hazardous Management Plan, applicable
biclogical resource preservation plans, etc.

The project applicant at the scoping meeting and the applicant’s project literature
states that the project is consistent with smart-growth principles. The EIR should
therefore include an analysis of the project's consistency with both the Southern
California Association of Governments Livable Communities principles and the
County of Los Angeles’ Guidelines for Development of Livable Places.
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Noise

The EIR should evaluate the noise impact of project construction and operation on
adjacent uses. This should include an evaluation of whether project traffic either
alone or in combination with cumulative development will result in the need for
additional sound barriers along freeway corridors.

The EIR should evaluate the potential noise impact of placing a large
concentration of homes and businesses in proximity to the 1.5 and SR-14 freeways.
The 70 and 65 dBA noise contours associated with freeway traffic currently
extends over a portion of the project site, and most of the project site is within a 60
dBA noise contour. The EIR should assesa the ability of the project to comply with
interior and exterior residential noise standards.

tion a ougin

The EIR should include an evaluation of the project’s population and housing
impacts. Consistency of the project and the project and cumulative development
with SCAG’s population, employment and houging forecasts for the area should be
asgessed.

The EIR should evaluate the impact of the project, and the project and cumulative
development on the area’s jobs/housing balance.

Public Services

Fire Protection

The EIR should clearly explain how and by which jurisdictions facilities éervices
will be provided to the project.

The County of Los Angles, the City of Los Angeles and Santa Clarita service
providers should be contacted for their estimates of the impact of the project, and
cumulative development, on the coat and avaﬁabihty of fire protection and
emergency services.

The EIR should clearly identify whether the project will result in the need for
additional facilities or equipment, where such facilities will be located and how
they will be funded, and how such equipment will be provided and funded. Any
impacts to service provision and facilities and equipment needs should be clearly
identified in the EIR.

If the project includes the construction of new facilities, the EIR should analyze
whether site size, configuration and building square footage and design complies
with applicable facility design standards.
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Police Protection

The EIR should clearly explain how and by whmh jurisdictions and facilities,
services will be provided to the project.

| The County of Los Angeles, City of Los Angeles and Santa Clarita service
providers should be contacted for their estimates of the impact of the project and
cumulative development on the cost and availability of pohce protection in their
area.

The EIR should clearly identify whether the project will result in the need for
additional facilities or equipment, where such facilities will be located and how
they will be funded, and how such equipment will be provided and funded. Any
impacts to service provision and facilities and equipment needs should be clearly
identified in the EIR.

If the project includes the eonstrim’mon of new facilities, the EIR should analyze
whether site size, configuration and building square footage and design comphes
with applicable facility design standards. ,

Schools

At the scoping meeting for the project, the Superintendent of the Newhall School
District indicated that his District was not consulted regarding likely school
construction needs resulting from the project, and that the number of schools

~ required to serve project school demand would be well in excass of the one school
included in the project description. During the preparation of the EIR, and more
importantly, during the preparation of the Specific Plan which should occur prior
to preparation of the EIR, the school districts in the area should be consulted as
to the number of schools required to serve the K.12 school demand generated by
the project. If the project does not include provision of the schools needed to serve
the project’s demand, the project should be classified as hamg a significant
unmitigated unpact on school services.

The EIR should include a full analysis of project-school demand generation, the
number of schools required to gerve projected demand, and whether the project as
proposed can meet the school site requirements of the California Department of
E’ducatmn

The pro;ect site is located along the I-5 corridor in the vmmty of the interchange
of I-5 with SR-14. As part of either the school impact, air quality analysis, or the
hazards analysis, the EIR should analyze the impact of the project’s location on
interior and exterior school air quality at proposed on-site school facilities.

Parks
The EIR should include an analysis of the project’s consistency with National
Recreation and Parks Association (NRPA), City of Los Angeles, County of Los

Angeles and City of Santa Clarita parks standards for the various categories of
parks (neighborhood, community, regional, etc.), and for park facilities. For
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example, the City of Santa Clarita distinguishes between community parks
(should be 40 acres in size and located to serve a population of 20,000 within a two-
mile radius) and neighborhood parks (should be 5-10 acres in size and located to
serve a population of 5,000 within one-half mile radius). Both types of parks
include improvements and facilities. The proposed project includes 5,805 proposed
dwelling units. Given current persons per household rates in the City and the 10
acres of parks and landscape areas proposed as part of the project, it would appear
the proposed project is significantly deficient in park services and facilities.

Provision of open space areas with substantial slopes is not a mitigation or
replacement for active park services and facilities. Failure to provide adequate
parks will result in additional demand for park and other recreational facilities in
the City of Santa Clarita. The proposed project will also create demand for
regional park facilities, Regional Parkland impact should also be analyzed..

Other Public Facilities

The EIR should include a similar service impact evaluation for library and other
public services. ‘

If the project will not fully mitigate its public service impacts through the direct
provision of services, the EIR must evaluate the impact of the project on the
service provision of adjacent jurisdictions.

Trails

The City of Santa Clarita is partnering with the Santa Monica Mountaing
Conservancy, the City of Thousand QOaks, Simi Valley and Ventura County to
create a trail link from the Pacific Crest Trail just east of the City of Santa Clarita
through the Santa Clarita Valley and connecting with the Rim of the Valley Trail.

" The EIR should address the connection from the City of Santa Clarita to the
Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy Land west of Interstate 5.

As with all issue areas, the analysis of impacts to park services must address the
impact of the project and the impact of the project in commbination with cumulative
development.

Transnortation and Traflic

The project description must provide a clear and specific description of;
. Site access
Internal circulation routes (paratransit and commuters including how it
will connect to Santa Clarita Transit, LADOT, MTA, etc)
Internal transit routes
Freeway access -
Metrolink access and method of connection -
Bicyle paths .
Location of any transit stations or bike routes,

* * o »
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Las Lomas Notice of Preparation
August 9, 2002
Page 120f 15

¢ A sufficiently detailed description of project land uses and square footages
to allow calculation of project trip generation.

The traffic analysis for the project must address:
Project and cumulative trip generation
Mode split assumptions with a showing that such assumptmns are

feasible and realistic,

s  Project and cumulative impacts to City of Santa Clarita roadways and
intersectionas,

s  Analysis utilizing the joint City of Santa Clantafl.oa Angeles County
traffic model.

® Project and cumulative impacts to area freeways, assesaed using the
current Caltrans Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines. If freeway impacts
are identified, or the project includes new freeway connections or ramp
or other improvements, the EIR must demonstrate that mitigation is

feasible and that a method for mitigation construction or implementation

exists.

e Project and cumulative CMP impacts, including a CMP debit and credit
calculation to determine the impact of the project on the City of I.os
Angeles’ ability to meet its deficiency mitigation requirements.

Project and cumulative impacts to local and regional public transit.
Project and cumulative impacts to pedestrian, cyclist and vehicular
safety.

*  An analysis of the project’s eonsastency with the Regional Transportation
Plan, the Regional Transportation Improvement Program and any
impacts of the project and the project in combination with cumulative
development on achievement of Plan goals and compliance.

Project transit connections to other public transportation systems.
Project transit connections to other points of interest.
Project connection to Metrolink commuter rail.

As part of the transportation analysis, the EIR should detail the specifics of the
proposed Metrolink connection. Will this be a direct physical connection, with
construction of an onsite station, or provision of shuttle service to existing
stations? The EIR must demonstrate that Metrolink has been consulted and that
any Metrolink components of the project are both feasible and acceptable to
Metrolink, otherwise any tnp distribution assumption and mode split will be
subject.to question.

Given the magnitude of the project and current Level of Service (LOS) on freeways
in the project vicinity, it is likely the project will result in significant unmitigatible

freeway and impacts. In addition, project site access does not appear adequate and

direct project connectivity to the Metrolink would appear infeasible.
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Utilities and Service Systems

The EIR should clearly specify how project utility and service system needs will
be met, the responsible agency/urisdiction, and detail any services or facilities to
be provided on-site.

The EIR should include a calculation of project electrical, natural gas, and water
consumption and sewage and solid waste generation. Based on our preliminary
calculation of likely project consumption and waste generation, the project will
place substantial demands on utilities and service systems. As part of EIR
preparation, service providers should be contacted, provided with a more detailed
project description, and asked for an assessment of whether existing facilities are
adequate to meet project needs, or whether the project will result in the need for
additional facilities or service improvements.

Water

Pursuant to recent state law, the water districts must be contacted and asked to
provide an analysis of whether there is adequate water available to meet project
water needs.

Landfill

The EIR must include a detailed evaluation of whether there is sufficient landfill
capacity to meet existing, project and project plus cumulative demand.

The EIR should evalimfe the project's plan for solid waste disposal to ensure that
all waste generated by the development is properly allocated to the City of Los
Angeles and not the City of Santa Clarita or unincorporated Los Angeles County.

itigati a

As required under CEQA, the EIR must analyze the impacts of any mitigation
measures specified to reduce or eliminate project impacts. Thus, should the project
result in the need for on or off-site facilities or other physical improvements to
meet project demand, the EIR must include an evaluation to the impacts of such
improvements. '

ywih 1 cing Impac:

With a project and rezoning request of this magnitude, particularly one that
involves changes in jurisdictional boundaries, a detailed analysis of the growth
inducing impacts of the project is important. Key to the analysis is whether the
project will result in a land use future that is different than that assumed in key
regional planning documents. If so, a detailed analysis of the impact of this
difference in land use future must be performed.
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Cumulative Impacts

In preparing the cumulative project’s list, each of the surrounding jurisdictions
should be consulted and asked to provide a list of past, present or reasonably
foreseeable projects that should be ir;cluded in the analysis.

The proposed Soledad Canyon Sand and Gravel Mining Project should be included
on the cumulative project’s list even though that project was denied by the County.
The project is currently in litigation with the applicant seeking to compel approval
of the project. When analyzing traffic from this project, an appropriate PCE
should be applied for truck traffic, as required by the Caltrans guidance for
freeway impact analysis.

te ives -

The proposed project-ié located within the City of Santa Clarita’s Planning Area
and abuts the City of Santa Clarita. The EIR should include analysis of:

An alternative designed to be consistent with the City of Santa Clarita’s applicable
development standards for the types of uses proposed, including applicable hillside
development standards, Oak tree preservation ordinance, land uses envisioned in
the City's General Plan.

An alternative designed to be consistent with the County of Los Angeles’
applicable development standards for the types of uses proposed, including
applicable hillside development standards and consistent with the current land
use and zoning for the site specified by the County of Los Angeles.

The EIR should include an impact reducing alternative which specifies the
changes in the proposed project necessary to eliminates all significant
unmitigatible impacts identified for the project.

Analysis.of a No Project/No Change altez;native.

In Summary

Based on our preliminary review of the available project information, the project
will result in a number of significant unmitigatible impacts. The project is clearly
too large for the site, has not taken reasonable account of the site topography, and
has not been planned in accordance with Smart Growth Principals, Therefore: the
project does not appear to provide a properly balanced mix of housing, shops, work
places, schools, parks and civic facilities, and is seriously deficient in its provision
of schools; the plan provides for inadequate parks; and the plan does not respect
the natural terrain and drainage.

002998



Las Lomas Notice of Preparation
August 9, 2002
Page 150f 15

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Los Lomas Notice of

Preparation. We look forward to further participation in the process. If you have

any questions or would like any additional information regarding the comments

we have provided, please contact Kelvin Parker, Associate Planner, at (661) 255-
. 4330,

Sincerely,

Vincent P. Bertoni, AICP
Planning Manager

VPB:kp:ts .
S:pbs/current/Loa Angeles City Project/NOP response LTR.doc

. oce City of Santa Clarita City Council
City of Santa Clarita Planning Commission
City of Santa Clarita Parks and Recreation Commission
Ken Pulskamp, Interim City Manager
Jeffrey J. Lambert, AICP, Director of Planning and Building Servicea/
Intergovernmental Relations Officer
Conal McNamazra, 5% District Planning Deputy for the County of 1Los
Angeles
Millie Jones, 5% District Field Deputy for the County of Los Angeles
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RESOLUTION NO. 02-175

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
SANTA CLARITA, CALIFORNIA, STATING THE CITY OF SANTA CLARITA
SHOULD BE THE LEAD AGENCY WITH APPROVAL AUTHORITY FOR ANY
PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT SOUTH OF THE CITY OF SANTA CLARITA |
EAST OF INTERSTATE 5 AND WEST OF STATE ROUTE 14

WHEREAS, the Las Lomas Project proposes to annex an appmx:mately 555-acre portion
of unincorporated Los Angeles County to the City of Los Angeles in conjunction with the
development of a mixed-use community with approximately 5,800 dwelling units of low to very
high density. The project also includes 2,300,000 square feet of office/research and development,
250,000 square feet of community facilities (including a X-8 school), 225, 000 square feet of
neighborhoed retail, a 300-room hotel, and 285 acres of open spaces; and

WHEREAS, the proposed project lies contiguous to the City of Santa Clarita's southern

boundary east of Interstate 5 and west of State Route 14 and is within the geogmphxc

boundaries of the Santa Clarita Va!ley' and

: WHEREAS, the applicant, Las Lomas Land Company, is requesting the follmng

discretionary actions: Sphere of Influence; General Plan/Community Agreement; United States
Army Corps of Engineers Section 404 Permit; United States Fish and Wildlife Service Permit;
California Department of Fish and Game Permit; Oak Tree Permit; and California Regional
Water Quahty Control Board NPDES Permit; and

WHEREAS, the City of Los Angeles posted a Notice of Preparation (NOP) as the lead
agency for the preparation of an environmental impact report on June 27, 2002; and

WHEREAS, the City of Santa Clarita, on August 9, 2002, submitted comments on the
NOP addressing the following topic areas: project description; aesthetics; agricultural resources;
air quality; hazards and hazardous materials; biological resources; cultural resources; geology
and soils; hydrology and water quality; land use and planning; annexation; noise; population
and housing; public services; trails; transportation and traffic; utilities and service systems;
- mitigation impeacts; cumulative impacts; and alternatives; and

WHEREAS, any development in the Las Lomas project area will hiave a significant
environmental impact upen the Santa Clarita Valley; and

WHEREAS, the City of Santa Clarita is the closest municipality to the Las Lomas
project site. The City of Los Angeles is not directly contiguous to the proposed project and
~ currently does not have public facilities, services or a sphere of influence in the Santa Clarita

Valley; and

WHEREAS, the City of Santa Clarita would be able to offer the most efficient provisions
for municipal services, resulting in a mutual social and economic interest to the future residents

of the project site.
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NOW, THEREFORE, the City Council of the City of Santa Clarita does resclve the City
of Santa Clarita should be the lead agency with approval authority for any proposed
development south of the City of Santa Clarita, east of Interstate 5 and west of State Route 14
and this resolution shall be forwarded to the City of Los Angeles, the County of Los Angeles and
the Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO),

PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED this 10th day of December, 2002.

o

MAYOR “— -~

ATTEST:

CITY CLERK

- STATE OF CALIFORNIA }
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES - * )sa
CITY OF SANTA CLARITA

1, Sharon L. Dawson, CMC, City Clerk of the City of Santa Clarita, do hereby certify that
the foregoing Resolution was duly adopted by the City Council of the City of Santa Clarita at
a regular meeting thereof, held on the 10th day of December, 2002, by the following vote:
AYES: COUNCILMEMBERS: Weste, Ferry, McLean, Kellar, Smyth
NOES: COUNCILMEMBERS: None

ABSENT: COUNCILMEMBERS: None

CITY CLERK

x:phe\currentilos angeles city project\council resolution of City Review of tha Las Lomas Project Ares

xmu-&- 2 Q’*’*"‘*’“"—-’ -
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CITY OF SANTA CLARITA
NEGATIVE DECLARATION

X} Proposed [ ] Final

T e T o S Tt e S it ot e
MASTER CASE NO: MC 02-474 :
PERMIT/PROJECT
NAME: Prezone 02-004; Annexation 02-004
APPLICANT: City of Santa Clarita
' . Degartment of Planning and Building Services
23920 Valencia Bivd,, Suite 300

Santa Clarita, CA 91355 .
Contact Person: Lisa Hardy, AICP, Senior Pianner

LOCATION OF THE

PROJECT: The project site is generally located east of Interstate 5 and west of State
Route 14, aﬂ&mt to and outside the southern existing limits of the City
of Santa Clarita in the unincorporated area of County of Los Angeles.

DESCRIPTION OF

THE PROJECT: A proposal for a Prezone for a mostly undeveloped site known as the

South Santa Clarita Annexation located in unincorporated Los Angeles
County. The project site is currently designated RE (Residential Estate)
and RM (Residential Moderate) under the City of Santa Clarita General
Plan. The proposal is to prezone the project site to RE (Residental
Estate) on B11 acres and RM (Residential Moderate) on 14 acres to
allow for a sphere of influence amandrnent and arnexation of the area.

Based on the information contained in the Initial Study praparoa for this pméeci, and pursuant o the
.ag:_afi{:mems of Section 15065 of the Califomia Environmentai Quality Act (CEQA), the City of Santa

X City Council  {]Planning Commission [ ] Director of Planning and Building Services

finds that the project as p or rgvised will have no significant effect u the environment, and that
a Negative Deciaration shall be adopted pursuant to Section 15070 of CE:

Mitigation meastires for this project
[X} Are Not Required [] Are Attached {) Are Not Attached

e R

VINCENT P. BERTONI, AICP
PLANNING MANAGER
&0 _fj '
Prepared by: ? -
Approved by, (76 ¢ -
(Slgnature

. )

Public Review Period From December 17, 2002 to January 8, 2003
Public Notice Given On __December 17, 2002

{X] Legal Advertisernent  [X] Posting of Properties  [X] Written Notice

— T
=t

CERTIFICATION DATE:

i

SAPBSARnexX\SSCAenvinonmentaiNsgDee.doc
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Lead Agency:

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
 {Initial Study Form B} .
CITY OF SANTA CLARITA

SR

Gity of Santa Clarita

Contact Person & Phone Number: Kelvin Parker, Associate Planner

Master Case or CIP Number:
Entittement Type(s):
Project intreduction:

Project Location:

General Plan Designation (s):

Zoning Designation(s):

City of Santa Clarita Dept. of Planning & Building Semces
(661) 255-4330

MC 02-474 (PRZ 02-004; ANX 02-004)

Sphere of Influence Amendment, Prezone & Annexation

This CEQA-required Initial Study has been prepared for
the proposed Prezone 02-004 for the proposed South

- Santa Clarita Annexation consisting of approximately 825
acres located in unincorporated Los Angeies County, The -

project site s currently designated RE (Residential Estate)
on 811 acres and RM (Residential Moderate) on 14 acres
under the City of Santa Clarita General Plan. The proposal
is to prezone the project site to City of Santa Clarita RE
(Residential Estate) designation on 811 acres and RM
(Residential Moderate) designation on 14 acres to allow for
a sphere of influence amendment and annexation of the
area,

The project site is generally located in the unincorporated
area of the County of Los Angeles, adjacent to the
southemn boundary of the City of Santa Clarita, east of
interstate 5 and west of State Route 14,

Because the property is located in unincorporated Los
Angeles County, the property is currently designated HM
(Hillside Management), TC (Transportation Corridor), W
(Watershed), and Urban 3 (6.7 to 15du/ac) under the Los
Angeles County Santa Clarita Valley Areawide General
Plan.

The existing City of Santa Clarita General Plan land use

designation is RE (Residential Estate) and RM (Residential
Moderate) on the project site.

The property is currently zoned in the Los Angeles County
Zoning Code as A-2-1.

This proposal includes a City of Santa Ciarita prezone to
RE (Residential Estate) and RM (Residential Moderate)
designations consistent with the City’s General Plan.
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Project Applicant: City of Santa Clarita

{Name, Address, Phone) Attr: Kelvin Parker, Associate Planner
Department of Planning & Building Services
23920 W. Valencia Blvd., Suite 300
Santa Clarita, CA 91355

Phone: (661) 255-4330
Fax: {661) 259-8125
E-mail: kparker @ santa-clarita.com

Project Description and Setting: No development of the project site is proposed at this time,
The City is proposing to prezone the project site RE
(Residential Estate) on 811 acres and RM (Residential
Moderate) on 14 acres to the land use zone consistent
with the General Plan to allow for a sphere of influence
“amendment and annexation 1o the City of Santa Clarita,

Surrounding Land Uses & Setting: The site is located immediately east of Interstate 5, west of
the Anteiope Valley Freeway (SR 14), just outside the City
of Santa Clarita southern jurisdictional limits in the
unincorporated County of Los Angeles. The property to
the north is developed and undeveloped City of Santa
Clarita. The property to the west, south, and sast are
undevelioped freeway easements,

Other public agencies whose Local Agency Formation Commission
approval is required, (eg. permits, Los Angeles County

financing, approval, 700 North Central Avenue, Suite 350
or participation agreement): Glendale, CA 91203
2

00320z



ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED :

The environmental factors checked below would be affected by this project, involving at least one impact
that is a "Potentiaily Significant impact” or “Potentially Significant Impact Unless Mitigation incorporated”
as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

(] Land Use and Planning {]  Transporation/ i} Public Services
Circulation
{1 Popuiation and Housing {] Biological Resources {] Recreation
{] Goeoiogical Problems {] Noise | [ Aesthotics
{1 Water [] - Hazards {1 Cutltural Resources
{1 Stornwater Management ] Mandatory Tests of 11 Utilitles and Service
& Recycling Significance System
{1 Al Quailty {] Energy and Mineral
Resources
DETERMINATION:
Cn the basis of this initlal evaluation:

[X] | ind that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, a.nd a
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

[1 find that athough the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there
will not be a significant effect in this case because the mitigation measures described on an
attached sheet have been added to the project. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will
be preparad,

{1 | tind that the proposed project MAY have a significant impact on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is fequired

{1 |find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect(s) on the environment, but at least
one effect 1) has been mitigated adequaleiy in an earlier document pursuant o applicable legai
standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation mersures based on the earlier analysis as
described on attached sheets, it the effect is a “potentially significant impact’ or “potentially
significant uniess mitigated.” An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT, but it must anaiyze only
the effects that remain to be addressed,

[1  ifind that athough the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there
WILL NOT be a significant effect in this case because all potentially significant effects (a) have -
been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been
avoided or mitigated pursuant to that eariier EIR, including revisions or mitigation measures that

are impased upon the project.
Prepared By; Kelvin Parker _
' Associate Planner J2~17~0A

{Signatura) (Name/Title) {Dato)

Vincent P. Bartoni, AICP '
Planning Manager j2-1F -G A

. (Signature) (Name/Title) ~ (Date)
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:

a}

k)
¢}

d)

a)

a}

b)

c)

i,

a)
b}
c)
d)

e)

LAND USE AND PLANNING. would the proposal:
Conflict with genaral pian designation or zoning?

Confiict with applicable environmental plans or policies
adoplod by agencies with jurisdiction over the project?

Be incompatible with existing {and use in the city?
Digrupt or divide the physical arangement of an
established communtty (inciuding a low-income or
minority community)?

Affect a Significant Ecological Area (SEA)?

Cther:

POPULATION AND HOUSING. Wousd the proposst:

Cumulatively exceed official regional or loca! population
projections?

Craunto & not loss of jobe?

Displace existing housing, especially affordable
housing?

Cther,
GEOLOGIC PROBLEMS. Wi the proposal result in:

Unstabie garth conditions of in changes In gaologic
substructures?

Disruptions, dispiacements, commpaction ot
ovarcovering of the soll?

Change in topography or ground surface refief
features?

The destruction, covering of modification of any unidue
geologis or physical features?

Any increase in wind or water erosion of aolis, either on
of off the site?

Exposure of people or property to geologic hazards
such as earthquakes, langsﬁdga. guds?igdas, ground
Charniges in deposition, erosion or sitation?

Other modification of & wash, channel, creek, or river?

Earth movernent (cut andfor fil) of 10,000 cubic yards
or morg?

Development and/or grading on a siope greater than
26% natural grade?

Development within the Alquist-Priolo Special Sludies
Zone?

cant Mitigation
Impact Insorporated
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h

a)

c)

e)

9
h)

)

a)

b)

¢}

d)

e)

Vi

a)

Other,
WATER. Would the propasal result i

Changes in absorption rates, drainage pattems, or the
rate and amount of surface runoff?

Exposure of i@ of rty to water-ralated

Discharge into surface waters or other alteration of
surface water quailty (e.g. temperature, dissolved
oxygen, of turbidity)

Changes in the amount of aurface water in any water

Changes in currents, or the course of direction of water
movements? . .

Changes in the of ground waters, either
through direct ot withdrawals, or through
irtarception of an aquifer by cuts or excavations or
lhro:ggm substantial loas of groundwaler recharge
cap

Altared direction or rate of flow of groundwater?
impacts to groundwatar guality?

Substantial reduction in the amount of groundwater
otherwise avallable for public water supplies?

Other

STORMWATER MANAGEMENT AND RECYCLING,

Would the proposal resut in: :

Storm water system discharges from arcas for
matarials storage, vehicie of aquipment !ueilnq;. vehicie
of maintenance , wasio

ng, hazardous materiale or stornge,
dolm!’ymorhmm.ormmrmm
aroas .

Significant environmentally harmiul increase ini the flow
rale or volume of volume of storm water runolt?

Significant and snvironmentaily harmful increases in
erosion of the project site or surrounding areas?

Storm water § that would significantly Impair

the beneiicial uses of recaiving waters or areas that
provide water ?.my benefits (e.g., riparian comidors,
wetiands, oic.) .

Cause harm to the biclogical integrity of drain
systems and water bodiea? a9

Does the proposed pi include provisions for the
saparation and reuse of materials?

AIR QUALITY. Would the proposal:

Viclate any air quallty standard or contribute to an
existing or projected air quality violation?
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b}
c)
d)
VIE

a)

b}

¢
o)

g
h)
VHI.

a)

b)
¢} ‘
o]
@)
IX.
a)
b)

¢)
d}
a)

b)

)

Expose sensitive recaptors 10 pollutants?
Create obiectionable odors?
Cther,

TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION. Would the
proposal result in:

Increasad vehicle trips or traffic congestion?
HMazards 1o safoty from design features (e.9. ahablr
atible

curvas of dangerous intersections) or incomp
uses?

inadequate emergency 8ccess or access 10 nearby
uses?

insufficient parking capacity onsite or ofisite?
Hazards or barriers for pedestrians or bicyclists?

Conflicts with adopted policies supporiing altemative
transportation {8.g. bus stops, bicycie mngu)? '

Dlajointed pattem of roadway improvements
Other

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Wouid the proposal reauit In impacts to:

Endangered, threatened of rare species or thelr
habitats (including but not limited to plants, fiah,
insects, animais, and birds)?

Cak treas?

Wetlan habitat or blueline stream?

Wiidiite disparsal or migration corridors?

Other,

Conflict with adopted energy consarvation plans?

Use nonrenewabie resources In a wasteful and
Inafficient manner?

Rasult in the loss of availability of a known mineral
rasouice that would be of future vaiue to the region and
the residents of the State?

Other,
HAZARDS. Wouki the proposal involve:

A risk of accidental explosion or releass of hazardous
substances {including but not limited to oll, pesticides,

chemicals, or radiation)?

Possible interference with an emergency response pian
or ernergency evacuation plan?

Tha creation of any health hazard or potential healih
hazard? ’
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Potentisity
Significant
Impect

Sonificam  Milgemen  Snenam N
‘ impact Incorporsted et impast

T amTelmEe., 0 0 0w

fines, oll pipetines)
e}  Increased fire hazard in areas with flammable brugh, {1 £ {1 X

grass, or {roes? i
f Other {1 [] {1 b3
X, NOISE. Would the proposal result in:
8)  Increases in existing noise levels? 8 (0 0 ]
b)  Exposure of pacple 1o severe noise lovels or vibration? [} ! 1 s
o Otwer e [l [ (1 X
X PUBLIC SERVICES. Would the proposai have an effect ‘

:1:1 m m w o altersd povermmant services
a) Fi;e protection? . {1 s ] X}
b)  Police protection? S § n - n ]
©  Schools? (] 0 (] -
d)  Maintenance of public faciiities, including roads? i 1! () )
e)  Other government servicea? : 0] {1 (1 ]
Xl UTILITIES. Would the proposal resuit in & need for new systems or suppiles, o
substantiai aterations to the foliowing utities:
&)  Powerornatralgas? b n [ ®
b)  Communications systams? {1 {1 (1 18|
) ﬁsmgwmuumm or distribution {.1 1 (1 Xl
d)  Sewer or septic tanka? ] (] (] bS]
8)  Storm water drainage? l 9] [ , 3] M
f)  Soiid waste disposal? : §| (] 8 X
g} Local or regional water supplies? (1 [l 0 Xl
N Other ' [ [ [ ™
XIV. AESTHETICS. Wouk the proposal:
a)  Affect a acenkc vista open to public view? e (1 {] it
b)  Have a negative aesthetic effect? 0 3] & b3
¢} Create light or glare? (] {1 1 X
d)  Other 0 i) 8 X
XV. CULTURAL RESQURCES. wouid the proposal:
a)  Disturb paleontclogical or archasciogical resources? 9 {1 f) X
b)Y  Have the potential to cause a physicai change which {1 {1 [ ™

wolld affect unique ethnic cultural values?
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c) Restrict existing raligious or sacred uses within the
potantiai impact area?

d) Aftect & recognized historical aite?
g}  Other _
XVI. RECREATION

a} Wil the proposal result In an impact upon the
quality or quantity of axisting recreation
opportunities?

Xvil. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the
quality of the environment, substantially reduce the
habitat of a fish or wildife species, cause a fish or .
wiidlife population (o below seif sustaining lovels,
threaten to gliminate a plant or animal community,
raduce the number or restrict the range of & rare or
endan?:ured plant or anima! or aellminate important
examples of the major perkxis of Cailifornia history or
prehistary?

b) Doens the project have the potential 1o achieve
short-term, to the disadvantage of iong-term,
environmental goals? (A short-term impact on the
snvironment is one which occurs in a reletively brief,
definitive perod of time whila long-term impacts will
andure well into the huture.)

¢) Does the project have impacts which are individually
limited but cumulatively considerable? (A project may
impact on two or more separate resources where the
impact on each resource s rolatively smalil, but where
the effoct of the total of those impacts on the
environment is significant.)

d) Doas the project have environmental effects which will
cause substantial adverse effects on human beings,
aither directly or indirectly? ‘

Potentiatly

Significant
Ienpact
Potertisily Uniess Ly than
Significant Witigetion Significant
mipact incorporated Impact

n [ [

[ (1 0
{] (] {]

(1 () (]

8] 0 8

{1 (] (]

{] {1 {l

[ {1 (]

XVIii, DEPARTMENT OF FiSH AND GAME 'DE MINUMUS' FINDING

a) Wi the project have an adverse gffect either
individually or cumulatively, on fish and wiidlife

resourcas? Wikdife shall be defined for the puma,of

this question as "all wild animals, birds, plants,
hibians, and related ecciogical communities,

i the habitat upon which the wildiife depends

for s continuad viability.”

i 9 1}

% R Sis

X
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IXX. DISCUSSION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND/OR EARLIER ANALYSES:

Saction and
Subsections

Evaluation of Impact

I. LAND USE AND
PLANNING

No development is proposed with this prezone to RE and RM. No
significant impact related to land use is expected, The proposed
project includes annexation of approximately 825 acres of mostly
undeveloped land located just outside the boundary of the City of
Santa Clarita in the unincorporated area of County of Los Angeles.
The prezone is consistent with the City of Santa Clarita General Plan
designation of AE & RM.

The proposed prezone to RE & RM on the project site is consistent
with the following General Plan goals:

L 3.5 Promote Santa Clarita's location along Interstate 5 and
Highway 14 as an important link between southern and northem
California, as the northern gateway to the metropolitan Los Angeles
area, and as a seif-sufficient community and center serving the
broader region. (L29)

4,14 Maintzin and/or enhance the character of the various
communities through compatible land use standards and design
guidelines, while promoting a overall identity for the Santa Clarita
Vailey. {L-31)

L7.6 Coordinate annexation activities with City growth
management strategies. (L-34)

4 1.2 Evailuate development proposals within the unincorporated
portions of the planning area to ensure that development is
consistent with both the City's and the County’s land use pian. (H-59)

ED 2.7 Seek a City Sphere of lnﬁuence consistent with the ptannmg
area of this General Plan. (ED-25)

The proposed prezone and annexation would not disrupt or divide the
physical arrangernent or an established community because there is
no development asscociated with this proposal. For the reasons
stated above, impacts upon Land Use and Planning are anticipated
to be less than significant and no further analysis is warranted at this
time.

il POPULATION &
HOUSING

The City of Santa Clarita General Plan serves as the basis for local
population projections in the Santa Clarita General Plan Planning
area. The proposed Prezone to RE & RM for the South Santa Clarita
Annexation has no impact upon population and housing because it
will not lead to growth. No development is proposed with this project.
In addition, the Prezone will not lead to a loss of jobs or displacs
existing housing because no development is proposed. Impacts from
the Prezone upon Population and Housing are anticipated to be less
than significant.
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Section and
Subsections

Evaluation of Impact

i GEOLOGIC
PROBLEMS

V. WATER

{ V. STORMWATER

The proposed Prezone to RE and RM would not create any
significant impacts to geology. No development is proposed with this
project. The proposal will not result in unstabie earth conditions or
changes in geologic substructures, disruptions, displacements,
compaction or overcovering of the soil, changes in topography or
ground surface relief features or the destruction, covering or
modification of any unique geologic or physical features because no
earth movement is proposed. In addition, the proposal will not resuit
in any increase in wind or water erosion of soils either on or off the
site, nor expose people or property to geologic hazards such as
earthquakes, landslides, mudslides, ground failure, or similar
hazards. The proposal will not result in a change in deposition,
agrosion or siltation, modify a wash, channel, creek or river. No
Alquist-Priolo Special Study Zones exist on the property. For the
reasons stated above, no impacts upon Geologic Problems are
anticipated and no further analysis is required.

The proposed Prezone to RE & RM will not change the absorption
rates, drainage patterns, or the rate and amount of surface runoff, nor
will it expose people or property to water related hazards such as
flooding because no development is proposed. The Prezone proposal
will not discharge additional debris or water into surface waters or
result in an alteration o surface water quality (e.g. temperature,
dissolved oxygen, or turbidity). This proposed Prezone will not result
in changes in currents, or the course of direction of water
movements, change in the amount of surface water in any water
body, nor affect groundwater in any way because the Prezone will
resuit in no physical changes to the property. For the reasons stated
above, no impacts upon Water are anticipated and no further analysis
is required,

MANAGEMENT &
RECYCLING ‘

The proposed Prezone to RE & RM would not create any significant
impacts to storm water management and recycling. Before
annexation, property owners would slect to pay an annual City of
Santa Clarita Storm Water Drainage Fee prior to, and as a
prerequisite to annexation. The property would remain natural open

space.

Vi. AIR QUALITY

The proposed Prezone to RE and RM would not create any adverse
air quality impacts because no development is proposed with this
project.

Vil.

TRANSPORTATION/
CIRCULATION

The proposed Prezone to RE and RM would not generate any
traffic/access related impacts because no development is proposed
with this project. The project site takes access from The Old Road
and Wildwood Canyon Road. The project is located adjacent to
Interstate 5 and State Route 14, the Antelope Valley Freeway. The
proposed Prezone would not increase vehicle trips or traffic
congestion, result in hazards to safety from design features or
incompatible uses, result in inadequate emergency access or access

10
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Section and
Subseactions

Evaiuation of Impact

to nearby uses, result in insufficient parking capacity onsite or offsite,
result in hazards or barriers to pedestrians or bicyclists, conflict with
adopted policies supporting alternative transportation or result in a
disjointed pattern of roadway improvements. Therefore, no impacts to
transportation/circulation are anticipated and no further analysis is
required. ‘

Viil. BIOLOGICAL
RESOURCES

The proposed Prezone to RE and RM would not generate any

adverse impacts on biological resources, which include impacts to
endangered, threatened, or rare species, oak trees, wetland habitat
or blueline stream, or wildlife dispersal or migration corridors. No
development is proposed with this project. No vegetation or animal
life would be removed or altered as a result of the propesed and
Prezone.

"IX. ENERGY AND
MINERAL
RESOURCES

The proposed Prezone to RE and AM would not generate impacts on

energy or mineral resources. No development is proposed with this |

project.

The project contains power line easements for the Los Angeles City
Depariment of Water and Power that will not be affected by the
proposed Prezone. No impact to energy end mineral resources is
anticipated.

X. HAZARDS

This Prezone to RE and RM will not resuit in a risk of accidental
explosion or release of hazardous substances (including but not
limited to oil, pesticides, chemicals, or radiation) because it does not
invoive any construction. This is the same reason that the proposed
Prezone would not interfere with an emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan, nor create any health hazard or potential
heaith hazard. Although there are power lines across portions of the
project site, these lines would not expose people to a heaith hazard
because no development would occur. The proposal will not
increase fire hazard In this area. Therefore, this project will have no
impacts upon Hazards.

Xl NOISE

The proposed Prezone to RE and RM does not include any
development activity. Therefore, this project would not result in any

increase in the existing noise levels or exposure of pecple to severe

noise leveis or vibration. No impact to Noise is anticipated.

Xil. PUBLIC
SERVICES

‘The proposed Prezone to RE and RM would not have an effect on, or
result in an incremental need for new or altered governmental
services including fire protection, police protection, schools,
maintenance of public facilities (including roads) or other
governmental services because no development is proposed. Part of
the project proposal is an authorization for the City to apply to LAFCO
for annexation, An annexation would result in an incremental
increase in the governmental responsibilities for the City including
roadway maintenance for The Old Road. The City would also

11
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Section and Evaluation of Impact

Subsections
provide poiice protection in this area upon annexation, The
annexation would result in a negotiated revenue neutral tax transfer
between the City of Santa Clarita and the County of Los Angeles to
fund public services. Impacts from a Prezone to Public Services are
anticipated to be less than significant,

XHt. UTILITIES The proposed Prezone to RE and RM would not result in a need for

new systems or supplies, or substantial alterations to power, natural
gas, communications systems, local or regional water treatment or
distribution facilities, sewer or septic tanks, storm water drainage,
solid waste disposal, and local or regionai water supplies because no
physical changes are proposed on the site as part of the and

Prezona. No impact to Utilities is anticipated as a result of this

project.

XIV. AESTHETICS

The proposed Prezone to RE and RM would not create any adverse
impacts to aesthetics. No development is proposed with this project.

XV. CULTUHAL
RESOURCES

This proposed Prezone would not disturb paleontological resources,
archaeclogical resources, or cause a physical change which wouid
affect unique ethnic cuitural vaiues because no physical changes
would occur on the site as part of this Prezone proposal. For these
reasons, the proposal would not restrict existing religious or sacred
uses within the project area or affect a recognized historical sita. No
impacts to Culturat Resources are anticipated.

XVi. RECREATION

The propoesed Prezone to would not create any significamt adverse
impacts to recreation,

KP

s \phsannexXisaca\smvironmnentaiinitialstudy.doc
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CITY OF SANTA CLARITA
AGENDA REPORT

City Manager Approv

Item to be presented by: Vince Bertoni

NEW BUSINESS
DATE: December 10, 2002
SUBJECT: RESOLUTION TO FILE AN APPLICATION WITH LAFCO

FOR ANNEXATION 2002-04 FOR THE PROPOSED SOUTH
SANTA CLARITA ANNEXATION, LOCATED OUTSIDE
THE SOUTHERN BOUNDARY OF THE CITY LIMITS
GENERALLY EAST OF INTERSTATE 5 AND WEST OF
STATE ROUTE 14.

DEPARTMENT: Planning and Building Services

RECOMMENDED ACTION

City Council to adopt the Resolution authorizing the City Manager, or designee, to
file an annexation and sphere of influence amendment application with the Local
Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) for the proposed South Santa Clarita
Annexation.

BACKGROUND

This action authorizes the City Manager, or designee, to file an annexation
application for the South Santa Clarita Annexation consisting of approximately 825
acres of inhabited land, including 129 acres of Caltrans right-of-way area.

The Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000 (ACT)
and LAFCO regulate annexation to the City. Annexation of the project area would
encourage sound planning, well-ordered urban development patterns, and a logical
boundary pursuent to these regulations. Filing the application at this time would
initiate the annexation process with the lLocal Agency Formation Commission
(LAFCO) and allow the project to proceed in a timely manner.

The project site is contiguous to the southern boundary of the City limits, east of
Interstate 5, and west of State Route 14, creating a logical boundary for annexation
to the City. In addition, proximity of the project area to the City would allow for
the most efficient provision of municipal services logistically convenient to present
and future residents of the project area. This area includes the proposed 555 acre
Las Lomas development, which has an application to the City of Los Angeles for
approval of a large development project, but to date, does not have an active
annexation application with LAFCO, as well as a mobile home park and several

Agenda ltem ::,H
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affected annexstion area to inform them of the annexation process. The Council's
action tonight is the beginning of a lengthy annexation process and the affected
property owners will have additional opportunities to express whether they wish to
have their properties included in the annexation area.

FISCAL IMPACT

A fiscal impact analysis for the project will be prepared prior to annexation, The
Stormwater Utility Election will be scheduled prior to recordation of the
annexation.

ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS

1. Council may choose not to adopt Resolution and not submit apphcatzon to
annex the proposed annexation ares.

other properties. City staff has begun contacting all property owners in the .

f

2. Other direction as determined by the City Council.

ATTACHMENTS

Resolution
Exhibit A-Location Map

S:\pb.\mm\aa\undmmp ‘ . '
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RESOLUTION 02-

A RESOLUTION OF APPLICATION BY THE CITY COUNCIL
OF THE CITY OF SANTA CLARITA, CALIFORNIA,
REQUESTING THAT THE LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION
OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY INITIATE PROCEEDINGS FOR
THE PROPOSED ANNEXATION OF CERTAIN INHABITED TERRITORY
TO THE CITY OF SANTA CLARITA
(SOUTH SANTA CLARITA ANNEXATION)

WHEREAS, the City of Santa Clarita desires to initiate proceedings pursuant to the

Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000, Divigion 3, commencing .

with Section 56000 of the California Government Code, for annexation; and

WHEREAS, the territory proposed to be annexed is inhabited, and a map of the
boundaries is set forth in Exhibit A attached and by this reference incorporated; and

WHEREAS, the short form designation of the proposal is Annexation No. 2002-04; and

WHEREAS, this proposal is inconsistent with the City of Santa Clarita's Sphere of
Influence as designated by the Local Agency Formation Commission on July 24, 2001, and
would require amending thereof pursuant to this proposal; and

WHEREAS, the reasons for this proposed annexation are to promote sound planning
and land use practices in the affected territory; and

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Santa Clarita has considered all evidence,
oral and documentary, and is advised of the foregoms

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City Councﬂ of the City of Santa
Clarita, California, does hereby determine and find as follows:

SECTION 1. This Resolution of Application is hereby adopted by the City Council, and
the Local Agency Formation Commission of Los Angeles County is hereby requested to initiate
proceedings for the annexation of that territory mapped in Exhibit A, incorporated by this
reference, according to the terms and conditions stated above, if any, by the commission and
the City, and in the manner provided the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government
Reorganization Act of 2000.

SECTION 2. The City Council hereby directs and authorizes the City Manager, or
designese, to file the application with LAFCO on behalf of the City Council.

SECTION 3, The City Council hereby directs and authorizes the City Clerk of the City
of Santa Clarita to forward a certified copy of this Resolution with applicable fees and other
information as required by Section 56383 of the Government Code to the Executive Officer of
the Local Agency Formation Commission of Los Angeles County.

SECTION 4, The City Clerk shell certify to the adoption of this resolutmn and certify
this record to be a full, true, correct copy of the action taken.

003168



Resolution - .
Page 2

PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED this day of

2002.
MAYOR

ATTEST:
CITY CLERK
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES )
CITY OF SANTA CLARITA ) .

1, Sharon L. Dawson, City Clerk of the City of Santa Clarita, do hereby certify that
the foregoing Resolution was duly adopted by the City Council of the City of Santa Clarita at

a regular meeting thereof, held on the ____ day of 2002 by the following vote of the
Council:
AYES:  COUNCILMEMBERS:
NOES:  COUNCILMEMBERS:
' ABSENT: COUNCILMEMBERS:
CITY CLERK

annex\SSCA\apres
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CITY OF SANTA CLARITA
NEGATIVEDECLARATION

[X] Proposed  [] Final

i e st s et s e s sl S s v e B i 4 el A A 4 AL o e e s o s ot s s i . A T L J—
T T e T T T T L B T o T T R T o B o o o o B S e o S o S o o T o T 0 0 00 0 it b e e o

MASTER CASENO: MC 02-474
PERMIT/PROJECT :
NAME: Prezons 02-004; Annexation 02-004

APPLICANT: City of Santa Clarita
Deggrtment of Planning and Building Services
23920 Valencia Bivd., Suite 300
Santa Clarita, CA 91355
Contact Person: Kelvin Parker, Associate Planner

LOCATION OF THE ) :

PROJECT: The project site is generally located east of Interstate 5 and west of State
Route 14, adjacent to and outside the southemn axisting limits of the City
of Santa Clarita in the unincorporated area of County of Los Angeles.

DESCRIPTION OF ‘ . ' -

THE PROJECT: A proposal for a Prezone for @ mostly undevaloped site known as the

Scouth Santa Clarita Annexation located in unincorporated Los Angeles
County. The project site Is currently designated RE (Residential Estate)
and RM {Residentiai Moderate) under the City of Santa Clarita General
Plan. The proposal is to prezone the project site to RE (Residential
Estate) on 811 acres and RM (Residential Moderate) on 14 acres to
allow for a sphere of influence amendment and annexation of the area. .

e T T e T s T L e ot e o e e T S S o T T 0 T e i S s s S S o T 2

Based on the information contained in the Initial Study prepared for this project, and pursuant o the

rcalqgigmems of Section 15065 of the Callfornia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the City of Santa
3

iX] City Council [] Planning Commission {] Director of Planning and Building. Services

finds that the project as proposed or revised will have no significant effect upon the snvironment, and that
a Negative Declaration shail be adopted pursuant to Section 15070 of CEQA. :

Mitigation measures for this project
X} Are th Required [] Are Attached [] Are Not Attached
TR ST T . = T - T S S S e T S T e e e
VINCENT P, BERTONMI, AICP
PLANNING MANAGE ‘
Prepared by: K : nn
‘ Nam
Approved by; | P, i, AICP, Planning Manager
- (Name/Titie

B s T T S L T R o S T 0 T 0 T S0 M S A TR A S
Public Review Period From February 4 to February 25, 2003
FPublic Notice Given On __ Februaryd4 2003 =

[X] Legal Advertisement [X] Posting of Properties [X] Written Notice
CERTIFICATION DATE: |

SAPBSAMRExISSCAWnvironmentalNegDec.doc
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R L2 7

NEGATIVE DECLARATION
SOUTH SANTA CLARITA ANNEXATION
PREZONE 02-004; ANNEXATION 02-004
(Initial Study Form B)

City of Santa Clarita

Project Title/Master Case Number: MC 02-474 (PRZ 02-004; ANX 02-004)

Lead Agency name and address: City of Santa Clarita |
23920 Valencin Blvd., Suite 300
Santa Clarita, CA 91355

Contact person and phone number: Kelvin Parker, Associate Planner
City of Santa Clarita Department of Planm.ng &
Building Services
{661) 255-4330

Project location: The South Santa Clarita Annexation Area is located
‘ - in the unincorporated area of the County of Los
Angeles, adjacent to the southern boundary of the
City of Santa Clarita, east of Interstate 5 and west of
State Route 14,

Applicant’s name and address: City of Santa Clarita
Department of Planning & Building Services
23920 W. Valencia Blvd., Suite 300
Santa Clarita, CA 91355

General Plan designation: The 825-acre Annexation Area is currently located in
unincorporated County of Los Angeles. Current land
use designations include: HM (Hillside
Management), TC (Transportation Corridor), W
(Watershed), and Urban 3 (6.7 to 15 du/ac) under the
Los Angeles County’s Santa Clarita Valley Areawxde
General Plan, as shown in Figure 1.

The existing Santa Clarita General Plan land use
designation is RE (Residential Estate) on 811 acres of
the Annexation Area and RM (Residential Moderate)
on 14 acres within the Annexation Area, as shown on
Figure 2.
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South Santa Clarita Annexation Initial Study
MC02-474 (Prezone 02-004; Annexation 02-004)

Zoning:

Description of project and setting:

Surrounding land uses:

Other public agencies whose
" approval is required:

A, INTRODUCTION

The Annexation Area is currently located in
unincorporated County of Los Angeles. The
Annexation Area is currently zoned as A-2-1
pursuant to Los Angeles County Zoning Code.

The annexation includes a City of Santa Clarita
prezone to RE (Residential Estate) and RM
(Residential Moderate) designations, consistent with
the City’s General Plan. See Figure 3.

The City is proposing to prezone 811 acres of the
Annexation Area RE (Residential Estate) and 14
acres of the Annexation Area RM (Residential
Moderate). Existing uses within the Annexation
Ares are described more fully as part of the
introduction that follows.

The proposed action conasists solely of the annexation
and prezoning of the South Santa Clarita Annexation
Area. There is no development plan that has been
proposed which would depend on approval of the
proposed annexation, nor is such a development plan
reasonably foreseeable, as explained more fully as
part of the introduction that follows. This
annexation is in o way an essential part of n
development plan by which a property owner intends
to urbanize land currently zoned agricultural.

The site is located immediately east of Interstate 5,
west of the Antelope Valley Freeway (State Route
14), just outside the City of Santa Clarita's scuthern.
juriadictional limits in unincorporated County of Los
Angeles. The property to the north is developed and
undeveloped City of Santa Clarita.

Local Agency Formation Commission
Los Angeles County
700 North Central Avenue, Suite 350.
Glendale, CA 91203

The City of Santa Clarita is proposing to annex an 825-acre area (South Santa Clarita
Annexation) abutting the current City limits. There are approximately 38 property owners
within the area included in the South Santa Clarita Annexation Area.

'As shown in Figures 2 and 8, the South Santa Clarita Annexation Area is located in the
triangle formed by the intersection of Interstate 5 (I-5) and State Route 14 (SR-14). Upon
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FIGURE 1 - SOUTH SANTA CLARITA ANNEXATION EXISTING COUNTY LAND USE DESIGNATIONS
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Souv. Santa Clarita Annexation ft;iliai Study
M{C02-474 {Prezone 02-004; Annexation 02-004)

FIGURE 2 ---SOUTH SANTA CLARITA ANNEXATION AREA AND PREZONING
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approval of the annexation, the City’s boundaries would extend to the centerline of the two
freeways, in this area.

EXISTING SE’I‘I‘ING

The South Santa Clarita Annexation Area is currently located wholly within the County of
Los Angeles.

A site survey of the area was conducted by City of Santa Clarita steff on January 28, 2003,
to provide a more complete description of existing cond;t:ons within the South Santa
Clanta Annexation Area: .

The Old Road (traveling southbound)

i — The Crescent Valley Mobile Home Park ia located roughly %
mile south of Towsley Canyon. This park consists of 81 mobile units and a
recreation center. The property is aituated alongside The Old Road with moderately
dense vegetation buffering residences from the highway.

Single Family Residence (SFR) ~ ’I‘he next structure accessible from The Old Road is
a single family residence. located approximately % mile south of the Mobile Home
Park. In order to reach the main structure visitors must drive up a narrow tree
lined road (unpaved), which leads to the house. It is important to note that there is
a second road, Medford Avenue, which links the SFR with residents Living in the
northern part of the South Santa Clarita Annexation Area.

~ Woodpiles - . There are two (2) relatively large woodpiles located along The Old Road.

They are just north of the vehicle storage area described below. The piles are within

800-900 feet of each other.
- Vehicle Storage — This facility is located approximately % mile south of the Single

Family Residence described above (directly alongside the Old Road). Several parked
cars and trucks can be seen from the highway as well as large storage bins. There
are no aesthetic enhancements that shield the parking area from the hxghway
Everything is in plain sight.

Painthall = Close Encounters Paintball is located next to the Vehicle Storage area.
Scme “playing fields” can be seen from alongside the highway. These essentially
consiat of 2-3 fenced enclosures, which of course shield passersby from stray
paintballs. The area is largely wooded. Aerial maps indicate that there is an access
road that leads to a clearing in the upper portion of the property. This appears to
make the bulk of the paintball “piaying felds.”

Beehives ~ There are 4.6 boxes located roughly 200-300 feet south of the Paintbail

property (alongside The Old Road) They appear to contain honeybees, raised for
commercial purposes..

Wildwood Canyon Road

02 0004263
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South Santa Clarita Annexation Initial Study
MC02-474 (Prezone 02-004; Annexation 02-004)

.

Residential Estates — There are two (2) large residential estates located off of
Wildwood Canyon Road. In order to reach the estates, visitors must gain access
through a private gate. The area is largely rural and picturesque by most
standards, ie., tree shrouded roads, equestrian trails, expanses of green
intermingled with a lush, rustic landscape. Aerial maps indicate that the homes
may be accessible via Medford Avenue.

Grazing Area ~ Aerial maps show a large clearing located juat east of the residential
estates. It appears to be used for animal grazing, most likely goats. The clearing is
acceasible via a private rond.

stcellaneous

ngm PIpehnes Tun s.long the eastern portmn of the Annexatzon

Area.

Rajlroad — The railroad cuts through the eastern portion as well. This section of the
railroad is below ground. The tunnel begins north of the Annexation Area within
the City of Santa Clarita and continues south through the mountains, surfacing
within the City of Los Angeles. The tunnel is the San Fernando Tunnel (circa 1876).
This tunnel has been deemed eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic
Places.

MWD Pipeline — The Metropolitan Water District Pipeline runs along a small
segment of the eastern portion of the Annexation Area.

Towers - Cellular, electric and water towers are located throughout the South Santa
Clarita Annexation Area. All are accessible via trail or road.

OBJECTIVES OF THE ANNEXATION AND PREZONE

' The primary objectives of the annexation and prezone are:

pg - Interstate 5 and the Antelope

Valley Froeway {SR-M) form natural boundary h.nen, and in general mark the City’s

limits. However, in this area, the two freeways serve, instead, to isolate this sliver of
unincorporated land from the larger portion of unincorporated Los Angeles County. The

_ South Santa Clarita Annexation Area is thus more logically a part of the City of Santa
Clarita, than unincorporated Los Angeles County, based on the presence of a logical
physical dividing line. The annexation would normalize the City’s boundaries in this
area; such that in the southern half of the City, Interstate 5 would form the western

~ boundary of the City, the intersection of the two freeways would form the southern
boundary, and the Antelope Valley Freeway would form the eastern boundary of the
City.
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= To Implement The City’s General Plan - Section 65300 of the California
Government Cede which requires the preparation of General Plans specifies that: “Fach
planning agency shall prepare and the legislative body of each county and city shall
adopt a comprehensive, long-term general plan for the physical development of the
county or city, and of any land outside its boundaries which in the planning agency’s
judgment bears relation to its planning.” The South Santa Clarita Annexation Area is
within the planning area of the City’s General Plan. As part of the annexation, and
consistent with Government Code Section 65859, the Annexation Area would be
prezoned to be consistent with the land use designation specified for this area in the
City’s General Plan.! _

The land use demsnatmns for the
South Sa.nta Clanta Annexatmu Area included in the City’s General Plan were

established based on an understanding of the environmental resources contained within
the area.? These limits are similar to those imposed by the current County zoning and
land use designations. The reasons for these limitations in that area include the
presence of important scenic resources, including a primary ridgeline, which forms the
spine of the Annexation Area.® At least 40 percent of the Annexation Area contains
slopes of greater than 50 percent, and at least 59 percent of the area contains slopes, of
25 percent or greater. ¢+ Natural vegetation includes semi-desert chaparral, and areas
containing coast live oak woodland are also present in the South Santa Clarita
Annexation Area.’ The Annexation Area also includes a watershed, and a portion of the

. Annexation Area ig within a Significant Ecological Area.?! The Annexation Area lies at
the intersection of the two major freeways that connect the Santa Clarita Valley with
the remainder of Los Angeles County. The economic heaith of the Santa Clarita Valley
rests in part on ensuring the proper flow of people and goods on these important access
corridors. Given the environmental constraints in the area, environmentally sensitive
development means low density development. Annexation would give the City's
decision-makers a greater voice in ensuring that any future development in the
Annexation Area is sensitive to the existing environmental constraints.

Allowable Development Dengity

The South Santa Clarita Annexation Area is currently located within unincorporated Los
Angeles County. The Annexation Area is currently zoned as A-2-1 pursuant to Los Angeles
County Zoning Code. A-2-1 zoning allows for development of up to 1 dwelling unit per acre.

Current zoning would allow for development of up to 825 dwelling units within the
" Annexation Ama.

1 Government Code Section 85880 requires that zoning be consistent with a City ‘s General Plan. -
2 See for example the City of Santa Clarita General Plan Background Report. December 1990
3 Figure 5.10-1. Circulation Element Amendment EIR.

"¢ Based on information contained in the Notice of Preparation for the Las Lomas Project, which is
attached. According to the NOP, 60% (or 333) of the 555 acres Las Lomas site has slopes of over 50%
and 27% (or 149.85) of the 555 acres contain slopes of between 25 and 50%. Thus 482 acres of the
Las Lomas site include slopes of 25 % or greater.

5 Figure 5.4-3. Circulation Element Amendment EIR.
6 Figure 08-2. City of Santa Clarita General Plan.

02 0004263
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The County land use designations for the Annexation Area include, TC (Transportation
Corridor) and W (Watershed). The portion of the Annexation Area shown on Figure 2 as
RM, has a County designation of Urban 3, which allows 6.7 to 15 dwelling units per acre.
The remainder of the Annexation Area is designated HM (Hillside Management). The HM
designation would limit development in areas with slopes of over 50 percent to 1 dwelling
unit per 20 acres. In areas with slopes of less than 50 percent, development would be
limited to 1 dwelling unit per 2 acrés. The County's current land use designations are
estimated to allow for development of up to 466 dwelling units within the South Santa
Clarita Annexation Area.”

Prezoning consistent with the land use designations for the South Santa Clarita
. Annexation Area included in the City’s General Plan would result in 811 acres of the 825-
~ acre Annexation Area being zoned RE (Residential Estate) and 14 acres of the Annexation

Area being zoned RM (Residential Moderate). RE zoning allows for development of up to
0.5 dwelling units per acre, which is the same as what is currently allowed under the
County’s HM designation, for portions of the area with slopes of less than 50 percent. The
City RM prezoning would allow for development of up to 11 dwelling units per acre, slightly
less than the maximum allowed under the County’s current Urban 3 20oning. Development
consistent with the City's proposed prezoning would thus allow for development of a
maximum of 560 dwelling units, in the event the area was eventually builtout, consistent
with the City’s General Plan?

However, given the presence of a primary ridgeline and significant slopes within the South
Santa Clarita Annexation Area, any future development within the Annexation Area would
be subject to the City’s Ridgeline Preservation and Hillside Development Ordinance; which
provides a sliding scale of allowable density reductions, based on slope. Based on available
information about existing slopes in the South Santa Clarita Annexation Area, it is
estimated that a maximum of 368 dwelling units could be constructed within the South
Santa Clarita Annexation Area, with full buildout consistent with the City’s General Plan
and existing ordinances.? '

The following table provides a summary of these density estimates.

1 The maximum buildout potential may in fact be less, as slope percentage for the 270 acres of the
annexation area, which are not included in the Las Lomas development proposal, are not known,

The buildout potential of these 270 acres has been estimated as 210 du for the 14 acres that would be ‘

prezoned RM (based on maximum allowable density of 15 dw/acre), and 128 du for the 256 acres that

would be prezoned RE. The buildout potential for the Las Lomas site is estimated at 17 units for the

333 acres with slopes of greater than 50 percent and 111 dwelling units for 222 acres with slopes of
 less than 50 percent. The total is thus 466 dweiling units.

8 This i3 the maximum buildout assumed in the City of Santa Clarita’s General Plan EIR.

9 The buildout potential for the Las Lomas site is eatimated at between 34 and 86 du, based on slope.
information included in the NOP for the project. The slope percentage for the 270 acres of the
annexation area, which are not included in the Las Lomas development propesal, are not known.

~ The buildout potential of these 270 acres has been estimated as 154 du for the 14 acres that would be

prezoned RM, and 128 du for the 256 acres that would be prezoned RE. The total given is thus 368

dwelling units.
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MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE DEVELOPMENT DENSITIES

JURISDICTION COUNTY OF LOS CITY OF SANTA

ANGELES CLARITA
DWELLING UNITS DWELLING UNITS PER

PER ACRE ACRE (DU/ACRE)
(DU/ACRE) :

Zoning (Prezoning) 825 560

Zoning (Prezoning) Plus Hillside 466 368

Development Restrictions!® .

The Las Lomas Land Company has submitted an application the City of Los Angeles for
annexation and development of the 5565-acre Las Lomas portion of the South Santa Clarita
- Annexation Area.’! There are currently approximately nine owners of property with land
within the proposed Las Lomas annexation area. The area that applicant is requesting be
annexed by the City of Los Angeles, does not abut the City of Los Angeles, which is located
approximately 1,000 feet south of the Las Lomas site, on the other side of the intersection of
the I-5 and Antelope Valley freeways, from the area Las Lomas is requesting be annexed by
the City of Los Angeles. As shown in the Exibit A of the Notice of Preparation for the Las
lLomas annexation project, which is attached, the Las Lomas project would create small
pockets of unincorporated land, between the City of Los Angeles and the City of Santa
Clarita, if approved. As part of the Las Lomas annexation project, the applicant is
proposing development of the following land uses on the 565-acre site;

® 5800 dwelling units,

* . 2,300,000 sf of Office/Research and Development,

* 250,000 sf of Community Facilities including a K-8 school,
225000 sf of Neighborhood Retail, and

s a 300-r0§m hotel,

which would require 20 million cubic yards of grading

The proposed Las Lomas development project is' incongistent with the City of Santa
Clarita’s General Plan land use designations, the County’s zoning and land use
designations, and would result in substantial grading and hillside alteration.

THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT

10 Hillside restrictions are the County's HM designation and the City’s R.ldgeh.ne Preservation and

Hillside Devalopment. Ordinance.
11 A map of the area is included in the NOP for the Las Lomas development which is attached.
02 0004263 10
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This Negative Declaration (ND) for the South Santa Clarita Annexation and Prezone has
been prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)2 and
the Guidelines for the Environmental Quality Act! (Guidelines). In preparing this ND,
the City has erred on the side of an excess of caution, as the proposed action is not a project
subject to CEQA. The City has thus sought to comply with the full disclosure spirit of
CEQA.

In order to be subject to CEQA, and the requirement for the preparation of an

environmental document to be triggered, an action must be a “project”™ ag defined in

Section 21065 of the Pubhc Resources Code as follows:

“Project” means an activity which may cause either a dmm
chagge in the environment or g_res - 2able in
physgical change in the envn-onment (Emphaam added)

i ~-Is“a phys:cal change in the environment which is caused by
-and immediately related to the project.” (ie. dust, noise, traffic, etc).1?

An Indirect Physical Change - Is “a physical change in the environment which is not
immediately related to the project, but which is caused indirectly by the project. If a direct
physical change in the environment in turn causes another change in the environment,
then the other change is an indirect physical change in the environment.”$ (i.e.
construction of a new sewsge treatment plant may facilitate population growth in the
service area due to the increase in sewage treatment capamty and may lead to an increase
in air pollution). The CEQA CGuidelines specify that, “an indirect physical change is to be
_ considered only if that change is a reasonably foreseeable impact which may be caused by
the project. A change which is speculative or unlikely to occur is not reasonably
foreseeable.”1? ‘

The proposed annexation is not a project pursuant to Section 21065 of the Public Resources
Code, and thus not subject to CEQA, since it will not résult in either a direct physical change in
the environment or a reasonably foresecable indirect physical change in the environment.. An

annexation that removes property from county control and places it under city control, is a

‘project, if the annexation is an essential part of a development plan to urbamze property, and
development under city control is anticipated in the foreseeable future.'® An adjustment of a
City’s boundary is not a project “if that adjustment neither accommodatcs nor presages a change

12 Public Resources Code 21000 et seq
13 Sections 15000-15387 of the California Code of Regulations Title 15, Chapter 3
" 14 Guidelines Section 15002(band (d).
15 Per Section 15084(dX1).
. 16 Per Section 15064(aX2).
17 Per Section 15084(dX3). :
1 See: Bozung v. Local Agency Formation Com. (1975) 13 Cal.3d 263, 118 Cal. Rptr. 249, 529 P.2d
1017

02 0004263 | 1
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in the type or ext_cnt of land use of the affected property."w because it doesn’t result in a direct
change in the environment or have a foreseeable indirect change.

In the case of this proposed annexation, there is no reasonably foreseeable change in the
environment that would result from the annexation. There is no development currently
proposed, or reasonably anticipated to be proposed in the foreseeable future, which is, or would
be, consistent with the prezoning that would occur as part of this annexation. It does not appear
reasonably foreseeable that the Las Lomas Land Company would reduce the development
proposal for their 555-acre site from, 5,800 dwelling units, 2,300,000 sf of Office/Research and
Development, 250,000 sf of Community Facilities including a K-8 school, 225000 sf of
Neighborhood Retail, and a 300-room hotel, down to a development consisting solely of the
. between 34 to 86 dwelling units which' would be allowable under the City’s prezone and
ordinances. (See footnote 9). Furthermore, none of the other approximately 23 property owners
within the South Santa Clarita Annexation Area has a development project pending before the
County, or has approached the City with a development project. Given the significant disparity
between the level of development desired by the Las Lomas Land Company and the Ievel that
would be allowed with approval of the South Santa Clarita Prezone and Annexation, and the lack
of any other reasonably anticipated development proposals from any of the approximately 23
other property owners within the South Santa Clarita Annexation Area, approval of the
annexation is not anticipated to result in either a direct change to the environment or a reasonably
foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment. '

An annexation, such as this one, which is not linked to a development proposal, which does not
increase the ultimate development capacity of the area to be anmexed, and which merely serves to
implement the land use designations in an adopted general plan, through prezoning, clearly will
not result in any direct physical change in the environment. In the absence of a direct physical
change in the environment, by definition, there is no indirect physical change. The proposed
South Santa Clarita Annexation and prezone is therefore not a project, as deﬁnad in CEQA and
the CEQA Guidelines.

Although the South Santa Clarita Annexation and associated prezoning is not subject to
CEQA, the City has decided to prepare an Initial Study Checklist in order to better explain
the relationship between the proposed action, the General Plan, prior environmental
reviews of the General Plan, and subsequent environmental review requirements for any
future development proposals.

ND is Tiered From The General Plan EIRs

. As explained in Section 15152 of the CEQA Guidelines, tiering “refers to using the analysis
of .general matters contained in a broader EIR (such as one prepared for a general plan or
policy statement) with later EIRs and negative declarations on narrower. projects;
incorporating by reference the general discussions from the broader EIR; and concentrating
the later EIR or negative declaration solely on the issues specific to the later project.”

19 Thid. page 83.
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m ND is tiered frox_n:

» Final Environmental Impact Report For The Santa Clarita General Plan, June 1991.
State Clearinghouse Number: 90010683, and

¢ City of Santa Clarita Circulation Element Final Environmental Impact Report,
September 1997, State Clearinghouse Number: 86112028,

Any future development within the South Santa Clarita Annexation Area would be
subject to the following City Ordinances, as applicable. These ordinances have been
designed to reduce the impacts of development within the City and to substantially
mitigate environmental effects when applied to future projects:®

» Resolution 91.50 Local Guidelines and Procedures for Implementatiozi of the

Provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act of 1970.
Ridgeline Preservation and Hillside Development Ordinance.

Cak Tree Preservation Ordinance

Integrated Waste Management Ordinance

Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan Implementation Ordinance
Stormweter and Urban Runoff Pollution Control Ordinance
Floodplain Management Ordinance

These nine documents and the General Plan Background Report are incorporated herein by
reference and are available for review at:

Planning Department of the City of Santa Clarita
Santa Clarita City Hall _

23920 Valencia Boulevard, Suite 300

Santa Clarita, California 91355-2196

‘Tier 1 - City of Santa Clarita Plan-Level EIRs

Although the South Santa Clarita Annexation and Prezone are not part of a development
plan by a property owner, and are not anticipated to result in any reasonably foreseeable
new development in the South Santa Clarita Annexation Area, in the long-term, over the
life of the City’s General Plan, development consistent with the prezone and applicable City
Ordinances may occur. Full huildout of the South Santa Clarita Annexation Area has
‘already been subject to environmental review.? The General Plan and Circulation Element
Amendment EIRs provide an analysis of buildout consistent with the City’s General Plan,
These EIRs thus function as program EIRs, as defined in Section 15168 of the CEQA
Guidelines, or first tier EIRs, for purposes of evaluating the impact of future actions
congistent with the General Plan, including the South Sants Clarita Annexation and
-Prezone. )

20 Akin to PRC Section 21083.3(d). _

21 This analysis represents a worst case analysis, as the General Plan EIR and Circulation Element -
Amendment EIRs did not take account of the density reducing effects of City ordinances, such as the
Ridgeline Preservation and Hillside Development Ordinance.
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Tier 2 - This Negative Declaration

This Negative Declaration is tiered from the General Plan and Cireulation Element
Amendment EIRs (General Plan EIRs), and constitutes the second tier of analysis. As
provided by Section 15152 of the CEQA Guidelines, this Negative Declaration focuses on
the question of whether the annexation and prezone would result in significant effects on
the environment, that were not examined as significant effects, in the prior EIRs. As
detailed in Section ¥ of this Negative Declaration, the Discussion of Environmental
Impacts, no impacts, beyond those previously addressed the General Plan EIRs are
anticipated to result from the South Santa Clarita Annexation and Prezone.

In the absence of a specific development proposal, evaluation of any parcel or project-
specific impacts would be highly speculative and of little value at this time. For this
reason, this Negative Declaration evaluates the potential for the annexation and prezone to
result in impacts that were not addressed as part of the General Plan EIRs.

Tier 3 - Any Future Development Counsistent with the Proposed Prezoning Would
be Subject to CEQA

Any future development proposal within the Annexation Area would be subject to CEQA.
Analysis of any such proposal would be conducted at a site-specific level of detail. This
development-plan specific analysis would constitute Tier 3-level analysis.

References

(a)  City of Santa Clarita General Plan.
(b)  Final Environmental Impact Report For The Santa Clarita General Plan, June 1991,
State Clearinghouse Number: 90010683,
(e) City of Santa Clarita Circulation Element Final Environmental Impact Report,
September 1997. State Clearinghouse Number: 96112028,

- The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at

least one impact that ia a “Potentinlly Significant Impact® or a "Potentially Significant

Impact Unless Mitigation Measures Incorporated" as mdlcatad by the checkhst on the
following pagu.

{1  Aesthetics f]  Agriculture Resources {1  Air Quality
- [1. Biclogical Resources {1  Cultural Resources {] Geology /Soils
(] Hazards & Hazardous  []  Hydrology / Water Quality (] Land Use/Planning
Materials ' ) :
[]  Mineral Resources {1 Noise : "l | Population / Hous;ing
02 0004263 14
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Public Services []  Recreation [}  Transportation/Traffic

()
{1 Utilities/ Service Systems []  Mandatory Findings of Significance
C. DETERMINATION:

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

Xl
X

0
[

1]

{1

Prepare& by:

Signature/ Title -
Approved by:

Signature/Title

02 0004263

I find that the proposed annexation is not subject to CEQA.

I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a sigiiﬁcant effect on the environment,
and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared,

| I ﬁﬁd that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,

there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been
made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
will be prepared.

I find that the propoged project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. ‘

I find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact” or "potentially
gignificant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2)
has been addressed by mitigation measures hased on the earlier analysis as described on
attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze
only the effects that remain to be addressed. ‘

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR
or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided
or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including

revigions or mitigation measures that_ are imposed upon the pmposed project, nothing .

further is required.

Date: 02-03-2003

Date: 02.03-2003
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Potentially  Less Than Less Than No
Significant  Signifieant  Significant Impact

Linpact with impact
Mitigation :
I. AESTHETICS - Would the project:
2) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? [] [1 {1 X
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but (1 {1 {1l ]
not limited to, primary/secondary ridgelines, trees, .
rock outcroppings, and hmtonc buildings within a state
scenic lnghway’?
¢) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or 0 il i1 x)
quality of the site and its surroundings? ' :
d) Create a new source of substantial light or glm that {1 [§] 0 [x]
would adversely affect day or mghthme views in the :
area?
¢) Other _ o § 1 X

II. AGRICULTURE RESOURCES: In determining whether impacts to agricultural
resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the
California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by
the California Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in assesging impacts on
agriculture and farmland. Would the project:

a} Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or (] (1 £} X1
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as
shown on the maps prepared pursuant ic the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the
California Rescurces Agency, to non-agricultural use?

b} Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a il [1 [] X
Williamson Act contract? ‘ '
¢) Involve other changes in the existing environment = {] [l (1 b

which, due to their location or nature, could result in
conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use?

d) Other ' [1 {] {] X

III. AIR QUALITY - Where available, the significance criterin established by the
applicable air quality management or air pollution control district may be rehed upon
to make the following determinations. Would the project: ‘

a) Conﬂ;ct with or obstruct implementition of the  {] 3 $ | X
applicable air quality plan? .
062 0004263 16
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'b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air quality
viclation?

¢} Result in & cumulatively considerable net increase of
any criteria pollutant for whick the project region is
non-attainment under an applicable federal or state
ambient sir quality -standard (including releasing
emissions that exceed quantitative thresholds for
ozone precursors)?

d)‘ Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations?

e} Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial
nuxber of people?

f) Other

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES - Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or
through habitat modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status
species in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulstions, or by the California Department of Fish
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian

habitat or other sensitive natursl community .

identified in local or regiomal plans, policies,
regulations or by the Californin Department of Fish
and Game or IS Fish and Wildlife Service?

¢) Have a substantinl adverse effact on federally protected
wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water
Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal poci,
coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling,

" hydrological interruption, or other means?

d) 'Inter,!‘ere substantiaily with the movement of any
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or
- with established native regident or migratory wildlife

Potentially
Significant
Impact

{)

{1

{1
{1

[

]

ti

0

¥

corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery -

sites? :

17

Lass Than Leas Than

Significant
with
Mitigation

{1

il

(1
(3

{3

()

{1

{1

(1

Signifieant  Impact
Impact

.

(]

{1

{1

(]

{3

{1

(]

{1

Neo

X

Xi
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e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting
biclogical resources, such as a tree preservation policy
or ordinance? Qak trees?

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopied Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?

4] Otizer

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES - Would the project:

a) Cause 8 substantial adverse change in the significance
of & historical resource as defined in '16064.567

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance

- of an archaeological resource pursuant to '15084.57

¢} Directly or indirectly destroy or impact a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic
feature?

d) Dwturb any human remains, including t.hose interred
outside of formal cemeteries?

e} Other

V1. GEOLOGY AND SOILS - Would the project:

a} Expose people or structures to potential substantial
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, maury or
death involving: -

i) Rupture of a known . earthquake fault, as
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State
Geologist for the area or based on other
substantisl evidence of a known fault? Refer to
Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication
42.

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?

iii) ‘Seijemic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction?

65 0004263 S
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iv) Landslides?

b) Result in substantial wind or water soil ercsion or the
loss of topsoil, either on or off site?

¢) Be located on 2 geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or
that would become unstable as a result of the project,
and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide,
lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1.B
of the Uniform Building Code (1997), creating
substantial risks to life or property?

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting f;he use
of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal
systems where sewers are not available for the
disposal of wastewater?

f) Change in topography or ground surface relief features?

g) Earth movement {(cut and/or fill) of 10,000 cubic yards
or more?

h) Development and/or grading on a slope greater than
10% natural grade?

i} The destruction, covering or modification of any unique
geologic or physical feature?

§) Other

Potentially
Significant
impact

[l

(1

{1
(]

(]

[]

1

Significant
with

(1
{1

{1

{1

$!

(1

- 11

[

{1

{1

VIL HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS - Would the project:

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials?

b} Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and
accident conditions involving explosion or the release
of hazardous materials into the environment

(including, but not limited to oﬂ pesticides, chemicals, |

fuels, or radiation)?
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¢) Emit bazardous emissions or handle hazardous or
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed
school?

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of
hazardous materisls sites compiled pursuent to
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result,
wouild it.create a significant hazard to the publie or the
environment?

e) For 2 project located within an airport land use plan or,
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would
the project result in a aafety hazard for people residing
or working in the project area?

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip,
would the project result in a safety hazard for people
regiding or working in the project area?

g) Impair implementation of or physicaily interfere with
an adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan?

. h) Expose people or atructures to a significant risk of loss,
injury or death involving wildland fires, including
where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or
where residences are intermixed with wildiands?

i) Exposure of people to existing sources of potential
. health hazards (e.g. electrical tranamission lines, gas
lines, cil pipelines)? '

) Other _

VIIL, HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY - Would the project:

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements?
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b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge such that
there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a
lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the
production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would
drop to a level which would not support existing land

Potentially
Significant
Impuet

fl

uses or planned uses for which permits have been

g'ranted)?

¢} Substant:ally alter the exist.mg drainage pattern of the
site or area, including through the aiteration of the
course of a gtrearn or river, in a manner which would
result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the
: gite or ares, including through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river, or substantiaily increase
the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner wh:ch
would resuit in flocding on- or off-site?

¢) Create or contribute runcff water which would exceed
the capacity of existing or planned stormwater
drainage systems or provide substantial additional
sources of polluted runoff?

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation
map?

h)lewitﬁinalOO-ymﬂoodhazardmgstructums
which would impede or redirect flood flows?

i) Expose people or ah-ucms to a significant risk of loas,

injury or death involving flooding, including ficoding
as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?

i} Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

k) Changes in the rate of flow, currents, or the course and
direction of surface water and/or groundwater?

i) Other modification of a wash, channel creek or river?

b Impact Stormwater Management?
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gotexiﬁaﬂy Less Than " Less Than No

ignificant  Significant  Significant Im

impact with Impact past
Mitigation

i) Storm water system discharges from areas for  [] {] (1 X
materials storage, vehicle or equipment fueling, '
vehicle or equipment maintenance {including

washing), waste handling, hazardous materials

handling or storage, delivery areas or loading docks,

or other outdoor work areas?

ii) Significant environmentally harmful increase in ] {1 (1 X
the flow rate or volurne of volume of storm water : '
runcff?

iii) Significant and environmentally harmfd  [] 1 N
increases in erogion of the project site or surrounding -
areas?

iv) Storm water discharges that would significantly [] £} {1 Xl
impair the beneficial uzes of receiving waters or areas . A
that provide water quality benefits (e.g. riparian

corridors, wetlands, ste.)

v) Cause harm to the biological integrity of drainage {1 [l (] X
systems and water bodies?

vi) Does the proposed project include provisions for {¥ B § 11 g
the separation and reuse of materials?

IX. LAND USE AND PLANNING - Would the project:

a) Disrupt or physically divide an established community £3 1 {1 X
(including a low-income or minority community)?

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or  [] ] (1 X1
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the -
project (including, but not limited to the general plan,
specific pian, local coastal program, or zoning
ordinance) adoptéd for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect?
¢) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan, [l i} 9] X
natural community conservation plan, and/or policies
by agencies with jurisdiction over the project?
d) Affact a Significant Ecological Area (SEA)? [} {1 [] Xj

X. MINERAL AND ENERGY RESOURCES - Would the project:

22

003669



South Santa Clarita Annexation Initial Study
MC02-474 (Prezone 02-004; Annexation 02-004)

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral
resource that would be of value to the region and the
residents of the state?

b) Result in the Ioss of availability of a locally important
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local
general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?

d) Use nonrenewable resources in a wasteful and
inefficient manner?

XI. NOISE - Would the project result ini

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in
excess of standards. established in the local general

plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards ofr

 other agencies?

'b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?

¢} A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise
levels in the project wcunty above levels existing
without the project?

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels
existing without the project?

e) For a project located within en airport land use plan
or, where such a plan has nat been adopted, within two
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would
the project expose people residing or working in the
project area to excesgive noise levels?

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip,
would the project expose peopla regiding or working in
the project area to excessive noise levels?

Potentislly
Significant
lmpact
{1
(]

.

0

{1

{1

{1

(1.

{1

XIL. POPULATION AND HOUSING - Would the project;

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, sither
directly (for example, by proposing new homes and
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through
extension of reads or other infrastructure)? :
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Potantially
Significant
Impact

b} Displace gubstantial numbers of existing housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere (especially affordable housing)?

¢} Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating
the construction of replacement houging elsewhere?

XTI, PUBLIC SERVICES -

. a) Would the project result in substantia] adverse
physical impacts associated with the provision of new
or physically altered governmental facilities, need for
new or physically altered governmental facilities, the
construction of which could causs significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times or other
performance objectives for any of the public services:

i) Fire prbtecﬁan?
ii) Police protection?
iii) Schools?

 iv) Parks?

XIV. RECREATION -

a) Would the project increase the use of existing
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration
of the facility would occur or be accelerated?

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or
require the construction or expansion of recreational
facilities which might have an adverse physical effect
on the eavironment?

XV. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC - Would the project:

" a) Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in

. relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the
_street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in

" either the number of vehicle trips, the volume to

capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections)?

02 GQ04263

24

{1

{1

-0

(1
[1
(3

{1

(1

Lass Than Leas Than
Significant
with
Mitigation

{1

[

(1
§
u
3

{1

n

tl

No

Significant Impact
Impact

(]

{1

{1
[
{1
(1

0

{]

{1

&

¥ ¥ ¥ H

¥

003671



South Santa Clarita Annexation Initial Study
MC02-474 (Prezone 02-004; Annexation 02-004)

Potentially  LesaThan  Less Than No
Significant  Significant  Significant Impact

[mpact with Impact
Mitigation
b) Exceed, either individuailly or cumulatively, a level of [l (1 (1 g
service standard established by the county congestion
management agency for designated roads or highways?
¢) Reguit in a change in air traffic patterns, including §] il 11 X3
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in
location that results in substantial safety risks?
d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature ] (1 i X1
{e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or ’
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?
6) Result in inadequate emergency access? 3 ] . m
f) Result in inadequate parking capacity? [ i1 ] £
g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs  [] n 0 o
supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus : -
turnouts, bicycle racks)?
h} Hazards or barriers for pedestrians or bicyclists? [] [] {1 iXi
XVI. UTTLITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS - Would the project:
a) Excoed wastewater treatment requirements of the (1 [} {1
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?
b) Require or result in the construction ofnewﬁataror £] i} {1 X1
wastewatar ireatment facilities or expansion. of
existing facilities, the construction of which could
cause gignificant environmental effects?
¢} Require or result in the construction of new storm = |[] {1 (1 Xl
water drainage faciliies or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?
d} Have auﬁc_ient water suppliea available to serve the {1 (1 {1 xi
project from existing entitlements and resources, or
are new or expanded entitiements needed?
e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment  [] [ [] Xj

provider which serves or may serve the project that it -
has adequate caparity to serve the project’s projected
demand in addition to the providers existing
commitments?
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f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted
capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste
disposal needs?

g} Comply with federal, state, and local statutes ana
regulations related to solid waste?

XVIL. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the
quality of the environment, substantially reduce the
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or
wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels,
threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community,

reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or.

 endangered plant or animal or eliminate important

examples of the major periods of California history or-

prehistory?

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually
limited, but cumulatively considerable? ("Cumulatively
congiderable” means that the incremental effects of a
project are considerable when viewed in connection
with. the effects of past projects, the effects of other

. current projects, and the effects of probable future
projects)?

¢) Does the project have environmental effects which will
cause substantial adverse effects on human beings,
either directly or md;recﬂy?

Potentially Less Than Leuma
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Significant
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XVIL. DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME ‘DE MINIMUS' FINDING

-8} Will the project have an adverse effect either
individually of cumulatively, on fish and wildlife

(1

resources? Wildlife shall be defined for the purpose of

this question as “all wild animals, birds, plants, fish,
amphibians, and related ecclogical communities,
including the habitat upon which the wildlife depends
for it’s continued viability.”

02 0004263
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Section and Evaluation of Im‘pacts
Subsections
1. AESTHETICS {a) - (¢) No Significant Impact

No Phyvsical Change In the Environment - Since there is no
development proposal associated with the South Santa Clarita
Annexation and prezone, no direct physical change in the
eavironment will result from the proposed annexation. Similarly
no indirect physical change in the environment would result,
since no development proposal which would result in the direct
aiteration of the physical environment, which would then in turn
produce indirect effects, is associated with the annexation.
Although development of additional housing may eventually
occur within the Annexation Area, consistent with the prezoning,
the specific location and number of such housing units is
speculative at this time, and is unlikely to occur in the reasonably
foreseeable future. Without information about specific location
and number of units, no analysis of effects upon the environment
that are “peculiar to the parcel” is possible. Thua, no direct or
reasonably foreseeable indirect aesthetic impacts are anticipated
to result from the annexation and prezone.

South Santa Clanta Annexatxon prezone is eonmstent w:t.h the
land use designations in the City’s General Plan. The impact of
buildout of the City's General Plan has received prior
environmental review in the “Final Environmental Impact Report
for the City of Santa Clarita General Plan” *Final Environmental
Impact Report for the City of Santa Clarita Czrculanon Element
Amendment.”

The General Plan EIR identified significant unmitigatible land
use impacts with buildout of the General Plan. Those impacts
are summarized as follows:

“The residential, commercial, and industrial growth
anticipated under the proposed General Plan will convert
many undeveloped portions of the planning area to some
form of development. Previous commitments between
developers and the County of Los Angeles have reduced
the city’s power to contain development within certain
areas of the city. The policies of the Land Use Element
(listed in Section C-10) will reduce poténtial conflicts

between incompatible uses, but they cannot eliminate
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building in some sensitive area, such as open space and
wildlife habitat areas.”

Additional information on these impacts can be found in the
General Plan EIR. The City considered these impacts and issued
a Statement of Overriding Considerations for thése impacts as
part of the City’s approval of the General Plan.

The General Plan EIR identified significant mitigatible light and
glare/shade and shadow and eesthetic impacts with buildout of
the General Plan. Additional information on these impacts, and
the mitigations provided in the General Plan EIR for these
impacts, can be found in the General Plan EIR. With approval of

the South Santa Clarita Annexation Area, the area would become |

subject to all of the City of Santa Clarita’s standard mmgatmn
requirements.

The impact of any future trip generation or local roadway -
construction within the South Santa Clarita Annexation Area has
been addressed as part of the Circulation Element Amendment
EIR. That EIR identified significant unmitigatible aesthetic
impacts due to alteration of important ridgelines, changesin
community character, viewshed alteration, and community wide
change in nighttime lighting conditions resulting from the City’s
Circulation Element. Additional information on these impacts,
and mitigation measures included in the Circulation Element
BIR to reduce these impacts can be found in the Circulation
Element Amendment. The City considered these impacts and
issued a Statement of Overriding Considerations for these
impects ag part of the City’s approval of the Circulation Element
Amendment. With approvel of the South Santa Clarita
Annexation Area, the area would become subject to all of the City
of Santa Clarite’s standard mitigation requirements,

Given that the South Santa Clarita Annexation will not result in
any direct or indirect physical change in the environment, and
the fact that the annexation and prezone are consistent with the
City’s General Plan, no significant effects, beyond those examined
in the prior EIRs, are anticipated to result from the annexation.

: : 3 aets - The
Soutb. Santa Clanta Annexauon Area doea contain significant
aesthetic resources, including a primary ridgeline. However,
given the fact that the annexation and prezone are not associated
with any site-specific development proposal, it is not possible to
xdenf.:fy any site-specific impacts and thus not possible to identify
any s:te-spemﬁc m:ltxgataons or dite-specific development plan

1| revisions that would result in additional reductions in impacts

02 0004263
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from buildout of the City’s General Plan at this time. Any future
development proposals within the South Santa Clarita
Annexation Area will be subject to CEQA environmental review
requirements, thus allowing for development of site-specific
mitigations or site-specific development plan revisions dunng the
next tier of the environmental re'new process.

Mitigating Ordinances - The following previously adOPted
uniformly applied City development standards would apply to the
South Santa Clarita Annexation Area upon annexation. These
development policies or standards, as articulated in the following

"ordinances will substantially mitigate aesthetic environmental

effects associated with ridgelines and ocak trees; when applied to
future projects:

. Rxdgelma Preservation and Hillside Development

Ordinance.
»  QOak Tree .Preeervaﬁon Ordinance
No Cumulative Impact - The South Santa Clarita Annexation

Area prezone is consistent with the land use designations
included in the City’s General Plan. Given that the South Santa
Clarita Annexation will not result in any direct or indirect
physical change in the environment and the fact that land use
consistent with the City’s General Plan has received prior
environmental review, it is not anticipated that the annexation
will result in any new incremental aesthetic effects that would be
considerable, when viewed in the context of past, present, and
probably future projects.

1L AGRICULTURE
RESOURCES

(a) - (d) No Significant Impact
No Physical Change In the Environment - Since there is no

development proposal associated with the South Santa Clarita
Annexation and prezone, no direct physical change in the
environment will result from the proposed annexation, Similarly
no indirect physical change in the environment would result,
since no development proposal which would result in the direct
alteration of the physical environment, which would then in turn
produce indirect effects, is associated with the annexation.
Although development of additional housing may eventually

.oceur within the Annexation Area, consistent with the prezoning,

the apecific location and number of such housing units is
speculative at this time, and is unlikely to occur in the reasonably
foreseeable future. Without information about spécific location
and number of units, no analysis of effects upon the environment
that are “peculiar to the parcel” is possible. Thus, no direct or

reasonably foreseeable indirect agricultural impacts are
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anticipated to result from the annexation and prezone.

‘No lv Foreseeabl i acts - There is

no Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance located within the Annexation Area, nor is there any
land subject to a Williamson Act contract. Although land within
the annexation is currently zoned agricultural, little to no
agricultural production is occumng within the Annexation Area.
A limited portion of the area is used for grazing land. The change
in zoning from agricultural to residentisl uses is thus not
anticipated to result in any significant agricultural resource

‘impacts.

Given the fact that the annexation and prezone are not associated
with any site-specific development proposal, it is not possible to
identify any site-specific impacts and thus not possible to identify
any site-specific mmgatmm or site-specific development plan
revisions that would result in additional reductions in impacts

from buildout of the City’s General Plan at this time. Any future |

development proposals within the South Santa Clarita

Annexation Area will be subject to CEQA environmental review |

requirements, thus allowing for development of site-specific
mitigations or site-specific development plan revisions during the
next tier of the environmental review process.

No Cumulative Impact - The South Santa Clarita Annexation
Area prezone is consistent with the land use designations
included in the City’s General Flan. Given that the South Santa
Clarita Annexation will not resuit in any direct or indirect
physical change in the environment and the fact that land use
consistent with. the City's General Plan has received prior
environmental review, it is not anticipated that the annexation
will result in any new incremental agricultural resource effects
that would be considerable, when viewed in the context of past,
present, and probably future projects.

L. AIR QUALITY

(a) - () No Significant Impact
No Physical Change In the Environment - Since there is no
development proposal associated with the South Santa Clarita
Annexation and prezone, no direct physical change in the
environment will resuit from the proposed annexation. Similarly
no indirect physical change in the environment would result,
since no development proposal which would result in the direct
alteration of the physical environment, which would then in turn

' produce indirect effects, is associated with the annexation.

Although development of additional housing may eventually

02 0004263

oceur within the Annexation Area, consistent with the prezoning, |
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the specific location and number of such housing units is
speculative at this time, and is unlikely to occur in the reasonably
foreseeable future. Without information about specific location
and number of units, no analysis of effecta upon the environment
that are “peculiar to the parcel” is possible. Thus, no direct or
reasonably foreseeable indirect air quality impacts are
anticipated to result from the annexation and prezone.

o Impacts Bevond Those Addressed ior EIRg - The
South Sa.nta Clarita Annexatxon prezone is consmtent with the
land use designations in the City’s General Plan. The impact of -
buildout of the City’s General Plan has received prior
environmental review in the “Final Environmental Impact Report
for the City of Santa Clarita General Plan” “Final Environmental
‘| Impact Report for the City of Santa Clarita Circulation Element
Amendment.”

The General Plan EIR identified significant unmitigatible air
quality impacts with buildout of the General Plan. Those impacts
are summarized as follows:

"“The Santa Clarita planning area is located in the South
Coast Air Basin, a region which does not meet state and
federal air quality standards for ozone and other criteria
pollutants. The growth anticipated in the General Plan
will contribute more air pollutants to the basin, causing
gignificant impacts to air quality. Several measures
contrined in the Air Quality Element (noted in Section C-
2) will reduce the emissions normally expected from
building and other activities, but these emissions cannot
be mitigated entirely. Air pollutants from the Santa
Clarita planning area will incrementally contribute to the
existing non-attainment conditions in the South Coast Air
Basin.*

Additional information on these irnpacts can be found in the
Géneral Plan EIR. The City considered these impacts and issued
a Statement of Overriding Considerations for these impacts as
part of the City’s approval of the General Plan.

The impact of any future trip generation or local roadway

. | construction within the South Santa Clarita Annexation Area has
been addressed as part of the Circulation Element Amendment

-1 EIR. That EIR identified significant unmitigatible air quality

impacts from pollution emissions during construction resulting

from the City’s Circulation Element. Additional information on

these impacts, and mitigation measures included in the

Circulation Element EIR to reduce these impacts can be found in
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the Circulation Element Amendment. The City considered these
impacts and issued a Statement of Overriding Considerations for
these impacts as part of the City’s approval of the Cireulation
Flement Amendment. With approval of the South Santa Clarita
Annexation Area, the area would become subject to all of the City
of Santa Clarita’s standard mitigation requirements.

Given that the South Santa Clarita Annexation will not result in
any direct or indirect physical change in the environment, and
the fact that the annexation and prezone are consistent with the
City’s General Plan, no significant effects, beyond those examined
in the prior EIRs, are anticipated to result from the annexation.

the ﬁact that tha annexataon and prezona are not assocmted with
any site-specific development proposal, it is not possible to
identify any site-specific impacts and thus not possible to identify
any site-gpecific mmgatlons or site-specific deve}upmant plan
revigions that would result in additional reductions in impacts
from buildout of the City’s General Plan at this time. Any future
development proposals within the South Santa Clirta
Annexation Area will be subject to CEQA environmental review
requirements, thus allowing for development of site-specific
mitigations or site-specific development plan revisions during the
next tier of the environmental review process.

No Cumulative Impaet - The South Santa Clarita Annexation
Area prezone is consistent with the land use designations
included in the City’s General Plan. Given that the South Santa
Clarita Annexation will not result in any direct or indirect
physical change in the environment and the fact that land use
consistent with the City’s General Plan has received prior
environmental review, it is not anticipated that the annexation
will result in any new incremental air quality effects that would
be considerable; when viewed in the eontaxt of past, present, and
probably future projects.

IV. BIOLOGICAL
RESOURCES

{(a) - (g) No Sign.iﬁcant Impact

; ica) ironment - Since there is no
development propoaal assocxated with the South Santa Clarita
Annexation and prezone, no direct physical change in the
envircnment will result from the proposed annexation. Similarly
no indirect physical change in the environment would result,
since no development proposal which would reault in the direct
alteration of the physical environment, which would then in turn
produce indirect effects, is asgociated with the annexation.
Although development of additional housing may eventually
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oceur within the Annexatmn Area, consistent with the prezoning,
the specific location and number of such housing units is
speculative at this time, and is unlikely to occur in the reasonably
foreseeable future. Without information about specific location
and number of units, no analysis of effects upon the environment
that are “peculiar to the parcel” is possible. Thus, no direct or
reasonably foreseeable indirect biological resource impacts are
anticipated to result from the annexation and prezone.

South Santa Clanta Annmtmn prezone in cons:stent mth the
land use designations in the City’s General Plan. The impact of
buildout of the City’s General Plan has received prior
environmental review in the “Final Environmental Impact Report
for the City of Santa Clarita General Plan” *Final Environmental
Impact Report for the City of Santa Clarita Circulation Element
Amendment.” ,

The General Plan EIR identified significant unmitigatible land -
use impacts with buildout of the General Plan. Those mpacta
are summarized as follows:

“The residential, commercial, and industrial growth
anticipated under the proposed General Plan will convert
many undeveloped portions of the planning area to some

. form of development. Previous commitments between
developers and the County of Los Angeles have reduced
the city’s power to contain development within certain
areas of the city. The policies of the Land Use Element
(listed in Section C-10) will reduce potential conflicts
between incompatible uses, but they cannot eliminate
building in some sensmva area, such as open space and
wildlife hahitat areas.”

Additional information on these impacts can be found in the
General Plan EIR. The City considered these impacts and issued
a Statement of Overriding Considerations for these impacts as
part of the City’s approval of the General Plan. ,

The General Plan EIR identified significant mitigatible plant life
and animal life impacts with buildout of the General Plan.
Additional information on these impacts, and the mitigations
provided in the General Plan EIR for these impacts, can be found
in the General Plan EIR. With approval of the South Santa
Clarita Annexation Area, the area would become subject to all of

| the Clty of Santa Clarita's standard mxtzgatmn requirements.

. The impact of any future trip generatmn or local roadway
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construction within the South Santa Clarita Annexation Area has
been addressed as part of the Circulation Element Amendment
EIR. That EIR identified significant unmitigatible degradation of
riparian habitat and intrusion into ecological area resulting from
the City's Circulation Element. Additional information on these
impacts, and mitigation measures included in the Circulation
Element EIR to reduce these impacts can be found in the
Circulation Element Amendment. The City considered these
impacts and issued a Statement of Overriding Considerations for
these impacts as part of the City’s approval of the Circulation
Element Amendment. With approval of the South Santa Clarita
Annexation Area, the area would become subject to all of the City
'of Santa Clarita’s standard mitigation requirements.

QGiven that the South Santa Clarita Annexation will not result in
any direct or indirect physical change in the environment, and
the fact that the annexation and prezone are consistent with the
City’s General Plan, no significant effects, beyond those examined
in the prior EIRs, are anticipated to result from the annexation.

South Santa Clanta Annexatmn Area is known to contain
biological resources. However, given the fact that the annexation
and prezone are not associated with any site-specific development
proposal, it is not possible to identify any site-specific impacts
and thus not possible to identify any site-specific mitigations or
site-gpecific development plan revigsions that would result in
additional reductions in impacts from buildout of the City's
General Plan at this time. Any future development proposals
within the South Santa Clarita Annexation Area will be subject
to CEQA environmental review requirements, thus allowing for
development. of szte—spemﬁc mitigations or site-specific
development plan revisions during the next tier of the
environmental review process.

&Qsmggﬁgglmnggg_- The South Santa Clarita Annexation
Area prezone is consistent with the land use designations
included in the City’s General Plan. Given that the South Santa
Clarita Annexation will not result in any direct or indirect
physical change in the environment and the fact that land use
congistent with the City’s General Plan has received prior
environmental review, it is not anticipated that the annexation
will result in any new incremental biological resource effects that
would be considerable, when viewed in the context of past,
present, and probably future projects.

V. CULTURAL
RESOURCES

{a) - () No Significant Impact '
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hysi eInt i - Since there is no
development proposal associated with the South Santa Clarita
Annexation and prezone, no direct physical change in the
environment will result from the proposed annexation. Similarly
no indirect physical change in the environment would result,
gince no development proposal which would result in the direct
alteration of the physical environment, which would then in turn
produce indirect effects, is associated with the annexation.
Although development of additional housing may eventually
occur within the Annexation Area, consistent with the prezoning,
the specific location and number of such housing units is
speculative at this time, and is unlikely to occur in the reasonably
foreseeable future. Without information about specific location
and number of units, no analysis of effects upon the environment
that are “peculiar to the parcel” is possible. Thus, no direct or
reasonably foreseeable indirect cuitural resource impacts are
anticipated to result from the annexation and prezone.

South Santa Clmtn Annexatxon prezone is consmtent mth the
land use designations in the City’s General Plan. The impact of
buildout of the City’s General Plan has received prior :
environmental review in the “Final Environmental Impact Report
for the City of Santa Clarita General Plan” “Final Environmental
Impact Report for the City of Santa Clarita Circulation Element
Amendment.”

The General Plan EIR identified significant mitigatible cultural
resource impacts with buildout of the General Plan. Additional
information on these impacts, and the mitigations provided in the
General Plan EIR for these impacts, can be found in the General
Plan EIR. With approval of the South Santa Clarita Annexation
Area, the area would become subject to all of the City of Santa
Clarita's standard mitigation requirements,

The impact of any future trip generation or local roadway
construction within the South Santa Clarita Annexation Area has
been addressed as part of the Circulation Element Amendment
EIR. That EIR identified significant mitigatible cultural resource
impacts, in the form of potential disturbance of identified and
unidentified cultural resources resulting from the City’s
Circulation Element. Additional information on these impacts,
and mitigation measures included in the Circulation Element
EIR to reduce these impacts can be found in the Circulation
Flement Amendment. With approval of the South Santa Clarita
" | Annexation Area, the area would become subject to all of the City
of Santa Clarita’s standard mitigation requirements.
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Given that the Scuth Santa Clarita Annexation will not result in
any direct or indirect physical change in the environment, and
the fact that the annexation and prezone are consistent with the
City’s General Plan, no significant effects, beyond those examined
in the prior EIRs, are anticipated to result from the annexation.

South Santa Clanta Annexat:on Area is known to contain at least
one cultural resource, the historic railway tunnel. However,
given the fact that the annexation and prezone are not associated
with any site-specific development proposal, it is not possible to
identify any site-specific impacts and thus not possible to identify
any site-specific mitigations or site-specific dévelopment plan
revisions that would result in additional reductions in impacts

from buildout of the City’s General Plan at this time. Any future

development proposals within the South Santa Clarita
Annexation Areas will be subject to CEQA environmental review
requirements, thus allowing for defvelopment of site-specific
mitigations or site-specific development plan revisions dunng the
next txe:r of the environmental review process.

No Cumulative Impagt - The South Santa Clarita Annexation

Area prezone is consistent with the land use designations |

included in the City’s General Plan. Given that the South Santa
Clarita Annexation will not result in any direct or indirect
physical change in the environment and the fact that land use
consistent with the City's General Plan has received prior
environmental review, it is not anticipated that the annexation
will result in any new incremental cultural resource effects that
would be considerabls, when viewed in the context of past,
present, and probably future projects.

V1. GEOLOGY AND
SOLLS

(a) - (J) No Significant Impact

i nt nvi - Since there is no -
development proposal associated with the South Santa Clarita
Annexation: and prezone, no direct physical change in the
environment will result from the proposed annexation, Similarly
no indirect physical change in the environment would result,
since no development proposal which would result in the direct
alteration of the physical environment, which would then in turn

_produce indirect effects, is associated with the annexation.

Although development of additional housing may eventually
occur within the Annexation Area, consistent with the prezoning,
the specific location and number of such housing units is
speculative at this time, and is unlikely to occur in the reasonably
foreseeable future. Without information about specific location
and number of units, no analysis of effects upon the environment
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that are “peculiar to the parcel”is possible. Thus, no direct or
reasonably foreseeable indirect geological or soils impacts are
anticipated to result from the annexation and prezone.

South Santa C!anta Annexauon prezone is con.swtent mth the
land use designations in the City’s General Plan. The impact of
buildout of the City’s General Plan has received prior
environmental review in the “Final Environmental Impact Report
for the City of Santa Clarita General Plan® “Final Environmental
Impact Report for the City of Santa Clarita Circulation Element
Amendment.”

The Genera! Plan EIR identified significant mitigatible earth and
soils impacts with buildout of the General Plan. Additional
information on these impacts, and the mitigations provided in the

. General Plan EIR for these impacts, can be found in the General
Plan EIR. With approval of the South Santa Clarita Annexation
Area, the area would become subject to all of the City of Santa
Clarita’s standard mitigation requirements.

The impact of any future trip generation or local roadway
construction within the South Santa Clarita Annexation Area has
been addressed as part of the Circulation Element Amendment
EIR. That EIR identified significant unmitigatible impacts
associated with roads crossing active fault lines, resulting from
the City’s Circulation Element. Additional information on these
impacts, and mitigation measures included in the Circulation
Element EIR to reduce these impacts can be found in the
Circulation Element Amendment. The City considered these
impacts and issued a Statement of Overriding Considerations for
these impacts as part of the City’s approval of the Circulation
Element Amendment. With approval of the South Santa Clarita
Annexation Area, the area would become subject to all of the City
of Santa Clarita’s standard mitigation requirements.

Given that the South Santa Clarita Annexation will not result in
any direct or indirect physical change in the environment, and
the fact that the annexation and prezone are consistent with the
City’s General Plan, no significant effects, beyond those examined
in the prior EIRs, are anticipated to result from the annexation.

South Santa Clanta Annexatmn Area is k.nown to contain
faulting and other geological hazards such as slopes of greater
than 10 %. However, given the fact that the annexation and
prezone are not associated with any site-specific development
_proposal, it is not possible to identify any site-specific impacts
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and thus not possible to identify any site-specific mitigations or
site-gpecific development plan revisions that would result in
additional reductions in impacts from buildout of the City’s
General Plan at this time. Any future development proposals
within the South Santa Clarita Annexation Area will be subject
to CEQA environmental review requirements, thus allowing for
development of site-specific mitigations or site-specific
development plan revisions during the next tier of the
environmental review process.

Tho following previously adopted

Mitigating Ordinances -
“uniformly applied City development standards would apply to the

South Santa Clarita Annexation Area upon arnexation. These
development policies or standards, as articulated in the following
ordinance will substantially mitigate changes in topography or
ground surface relief features or impacts associated from any
future development proposed to occur on slopes greater that 10 %
of nature grade when applied to future projects: ‘

* Ridgeline Preservation and Hillside Development
Ordinance

No Cumulative Impact - The South Santa Clarita Annexation
Area prezone is consistent with the land use designations

included in the City’s General Plan. Given that the South Santa
Clarita Annexation will not result in any direct or indirect
physical change in the environment and the fact that land use
consistent with the City’s General Plan has received prior
environmental review, it is not anticipated that the annexation
will result in any new incremental aesthetic effects that would be
considerable, when viewed in the context of past, present, and
probabiy future projects.

VII. HAZARDS AND
MATERIALS

(a)- () No Signiﬁcant Impact
&MM&W Since there is no

| development proposal associated with the South Santa Clarita

Annexation and prezone, no direct physical change in the
environment will result from the proposed annexation. Similarly
no indirect physical change in the environment would result,
since no development proposal which would result in the direct
alteration of the physical environment, which would then in turn
produce indirect effects, is associated with the annexation.
Although development of additional housing may eventually
occur within the Annexation Area, consistent with the prezoning,
the specific location and number of such housing unitsis -
speculative at this time, and is unlikely to occur in the reasonably
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and number of units, no analysis of effects upon the environment
that are “peculiar to the parcel” is possible. Thus, no direct or
reasonably foreseeable indirect hazards or hazardous materials
impacta are anticipated to result from the annexation and
prezone.

South Santa Clanta Anm:auon prezone is consistent mth the
land use designations in the City’s General Plan. The impact of
buildout of the City’s General Plan has received prior
environmental review in the “Final Environmental Impact Report
for the City of Santa Clarita General Plan” *Final Environmental
Impact Report for the City of Santa Clarita Circulation Element
Amendment.”

The General Plan EIR identified significant mitigatible risk of
upset and human heaith impacts with buildout of the General
Plan, Additional information on these impacts, and the
mitigations prmded in the General Plan EIR for these impacts,
can be found in the General Plan EIR. With approval of the
South Santa Clarita Annexation Area, the area would become
‘gubject to all of the City of Santa Clarita's standard mitigation

requirements.

The impact of any future trip generation or local roadway
construction within the South Santa Clarita Annexation Area has
been addressed as part of the Circulation Element Amendment
EIR. That EIR identified significant mitigatible hazards impacts,
in the form of roadway corridors in arees of soil and/or -
groundwater contamination and roadway corridors in active or
abandoned oil fields, resulting from the City’s Circulation
Element. Additional information on these impacts, and
mitigation measures included in the Circulation Element EIR to
reduce these impacts can be found in the Circulation Element
Amendment. With approval of the South Santa Clarita
Annexation Area, the area would become subject to all of the City
of Santa Clarita’s standard mitigation requirements.

Given that the South Santa Clarita Annexation will not resuit in
any direct or indirect physical change in the environment, and
the fact that the annexation and prezone are consistent with the
-City’s General Plan, no significant effects, beyond those examined
| in the pricr EIRs, are anticipated to result from the annention.

Re B . ic Impacts ~ Given
the fact that the annexatwn and prezune are not associated with
any site-gpecific development proposal, it is not possible to
'| identify any site-specific impacts and thus not possible to identify
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any s;te-speclﬁc xmtxganons or mte-spemﬁc development plan
revisions that would result in additional reductions in impacts
from buildout of the City’s General Plan at this time. Any
future development proposals within the South Santa Clarita
Annexation Area will be subject to CEQA environmental review
requirements, thus allowing for development of site-specific
mitigations or site-specific development plan revisions during the
next tier of the environmental review process.

No Cumulstive Impact - The South Santa Clarita Annexation
Area prezone is consistent with the land  use designations

included in the City’s General Plan. Given that the South Santa
Clarita Annexation will not result in any direct or indirect
physical change in the environment and the fact that land use
consistent with the City's General Plan has received prior
environmental review, it is not anticipated that the annexation
will result in any new incrementel hazardous materials effects

that would be considerable, when viewed in the context of past, |

present, and probably future projects.

VIII. HYDROLOGY
AND WATER QUALITY

1 (a) -~ (i) No Significant Impact

alteration of the physical environment, which would then in turn

No Physical Change In the Environment - Since there is no
development proposal associated with the South Santa Clarita
Annexation and prezone, no direct physical change in the
environment will result from the proposed annexation. Similarly
no indirect physical change in the environment would resuit,
since no development proposal which would result in the direct

produce indirect effects, is associated with the annexation.
Although development of additional housing may eventually ‘
occur within the Annexation Area, consistent with the prezoning,
the apecific location and number of such housing units is
speculative at this time, and is unlikely to occur in the reasonably
foreseeable future. Without information about specific location
and number of units, no analysis of effects upon the environment
that are “peculiar to the parcel” is possible. Thus, no direct or
reasonably foreseeable indirect hydrology or water quality
impacts are anticipated to result from the annexation and
prezone.

South Santa Clanta Annexatlon prezone is conszstent wzth the

‘| land use designations in the City’s General Plan. The impact of
buildout of the City’s General Plan has received prior ‘ ‘

| environmental review in the “Final Environmental Impact Report
for the City of Santa Clarita General Plan” “Final Environmental

Impact Report for the City of Santa Clarita Circulation Element |
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1 Amendment.”

The General Plan EIR identified significant mitigatible water
quelity, supply and drainage impacts with buildout of the
General Plan. Additional information on these impacts, and the
mitigations provided in the General Plan EIR for these impacts,
can be found in the General Plan EIR. With approval of the
South Santa Clarita Annexation Area, the area would become
subject to all of the City of Santa Clarita’s standard mitigation
requirements.

The impact of any future trip generation or local roadway
construction within the South Santa Clarita Annexation Area has
been addressed as part of the Circulation Element Amendment
EIR. That EIR identified s:gmﬁcant mitigatible
hydrology/flooding impacts in the form of decreased surface water
quality during construction, water quality impacts from road-
runoff, and roadways in flood zones, résulting from the City’s
Circulation Element. Additional information on these impacts,
and mitigation measures included in the Circulation Element..
EIR to reduce these impacts can be found in the Circulation
Element Amendment. With approval of the South Santa Clarita
Annexation Area, the area would become subject to all of the City |
of Santa Clarita’s standard mitigation requirements.

Given that the South Santa Clarita Annexation will not result in
any direct or indirect physical change in the environment, and
the fact that the annexation and prezone are consistent with the
City’s General Plan, no gignificant effects, beyond those examined
in the prior EIRa, are anticipated to result from the annexation.’

the fact that the annexatmn a.nd prezone are not assoc:ated with
any site-specific development proposal, it is not possible to
identify any site-specific impacts and thus not possible to identify
any site-specific mitigations or site-specific development plan
revisions that would result in additional reductions in impacts
from buildout of the City’s General Plan at this time. Any future
development proposals within the South Santa Clarita
Annexation Area will be subject to CEQA environmental review
requirements, thus allowing for development of site-specific
-mitigations or site-gpecific development plan revisions dunng the
next tier of the environmental review process.

Mitigating Ordinances - The following previously adopted
uniformly epplied City development standards would apply to the
South Santa Clarita Annexation Area upon annexstion. These
development policies or standards, as articulated in the following |
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ordinances wﬂl substantially mitigate stormwater, water quality
and floodplain related environmental effects when applied to
future projects:

» Standard Urban Stormwater  Mitigation Plan
Implementation Ordinance

*» Stormwater snd Urban Runoff Pollution Control
Ordinance

s Floodplain Management Ordinance

No Cumulative Impact - The South Santa Clarita Annexation
Area prezone is consistent with the land use designations
included in the City's General Plan. Given that the Scuth Santa
Clarita’ Annexation will not result in any direct or indirect
physical change in the environment and the fact that land use
consistent with the City's General Plan has received prior
environmental review, it is not anticipated that the annexation
will result in any new incremental hydrology or water quality
effects that would be considerable, when viewed in the context of
past, present, and probably future projects.

IX. LAND USE AND
PLANNING

(a) — (d) No Significant Impact

i vi - Since there is no
development proposal associated with the South Santa Clarita
Annexation and prezone, no direct physical change in the
environment will result from the proposed annexation. ‘Similarly.
no indirect physical change in the environment would result,
since no development proposal which would result in the direct
alteration of the physical environment, which would then in turn
produce indirect effects, is associated with the annexation.
Although development of additional housing may eventually
occur within the Annexation Area, consistent with the prezoning,
the specific location and number of such housing units is.
speculative at thia time, and is unlikely to occur in the reasonably
foreseeable future. Without information about specific location
and number of units, no analysis of effects upon the environment

‘that are “peculiar to the parcel” is possible. Thus, no direct or

reasonably foreseeable indirect land use and planning impacts .
are anticipated to result from the annexation and prezone.

South Santa Clnnta Annexahon prezone is consistent mth the
land use designations in the City’s General Plan. The impact of
buildout of the City’s General Plan has received prior
environmental review in the “Final Environmental Impact Report
for the City of Santa Clarita General Plan” “Final Environmental
Impact Raport for the City of Santa Clarita Circulation Element
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Amendment.”

The General Plan EIR identified significant unmitigatible land
use impacts with buildout of the General Plan. Those impacts
are summarized as follows:

“The residential, commercial, and industrial growth
anticipated under the proposed General Plan will convert
many undeveloped portions of the planning area to some
form of development. Previous commitments between
developers and the County of Los Angeles have reduced
the city’s power to contain development within certain
areas of the city. The policies of the Land Use Element
(listed in Section C-10) will reduce potential conflicts
between incompatible uses, but they cannot eliminate
building in some sensitive area, such as open space and
wildlife habitat areas.”

Additional information on these impacts can be found in the
General Plan EIR. The City considered these impacts and issued
a Statement of Overriding Considerations for these impacts as
part of the City’s approval of the General Plan.

Given that the South Santa Clarita Annexation will not result in
any direct or indirect physical change in the environment, and
the fact that the annexation and prezone are consistent with the
City’s General Plan, no significant effects, beyond those examined
in the prior EIRs, are anticipated to result from the annexation.

the fact t.hat tha annexat:on a.nd prezona are not moaated with
any site-specific development proposal, it is not poasible to
identify any site-specific impacts and thus not possible to identify
any site-specific mitigations or site-specific development plan |.
revisions that would result in additional reductions in impacts
from buildout of the City’s General Plan at this time. Any future
development proposals within the South Santa Clarita
Annexation Area will be subject to CEQA environmental review
requirements, thus allowing for development of site-specific
mitigations or site-specific development plan revisions during the
next tier of the environmental review process.

No Cumulative Impact - The South Santa Clarita Annexation
Area prezone is consistent with the land use designations
included in the City’s General Plan. Given that the South Santa
Clarita Annexation will not result in any direct or indirect
physical change in the environment and the fact that land use !
consistent with the City’s: General Plan has received prior
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environmental review, it is not anticipated that the annexation
will result in any new incremental land use effects that would be

-considerable, when viewed in the context of past, present, and

probably future projects.

X, MINERAL AND
ENERGY RESQURCES

(a) -~ (d) No Significant Impact

i i - Since there is no
development proposal associated with the South Santa Clarita
Annexation and prezone, no direct physical change in the
environment will result from the proposed annexation. Similarly

.no indirect physical change in the environment would result,

since no development proposal which would result in the direct
alteration of the physical environment, which would then in turn
produce indirect effects, is associated with the annexation.
Although development of additional housing may eventually

occur within the Annexation Area, consistent with the prezoning, '

the specific location and number of such housing units is
speculative at this time, and is unlikely to occur in the reasonably
foreseeable future. Without information about specific location
and number of units, no analysis of effects upon the environment
that are “peculiar to the parcel” is possible. Thus, no direct or
reasonably foreseeable indirect mineral and energy resources
impacta are anticipated to result from the annexation and
prezone,

South Sants. Clanta Annmtmn prezuna is consmtent thh the
land use designations in the City’s Geneéral Plan. The impact of
buildout of the City’s General Plan has received prior
environmental review in the “Final Environmental Impact Report
for the City of Santa Clarita General Plan” “Final Environmental
Impact Report for the City of Santa Clarita Circulation Element
Amendment.”

The Geneml Plan EIR identified significant mitigatible natural
regource impacts with buildout of the General Plan. Additional
information on these impacts, and the mitigations provided in the
General Plan EIR for these impacts, can be found in the General
Plan EIR. With approval of the South Santa Clarita Annexation
Area, the area would become subject to all of the City of Santa
Clarita’s standard mitigation requirements.

Given that the South Santa Clarita Annexation will not result in
any direct or indirect physical change in the environment, and
the fact that the annexation and prezone are consistent with the
City’s General Plan, no significant effects, beyond those examined
in the prior EIRs, are anticipated to result from the annexation.
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asonabl T ble Site. ific Impacts - Given
the fact that the annexation and prezone are not associated with
any site-specific development proposal, it is not possible to
identify any site-specific impacts and thus not possible to identify
any site-specific mitigations or site-specific development plan
revisions that would result in additional reductions in impacts
from buildout of the City’s General Plan at this time. - Any future
development proposals within the South Santa Clarita
Annexation Area will be subject to CEQA environmental review
requirements, thus allowing for development of site-specific
mitigations or site-specific development plan revisions during the
next tier of the environmental review process.

No Cumulative Irmnpact - The South Santa Clarita Annexation
Area prezone is congistent with the land use designations
included in the City’s General Plan. Given that the South Santa
Clarita Annexation will not result in. any direct or indirect
physical charige in the environment and the fact that land use

consistent with the City’s Geperal Plan has received prior |

environmental review, it is not anticipated that the annexation
will regult in any new incremental mineral or energy resources
effects that would be considerable, when viewed in the context of
past, present, and probably future projects.

XI. NOISE

(&) ~ (f) No Significant Impact

i - Since there ia no
development proposal associated with the South Santa Clarita
Annexation and prezone, no direct physical change in the
environment will result from the proposed annexation. Similarly
no indirect physical change in the environment would result,
since no development proposal which would result in the direct
alteration of the physical environment, which would then in turn
produce indirect effects, is associated with the annexation.
Although development of additional housing may eventually
occur within the Annexation Area, consistent with the prezoning,
the specific location and number of such housing units is -
speculative at this time, and is unlikely to occur in the reasonably
foreseeable future. Without information about specific location
and number of units, no analysis of effects upon the environment
that are “peculiar to the parcel” is possible. Thus, no direct or
reasonably foreseeable indirect noise impacta are anticipated to
result from the annexation and prezone. - _

South Santa Clanta Annexatxon prezonam consistent mth the
land use designations in the City’s General Plan. The impact of
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buildout of the City’s General Plan has received prior
environmental review in the “Final Environmental Impact Report
for the City of Santa Clarita General Plan” “Final Environmental
Impact Report for the City of Santa Clarita Circulation Element
Amendment.”

The General Plan EIR identified significant mitigatible noise
iropacts with. buildout of the General Plan.  Additional
information on these impacts, and the mitigations provided in the
General Plan EIR for these impacts, can be found in the General
Plan EIR. With approval of the South Santa Clarita Annexation
Area, the area would become subject to all of the City of Santa
Clarita’s standard mitigation requirements, :

The impact of eny ﬁ.lture trip generation or local roadway
construction within the South Santa Clarita Annexation Area has
been addressed as part of the Circulation Element Amendment
EIR. That EIR identified significant unmitigatible noise impacts
during construction resulting from the City’s Circulation
Element. Additional information on these impacts, and
mitigation measures included in the Cireulation Element EIR to
reduce these impacts can be found in the Circulation Element
Amendment. The City considered these impacts and issued & :
Statement of Overriding Considerations for these impacts as part
of the City’s approval of the Circulation Element Amendment.

The Circulation Element Amendment EIR also identified
significant mitigatible noise impacts, in the form of traffic noise
on new roadways, resulting from the City’s Circulation Element.
Additional information on these impacts, and mitigation
measures included in the Circulation Element EIR to reduce
these impacts can be found in the Circulation Element
Amendment. With approval of the South Santa Clarita
Annexation Area, the area would become subject to all of the Cxty
of Santa Clarita’s standard mitigation requirernents.

Given that the South Santa Clarita Annexation will not result in
any direct or indirect physical change in the environment, and
the fact that the annexation and prezone are consistent with the
City's General Plan, no significant effects, beyond those examined
in the prior EIRs, are anticipated to result from the annexation.

‘No Reasonably Foreseeable Site:-Specific Impacts - Given
the fact that the annexation and prezone are not associated with |
any site-specific development proposal, it is not possible to

identify any site-specific impacts and thus not possible to identify
any site-gpecific mitigations or site-specific development plan
revisions that would result in additional reductions in impacts
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from buildout of the C:.ty‘: General Plan at this time. Any future
development proposals within the South Santa Clarita
Annexation Ares will be subject to CEQA environmental review
requirements, thus allowing for development of site-specific
mitigations or site-specific development plan revisions during the
next tier of the environmental review process.

No Cumulative Impact - The South Santa Clarita Annexation |

Area prezone is consistent with the land use designations
included in the City’s General Plan. Given that the South Santa
Clarita Annexation will not result in any direct or indirect
physical change in the environment and the fact that land use
congistent with the City’s General Plan has received prior
environmental review, it is not anticipated that the annexation
will result in any new incremental noise effects that would be
considerable, when viewed in the context of past, preseat, and
probably future projects.

X11. POPULATION
AND HOUSING

{a) - (c) No Sigpificant Impact

No Physical Change In the Environment - Since there is no
development proposal associated with the South Santa Clarita
Annexation and prezone, no direct physical change in the
environment will result from the proposed annexation. Similarly
no indirect physical change in the environment would resuls,
since no development proposal which would result in the direct
alteration of the physical environment, which would then in turn
produce indirect effects, is associated with the annexation.
Although development of additional housing may eventually
occur within the Annexation Area, consistent with the prezoning,
the specific Jocation and number of such housing units is -
speculative at this time, and is unlikely to occur in the reasonably
foreseeable future. Without information about specific location
and number of units, no analysis of effects upon the environment
that are “peculiar to the parcel” is possible. Thus, no direct or
reasonably foreseeable indirect population and housing impacts
are anticipated to result from the annexation and prezone.

South Sant.a C!anta Annaxatmn prezone is consistent w:.th the
land use designations in the City’s Geperal Plan. The impact of
buildout of the City’s General Plan has received prior
environmental review in the “Final Environmental Impeact Report
for the City of Santa Clarita General Plen” *Final Environmental
Impact Report for the City of Santa Clarita Circulation Element
Amendment.”

The . General Plan EIR identified _significant mitigatible |
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population and housing impacts with buildout of the General
Plan. Additional information on these impacts, and the
mitigations provided in the General Plan EIR for these impacts,
can be found in the General Plan EIR. With approval of the
South Santa Clarita Annexation Area, the area would become
subject to all of the City of Santa Clarita’s standard mitigation
requirements. :

Given that the South Senta Clarita Annexation will not result in
any direct or indirect physical change in the environment, and
the fact that the annexation and prezone are consistent with the
City’s General Plan, no significant effects, beyond those examined

in the prior EII&, are anticipated to result from the annexatiun.

the fact t.hat the annexat:on and prezone are not mocxated with
any site-specific development proposal, it is not possible to
identify any site-specific impacts and thus not possible to identify
any site-specific mitigations or site-specific development plan
revisions that would result in additional reductions in impacts
from buildout of the City’'s General Plan at this time. Any future
development proposals within the South Santa Clarita
Annexation Area will be subject to CEQA environmental review
requirements, thus allowing for development of site-specific
mitigations or site-specific development plan revisions during the
next tier of the environmental review process.

No Cumulative Impact - The South Santa Clarita Annexation
Area prezone is consistent with the land use designations
included in the City’s General Plan. Given that the South Santa
Clarita Annexation will not result in any direct or indirect
physical change in the environment and the fact that land use
consistent with the City’s General Plan has received prior

environmental review, it is not anticipated that the annexation |.

will resuit in any new incremental populatmn or housing effects

| that would be considerable, when viewed in the context of past,

present, and probably future projects.

XIiI. PUBLIC
SERVICES

{a) No Significant Impact
No Physical Change In the Environment - Since there is no

development proposal associated with the South Santa Clarita
Annexation and prezone, no direct physical change in the
environment will result from the proposed annexation. Similarly
no indirect physical change in the environment would result,
since no development proposal which would result in the direct.
alteration of the physical environment, which would then in tum
produce indirect effects, is associated with the annexation.
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Although development of additional housing may eventually
occur within the Annexation Area, consistent with the prez.onmg,

‘the specific location and number of such housing units is

speculative at this time, and is unlikely to occur in the reasonably
foreseeable future. Without information about specific location
and number of units, no analysis of effects upon the environment
that are “peculiar to the parcel” is posgible. Thus, no direct or
reasonably foreseeable indirect public service impacts are
anticipated to result from the annexation and prezone.

: South Santa Clanta Annexatmn prezona is consistent th the

land use designations in the City’s General Plan: The impact of
buildout of the Clty’a General Plan has received prior
environmental review in the “Final Environmental Impact Report

for the City of Santa Clarita General Plan” “Final Environmental .

Impact Report for the City of Santa Clarita Circulation Element
Amendment.” _

The General Plan EIR identified significant unmitigatible public
service impacts with buildout of the Generel Plan. Those impacts

are summarized as follows:

“A few of the local public service do not adequately serve
the existing population. For example, each of the local
school districts is over capacity, several roadways are
impacted, and parks are limited. New development
authorized under the proposed General Plan will further
impact these areas. Full iraplementation of the policies
conteined in the General Plan (listed in Section C-14) will
mitigate the impacts to some degree, but there will be a
time lag between anticipated growth and the completion of
facilities to mitigated adverse impacts.”

Additional information on these impacts can be found in the
General Plan EIR. The City considered these impacts and issued
a Statement of Overriding Considerations for these impacts as
part of the City’s approval of the General Plan. Since adoption of
the General Plan, the City has made progress in implementing
mitigation measures identified in the General Plan, resulting for
instance in an increase in parkland within the City.

| The impact of any future trip generation or local roadway

construction within the South Santa Clarita Annexation Area has
been addressed as part of the Circulation Element Amendment
EIR. That EIR identified significant mitigatible public gervices,
utilities and energy impacts, in the form of potential disturbances

02 Q004263

| of water pipelines and truck sewers, resulting from the City’s
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| Circulation Element. Additional information on these impacts,
and mitigation measures included in the Circulation Element
EIR to reduce these impacts can be found in the Circulation
Element Amendment. With approval of the South Santa Clarita
Annexation Area, the area would become subject to all of the City
of Santa Clarita’s standard mitigation requirements.

Given that the South Santa Clarita Annexation will not result in
any direct or indirect physical change in the environment, and
the fact that the annexation and prezone are consistent with the
City’s General Plan, no significant offects, beyond those examined
in the prior EIRs, are anﬁcipated to result from t.he annexation.

Approval of the South Santa Clanta Annexatmn would not result
in any alteration in public service provision to existing residents
within the Annexation Area. The Los Angeles County sheriff will
continue to provide policing services to the area. The Los Angeles
County Fire Department will continue to provide fire services to
the area. Children living the area would continue to attend the
Newhaul School District (Newhaul Elementary) and the William |
S. Hart Union School District (Placerita Jr. High and Hart High
School). Annexation will not result in any impact to existing uses
within the Annexation Area.

Given the fact that the annexation and prezone are not associated
with any site-specific development proposal, it is not possible to
identify any site-specific impacts and thus not possible to identify
any site-specific mitigations or site-specific development plan
revisions that would result in additional reductions in impacts
from buildout of the City’s General Plan at this time. Any future
development proposals within the South Santa Clarita
Annexation Area will be subject to CEQA environmental review
requirements, thus allowing for development of site-specific
mitigations or site-specific development plan revisions during the
pext tier of the environmental review process.

mﬂgjﬂ_}m The South Santa Clarita Annexation
Area prezone is consistent with the land use designations

included in the City’s General Plan. Given that the South Santa
Clarita Annexation will not result in any direct or indirect
physical change in the environment and the fact that land use
consistent with the City’s General Plan hes received prior
environmental review, it is not anticipated that the annexation
| will result in any new incremental public service effects that
would be considerable, when viewed in the context of past,
present, and probably future projects.
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XIV. RECREATION

{a) - (b) No Significant Impact

- Since there is no
development proposal agsociated with the South Santa Clarita
Annexation and prezone, no direct physical change in the
environment will result from the proposed annexation. Similarly
no indirect physical change in the environment would result,
since no development proposal which would result in the direct
alteration of the physical environment, which would then in turn
produce indirect effects, is associated with the annexation.
Although development of additional housing may eventually
occur within the Annexation Area, consistent with the prezoning,
the specific location and number of such housmgumta is
speculative at this time, and is unlikely to occur in the reasonably

_foreseeable future. Without information about specific location

and number of units, no analysis of effects upon the environment
that are “peculiar to the parcel” is possible. Thus, no direct or
reasonably foreseeable indirect recreation impacts are
anticipated to result from the annexation and prezone.

South Santa Clmta Annexatmn prezone is consistent mt.h the
land use designations in the City’s General Plan. The impact of
buildout of the City's General Plan has received prior
environmental review in the “Final Environmental Impact Report
for the City of Santa Clarita General Plan” “Final Environmental
Impact Report for the City of Santa Clarita Circulation E}ement
Amendment.”

The General Plan EIR identified significant mitigatible
recreation impacts with buildout of the General Plan. Additional
information on these impacts, and the mitigations provided in the
General Plan EIR for these impacts, can be found in the General
Plan EIR. With approval of the South Santa Clarita Annexation
Area, the area would become subject to all of the City of Santa
Clarita’s standard mitigation requirementa. '

Given that the South Santa Clarita Annexation will not result in
any direct or indirect physical change in the environment, and
the fact that the annexation and prezone are consistent with the
City’s General Plan, no gignificant effects, beyond those examined
in the prior EIRs, are anticipated to result from the annexation.

No Resasonably Foreseeable Site-Specific Impacts - Given

the fact that the annexation and prezone are not associated with
any site-specific development proposal, it is not possible to
identify any site-specific impacts and thus not possible to identify
any site-specific mitigations or site-specific development plan
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revisions that would result in addxtlonal reductions in impacts
from buildout of the City’s General Plan at this time. Any future
development proposals within the South Santa Clarita
Annexation Area will be subject to CEQA environmental review
requirements, thus allowing for development of site-specific
mitigations or site-specific development plan revisions during the
next tier of the environmental review process.

No Cumulative Impact - The South Santa Clarita Annexstion

Area prezone is consistent with the land use designations
included in the City’s General Plan. Given that the South Santa
Clarita Annexation will not result in any direct or indirect
physical change in the environment and the fact that land use
consistent with the City's General Plan has received prior

environmental review, it is not anticipated that the annexation |
will result in any new incremental recreation effects that would

be considerable, when viewed in the context of past, present, and
probably future projects,

Xv.,
TRANSPORTATION/

"TRAFFIC

(a) - (b) No Significant Impact

deve}opment pmposal asaocmteci with the South Santa Clarita
Annexation and prezone, no direct physical change in the
environment will result from the proposed annexation. Similarly
no indirect physical change in the environment would result,
since no development proposal which would result in the direct
alteration of the physical environment, which would then in turn
produce indirect effects, is associated with the annexation.
Although development of additional housirig may eventually
occur within the Annexation Area, congistent with the prezoning,
the specific location and number of such housing units is
speculative at this time, and is unlikely to occur in the reasonably
foreseeable future. Without information about specific location
and number of units, no analysis of effects upon the environment
that are “peculiar to the parcel” is possible. Thus, no direct or
reasonably foreseeable indirect transportation and traffic impacts
are anticipated to result from the annexation and prezone.

South Santa Clanta Annexatmn prezone is conmtent wzt.h the
land use designations in the City’s General Plan. The impact of
buildout of the City’s General Plan has received prior
environmental review in the “Final Environmental Impact Report
for the City of Santa Clarita General Plan” “Final Environmental
Impact Report for the City of Santa Clarita Circulation Element
Amendment » ‘

52

003699



South Santa Clarita Annexation Initial Study
MC02-474 (Prezone 02-004; Annexation 02-004)

The General Plan EIR identified significant unmitigatible traffic
impacts with buildout of the General Plan. Those impacts are
summarized as follows:

“The City of Santa Clarita is a receptor of regional traffic
in addition to traffic generated within the city. The
additional growth allowed under the General Plan will
significantly increase the number of cars on Santa Clarita
roads. Roadway improvements recommended in the plan
require funding, the acquisition of right-of-way, and
lengthy construction periods, Additional mitigation
measures to reduce transportation impacts include the use
of Transportation Demand Management strategies, such
as vanpools, carpools, public transportation, modified
employment hours, and telecommuting, to make better use
of the existing roadway capacity. Additional mitigations
will be provided in the circulation plan’s implementation
program. Although the roadway improvements
recommended in the plan will provide overall acceptable
levels of service, there will be a delay between the time the
“improvements are needed and can be provided.”

Additional information on these impacts can be found in the
General Plan EIR. The City considered these impacts and issued
a Statement of Overriding Considerations for these impacts as
part of the City’s approval of the General Plan.

Given that the South Santa Clarita Annexation will not result in
any direct or indirect physical change in the environment, and
the fact that the annexation and prezone are consistent with the
City’s General Plan, no significant effects, beyond those examined
in the prior EIRs, are anticipated to result from the anpnexation.

i nably : : : s - Given
the fact. that the annexntlon and prezone are not associated with
any site-specific development proposal, it is not possible to
identify any site-specific impacts and thus not possible to identify
any site-specific mitigations or site-specific development plan
revisions that would result in additional reductions in impacts
from buildout of the City’s General Plan at this time. Any future
development proposals within the South Santa Clarita
Annexation Area will be subject to CEQA environmental review
requirements, thus allowing for development of site-specific
mitigations or site-specific development plan revisions during the
next tier of the envxronmenta.l review process.

No Cumulative Impact - The South Santa Clarita Annexation

Area prezone is consistent with the land use designations

62 0004263
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included in the City’s General Plan. Given that the South Santa
Clarita Annexation will not result in any direct or indirect
physical change in the environment and the fact that land use
consistent with the City’s General Plan has received prior
environmental review, it is not anticipated that the annexation
will result in any new incremental transportation or circulation
effects that would be considerable, when viewed in the context of
past, present, and probably future projects.

XV1, UTILITIES AND
SERVICE SYSTEMS

(a) ~ (g) No Significant Impact

development propoaal aaaocmted with the South Santa Clarita
Annexation and prezone, no direct physical change in the
environment will result from the proposed annexation. Similarly
no indirect physical change in the environment would result,
since no development proposal which would result in the direct
alteration of the physical environment, which would then in turn
produce indirect effects, is associated with the annexation,
Although development of additional housing may eventually .

occur within the Annexation Area, consistent with the prezoning,

the specific location and number of such housing units ia
speculative at this time, and is unlikely to occur in the reasonably
foreseeable future. Without information about specific location
and number of units, no analysis of effects upon the environment
that are “peculiar to the parcel” is possible. Thus, no direct or
reasonably foreseeable indirect utilities and service system
impacts are antxclpated to result from the annexauon and
prezone.

South Snnta C’lanta Annexntzon prezone is consistent mth the
land use designations in the City's General Plan, The impact of
buildout of the City’s General Plan has received prior
environmental review in the “Final Environmental Impact Report
for the City of Santa Clarita General Plan” “Final Environmental
Impact Report for the Clty of Santa Clarita Circulation Element
Amendment.”

The General Plan EIR identified significant unmitigatible public
service impacts with buildout of the General Plan. Those impacts

are summarized as follows:

“A few of the local public service do not adequately serve
the existing population, For example, each of the local
school districts is over capacity, several roadways are
impacted, and parks are limited. New development
authorized under the proposed General Plan will further

02 00064263
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unpact these areas. Full implementation of the policies
contained in the General Plan (listed in Section C-14) will
mitigate the impacts to some degree, but there will be a
time lag between anticipated growth and the completion of
facilities to mitigated adverse impacts.”

Additional information on these impacts can be found in the
General Plan EIR. The City considered these impacts and issued
a Statement of Overriding Considerations for these impacts as
part of the City’s approval of the General Plan. Since adoption of
the General Plan, the City has made progress in implementing -
mitigation measures identified in the General Plan, resulting for
instance in an increase in parkiand within the City.

The General Plan EIR identified significant mitigatible energy
and utilities impacts with buildout of the General Plan.
Additional information on these impacts, and the mitigations
provided in the General Flan EIR for these impacts, can be found |
in the General Plan EIR. With approval of the South Santa
Clarita Annexation Area, the area would become subject to all of |
the City of Santa Clarita’s standard mitigation requirements.

Given that the South Santa Clarita Annexation will not resuilt in
any direct or indirect physical changs in the environment, and
the fact that the annexation and prezone are consistent with the
City's General Plan, no significant effects, beyond those examined
| in the prior EIRs, are anticipated to resuit from the ennexation.

Approval of f.he South Santa Cla.nta annexatxon would not result
in any alteration in utility service provision in the Annexation
Area, CLWA will continue as the water wholesaler for the area
and Newhaul County Water District will continue to be the water
purveyor. Annexation will not result in any impact to existing
uses within the Annexation Area. ‘

Given the fact that the annexation and prezone are not associated
with any site-specific development proposal, it is not possible to
identify any site-specific impacts and thus not possible to identify
any site-specific mitigations or site-specific development plan
revisions that would result in additional reductions in impacts
'{ from buildout of the City’s General Plan at this time. Any future
development proposals within the South Santa Clarita
Annexation Area will be subject to CEQA environmental review
requirements, thus allowing for development of site-specific [/
‘mitigations or site-specific development plan revisions during the
next tier of the environmental review process.
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‘| Mitigating Ordinances - The following previously adopted

uniformly applied City development standards would apply to the
South Santa Clarita Annexation Area upon annexation. These
development policies or standards, as articulated in the following
_ordinance will substantially mitigate ____ environmental effects
when applied to future projects: -

» Integrated Waste Management Ordinance
No Cumulative Impact - The. South Santa Clarita Annexation

Area prezone is consistent with the land use designations
inciuded in the City’s General Plan. Given that the South Santa
Clarita Annexation will not result in any direct or indirect
physical change in the environment and the fact that land use
-consistent with the City's General Plan has received prior
énvironmental review, it is not anticipated that the annexation
will result in any new incremental utilities or service system
effects that would be considerable, when viewed in the context of
past, present, and probably future projects.

XVI. MANDATORY
FINDINGS OF
SIGNFICANCE

{a) ~ (¢) No Significant Impact
No Phvsical Change In the Environment - Since there is no

development proposal associated with the South Santa Clarita
Annexation and prezone, no direct physical change in the
environment will result from the proposed annexation. Similarly
no indirect physical change in the environment would result,
since no development proposal which would result in the direct
alteration of the physical environment, which would then in turn
produce indirect effects, is associated with the annexation.
Although development of additional housing may eventually
occur within the Annexation Area, consistent with the prezoning,
the specific location and number of auch housing units is
speculative at this time, and is unlikely to occur in the reasonably
foreseeable future. Without information about specific location .
and number of units, no analysis of effects upon the environment
that are “peculiar to the parcel” is possible. Thus, no direct or
reasonably foreseeable indirect impacts are anticipated to result
from the annexation and prezone. No mandatory findings of
significance are triggered by the South Santa Clarita Annexation,
as detailed in I - XVI, above,

pbs/annex/ssca/environmental/initial study 2
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ATTACHMENT:
- NOTICE OF PREPARATION,
CITY OF LOS ANGELES,
LAS LOMAS ANNEXATION PROJECT
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T 200 M. STuNG STRERT, ROOM 528

DEPARTMENT OF 1TY OF LOS ANGELF EXECUTIVE oFficEs
s™ oo

CITY PLANNING CALIFORNIA

i.os'Anczm. CA 900124501 . CON HoWE
. omeron
cy puuum.c_ COMMISSKON | gyocron
MITCHELL B, MENTER FRANKLIN ro.‘ ENERHARD
PRERDINT DEPUTY DinECTOR. .
FOSEMH KLEIN Qeren ”
A-rson CORDON B, KAMILTON
RICHAKL BROWN mg:lm
MASEL CHANC un
“;ﬁ“&a Lg;cau:z LJJ&SK‘”“”N RECEIV ROBERY H. sUTTON
FASTOR GERARD MCCALLUM K E D ot iAo
ROBERT L. SCOTT 2139781174
PETER M. WEIL . FAX: 21319781278
" JUN 28 2002 oRTON
GABRIELE WILLLAMS _ t13) 9781270
@13) 9781247 PLARNING W BUHLDING slgmlmczs

June 27, 2002 o

EIRNQ.: ENV-2002-3013-ER
PROJECT NAME: Las Lomas Amexation Project

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: A proposed arinexafion of. im sppraxiinately 555 acre portion of Los
Angeles County to the City of Ld¥ Angeles in conftnction With fe development of a mixed-use
community with approximstely 5,800 dwelling units of low to very high density, 2,300,000 sf of
Office/Research & Development, 250,000 sf of Community Facilities (including a K-8 school), .
225,000 sf of Neigbborhood Retail, a 300-room hotel, and 285 acres of opezi space. Proposed
" recreational amenities include pedestrian and bike trails, parks, a library, theaters, and a museum,
The applicant also proposes to connect to the MetroLink commuter rail, and construct a trolley to
serve the commumity. Five single-family dwellings would be demolished, and the existing
transmission lines and cellular tower located on the southern portion of the project would be
relocated to other portions of the site. The project would include its own wastewater treatment -
facility, alternative energy generation facilities water tank, and a series of pump stations. The
following discretionary actions are being requested: Sphere of Influence, General Plan/Community
Plan Amendment, Zone Change, Specific Plan, Vesting Tentative Tract Map, Development
Agreement, US Army Corps of Engineers Section 404 permit, US Fish and Wildlife Service Permit,
California Department of Fish and Game Permit, Oak Tree Pmmt. and CA Regional Water Quality

Control Board NPDES Permit.

* PROTECT LOCATION/ADDRESS: 23110 and 23500 The Old Road, County of Los Angelu
between Interstate 5 and Highway 14 Exit and Calgrove Boulevard Exit.

'PLANNING AREA: N/A
COUNCIL DISTRICT: N/A

02 0004263
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DUE DATE: August 12,

" PUBLIC SCOP GD : July 11,2002at600PM The

Odyssey thaurant, 15600 Odyssey Road, Granadx Hills.

: Awthetics, Air Quality, Agricultural

me&m

Resources, Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, Geology and Soils, Hazards & Hazardous
Materials, Hydrology/Water Quality, Land Use and Planning, Noise, Population And Housing,
Public Services, Recreation, Transportatxon/’l‘ra.ﬁﬁc, and Utilities/Energy Conservation.

The enclosed materials describe a proposed land development project and suggest possible
environmental impacts of the project, which lies in an area that has been determined to be of interest
to yourself and/or the organization you represent. An Environmental Frapact Report (EIR) is to be
prepared for this project by this office. We welcome all comments on the possible environmental
impacts of the proposed project so that we can take them into consideration in the-preparation of the
EIR. All comments should be in writing and must be submitted to this office by August 12, 2002,

Please direct your responses to:
Maya Zaitzevsky, Project Coordinator

200 North Spring Street, Room 763
Los Angeles, CA 90012 (213) 978-1355

Con Howe
Director of Planning

Mame L. _Zﬁ},ws Yy
Maya E. Zaitzevsky

City Planning Associate

Environmental Review Section

Enclm

003706



CITY OF LOS ANGELES
OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK
. ROOM 393, CITY HALL
LOS-ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90012

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT | )

NOTICE OF PREPARATION

(Articie V1, Section 3 . City CEQA Cuidalines)

TO: | RESPONSIBLE OR TRUSTEE AGENCY FROM; | LEADCITY AGENCY 1,08 Angeles Department
* a, . of c:t.ty Plannin g
- State Clearinghouse ks < e .

ning bn 200 N, Spring Streef
£ Plann & Resear(C +« Spr tzeet Rgom 763
ggg?’egen aherg Los Angelen? oi2
1400 Tenth St.. Room 121
_{Sacramento,. CA 95814

SUBJECT: mm&mdlmwmw

PROJECT TITLE : CASENO.

Las Lomas Anpexation PRoject ‘| ENV=2002-3013-EIR
PROJECT APPLICANT, IF ANY ‘ ‘ " ‘

Las Lomas Land Company, LLC

TthnyoﬂuAngduwﬂibeﬂnlndAmmdwmmmmemm&r&cm
identified above. We need to know the views of your agency as to the scope and content of the environmental
mﬁ@ummmamflmymﬁmUummm&Mmu
Ymagmywmmwm&cmmmwmcuywhmmﬂurpm«mwdfuh
project. .

mmummmmumbmmm“mhuwmu
[ 1 Acopyofthe!nmdSmdyk md:ed.
.{\/ AeupyofﬂnhttulSmdykmMed.

Duetntﬁemhmumndatedbymkw mmpmemmbemathcmhestpm'bhdmbumtw
than 30 days after receipt of this notice. _

Phsesmdmmb_ﬂdzﬂ,,ZEitZEVSEz ntﬂlcaddrussofﬂieLdenyAgmcyasshown '
above, Wewmneedthumofumpm m your 8gecy.

Note: Hhkﬁpﬂﬁbhcm:mu:m:my.ucpyofthisformnmstbgmmﬂnSm
Clearinghouse in the Office of Planning and Research, 1400 Tenth Street, Sacraments, California 95814,
A stats identification aumber will be issued by the Clearinghouse and should be thereafter referenced on
mmpmmmshmmmﬁd!ymﬂzuﬂcpnpofﬁemmmmnﬂm
theNmofDmmnw.

ONATURE B TITLE TELEPHONE NUMBER  paTE

’W\M@ € loudzustyy, ~ City Planning Associate (213) 978-1355  §/27/02
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ECT SITE

©1974 Thomas Bros. Mcg}

SITE : LAS LOMAS

GC MAPPING SERVICE
- 711 MISSION ST. SUITE B
SOUTH PASADENA CA 91030
(626) 441-1080

003708



1¥0d38 LOVAWI TYLNINNOUIANTG . SOIAMIE SMISIVI D9

e A ]

------

L

*
!t)tlf
e .I/V-J.

greenn wa anims frasersoisses e e

003710



128

003711



SR #137

Allen Matkins Leck Gamble & Mallory rLp

attormeys at law

1 ‘ . 515 South Figusroa Tth Figor Los Angeies California §0074-3398

A ! en Matk]_ns telephone. 213 622 5555 facsimile, 213 620 8818  www.allenmatkins.com
writee, R.J, Comat  t. 213 955 $520
flie number. PL240-COONALOTSRI.04 o recmer@ailenematiing. com
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Re: Master Case Number 02-474 (Prezone No. 02-004) (Annexation No. 02 004),
City Council Meeting, February 25, 2003, Agenda Item No. 15

Dear Mayor Smyth and Councilmembers:

This firm represents Las Lomas Land Company ("Las Lomas"), developer of the Las .
Lomas Specific Plan project (the "Las Lomas Project") proposed for annexation into the City of
Los Angeles ("Los Angeles"). The Las Lomas Project site is currently located in unincorporated
Los Angeles County (the "County”). The City of Santa Clarita ("Santa Clarita") is proposing
to prezone and potentially annex the Las Lomas Project site and some neighboring properties in
connection with the above-referenced case (the "Santa Clarita Project”). On behalf of Las
Lomas, we hereby object to Santa Clarita's efforts to prezone and annex the Las Lomas Project

~ site. Los Angeles and the Las Lomas property owners also object. Las Lomas specifically

objects to Santa Clarita's attempt to undertake these actions without proper environmental review -
pursuant to the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"). Pub. Res.
Code §§ 21000 er seq.; Cal. Code of Reg., Title 14, §§ 15000 er seq. ("CEQA Guidelines"). Las
Lomas also objects to Santa Clarita's improper assertion of lead agency status under CEQA.

On behalf of Las Lomas, we have reviewed Santa Clarita's proposed negative declaration
("ND") dated as of February 4, 2003, prepared for the Santa Clarita Project and have determined
that the ND is {egally inadequate. As set forth in more detail below, the ND: (i} fails to identify
the whole of the Santa Clarita Project as to the Las Lomas Project site; (ii) fails to identify a
number of the Santa Clarita Project's potentially significant environmental impacts; and (iii) fails
to adequately address all of the impacts that the ND does 1dentify Accordingly, the ND fails to
comply with the requirements of CEQA.

In addition, substantial evidence exists in the record of the Santa Clanta Project to
support a fair argument that the Santa Clarita Projéct, had it been properly described in the ND,

would have significant environmental impacts. CEQA Guidelines. § 15064(£)(1). Consequently,
an Environmental Impact Report ("EIR") must be prepared. California law provides that an EIR
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is required whenever there is a "fair argument” that significant impacts may occur. No Oil, Jnc.
v. City of Los Angeles (1974) 13 Cal.3d 68, 75; Laurel Heights Improvement Association v.
Regents (1993) 6 Cal.4th 1112, 1123. The "fair argument” standard creates a "low threshold”
for requiring preparation of an EIR. Ne Oil, 13 Cal.3d at 75. CEQA Guidelines Section
15064(f)(1) makes it clear that even if substantial evidence would support the opp051te :

_conclusion, nevertheless an EIR is required where there is a fair argument that a prOJect will
cause significant environmental impacts.

Furthermore, under CEQA, Los Angeles is the lead agency over the Las Lomas PrOJBCt
site and is, therefore, the agency with the "principle responsibility for carrying out or approving a
project which may have a significant effect upon the environment.” CEQA Guidelines § 21067.
Los Angeles meets the criteria for lead agency under CEQA,whereas Santa Clarita does not.
Santa Clarita cannot bypass CEQA regulations by simply asserting lead agency stats over the
Las Lomas Project site by including such property as part of its project. Santa Clarita can,
however, assert lead agency status for that portion of the Santa Clarita Project that does not
include the Las Lomas Project site,

L Background

" The Las Lomas Project site consists of 555 acres of undeveloped land located at the
intersection of the Interstate 5 Freeway and State Route 14, The Las Lomas Project site is
currently prezoned R1 by Los Angeles pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code section 12.35.
Las Lomas has already filed with the Local Agency Formation Commission ("LAFCO") an -
owner-initiated petition to annex the Las Lomas Project area into Los Angeles. The staff report
accompanying the Santa Clarita Project resolutions incorrectly and misieadingly states that the
Las Lomas Project petition to annex is "not contiguous with the City of Los Angeles.” Only the

public right-of-way of Interstate 5 and State Route 14 separates the Las Lomas Project site from

the boundary of Los-Angeles. As Santa Clarita staff are aware, it is a standard practice af
LAFCO to treat such public rights-of-way as nonexistent for purposes of determining whether
property boundaries are contiguous with an affected jurisdiction regarding a proposed
reorganization. '

The Santa Clarita Project is the latest in a long history of failed attempts to annex this
.area. In November 2000, Los Angeles City Councilmember Hal Bernson made a motion that the
Los Angeles Planning Department prepare an appiication for a revised sphere of influence for
Los Angeles, which includes the Las Lomas Project site. Today, asitdid at the time of
Councilmember Hal Bernson's motion, Los Angeles strongly believes that the Las Lomas Project
site, along with another portion of unincorporated territory north of Los Angeles, should be

annexed to become a part of Los Angeles. Such annexation will result in the most beneficial use
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of the land and Los Angeles has communicated such belief to Santa Clarita. Los Angeles has
also made its intent to proceed with the annexation process clear to both Santa Clarita and
LAFCO. Furthermore, Los Angeles is currently prepared to submit an application to LAFCO to
amend its sphere of influence to include a significant portion of property north of the Los

- Angeles border, including the Las Lomas Project site. This sphere of influence amendment is
consistent with the determination made by LAFCO on June 13, 2001, when LAFCO rejected
Santa Clarita's attempts to annex the Las Lomas Project site.

In May 2002, Las Lomas filed an Environmental Assessment Form with the Los Angeles
Planning Department, which formally initiated the approval process for the Las Lomas Project.
Los Angeles then undertook the actions required of a lead agency under CEQA. In June 2002,
Los Angeles issued a Notice of Preparation ("NOP") which formally initiated the CEQA ,
process. The NOP was sent to Santa Clarita Planning Department staff. Counsel for Las Lomas
met personally with Santa Clarita Planning Department staff 10 brief them regarding the Las
Lomas Project before the NOP was published. Thereafter, in July 2002, a public Scoping
Meeting was held. At the Scoping Meeting, both the County and Santa Clarita were present and
made comments regarding the scope of environmental review each jurisdiction believed was
necessary. Santa Clarita also filed extensive written comments on the NOP requesting that Los
Angeles—as lead agency—study various issues of concern to Santa Clarita. '

Los Angeles accepted Santa Clarita's comrhents on the NOP and commenced the
preparation of an EIR, taking into account environmental concerns including those of Santa -
Clarita. The Los Angeles Planning Department staff is cun-enﬂy reviewing the Draft EIR. The
Los Angeles Transportation Department is currently reviewing the traffic study for the Las
Lomas Project. The Draft EIR currently mcludes Santa C]antas prezone and annexation as an
alternative.

Following the Scoping Meeting, the Santa Clarita City Council resolved to allocate funds
and hire an independent consultant to act on behalf of Santa Clarita to oppose the Las Lomas
Project. Then, at about this same time, and in total disregard of its previous acknowledgment of
Los Angeles as lead agency for the Project, Santa Clarita submitted to LAFCO its own
application to annex the Las Lomas Project site, along with other land, into Santa Clarita. It is
disturbing to note that iri Santa Clarita's December 11, 2002 application to LAFCO, and despite

.Santa Clarita's public comment on the proposed Las Lomas Project and knowledge of actions
taken to annex the Las Lomas site into Los Angeles, Santa Clarita stated in written comments to
‘LAFCO that; "Denial of this request would result in no change of circumstance or jurisdiction.”
Such a statement, in light of the facts, appears to be intentionally misleading to LAFCO and the
public. LAFCO correctly rejected this annexation application as insufficient.
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Santa Clarita also adopted a resolution appointing itself as lead agency with approval
authority for its prezone and annexation project with the intention of re-submitting its annexation
to LAFCO. During Santa Clarita's various hcaxings in connection with its proposed annexation, -
property owners of the Las Lomas Project site and Los Angeles opposed Santa Clarita's
annexation. The Los Angeles Planmng Department also filed a letter opposing this action by
Santa Clarita. '

il. Los ele ead Apency For the Las Lom iect Sit

CEQA allows only one lead agency, unless two agencies agree to act as cooperative lead
agencies. CEQA Guidelines §§ 15050-15053. CEQA defines "lead agency as: "... the public
agency which has the principal responsibility for carrying out or approving a proj ect which may
have a significant effect upon the.environment." CEQA Guidelines § 21067. The lead agency is
primarily responsible for deciding the proper manner for complying with CEQA with regard to a
project. CEQA has the following established criteria for determining which agency is the "lead
agency™:

. the determination of which agency will be the lead agency shall be govemned
by the following criteria:.

.. (b) If the project is to be carried out by a nongovernmental person or entity,
the lead agency shall be the public agency with the greatest responsibility
for supervising or approving the project as a whole.

(1)  The lead agency will normally be the agency with general
) governmental powers, such as a city ...

~ {2)  Where a city prezones an area, the city will be the appropriate lead
agency for any subsequent annexation of the area and should
prepare the appropriate environmental document a the time of the
prezoning. The local agency fotmanon commission shall act as a
responsible agency.

CEQA Guidelines § 15051.

Los Angeles meets ‘the criteria for lead agency set forth by CEQA and has been actmg as
_lead agericy over the Las Lomas Project site since June 2002, and is currently poised to review
and release a Draft EIR for public review. Santa Clarita has acknowledged Los Angeles’ status
as lead agency by commenting on the NOP, and Santa Clarita has never objected to Los Angeles
" acting as lead agency. There exists no agreement between-Los Angeles and Santa Clarita to
cooperate as joint lead agencies. Los Angeles has general governmental powers and has
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prezoned the Las Lomas Project site. Los Angclcs has also resolved to amend its sphere of
influence to include the Las Lomas Project site. Los Angeles has taken its responsibility as lead
agency seriously and is studying the possible environmental impacts that may result from
development of the Las L.ormas Project and hew such impacts may be mmgated Los Angeles is
also studymg Santa Cianta’s prezone and annexation as an alternative in the Draft EIR.

- Santa Clarita cannot be lead agency for the Las Lomas Project site because it does not
meet the criteria set forth by CEQA and because allowing Santa Clarita to become lead agency
for a project on land where another project is already being considered would contravene the -
purpose and policies of CEQA.

HI. Los eles Was The First To Act And Therefore Acquired Lead Agency Status

CEQA provides that: "Where more than one public agency equally meet the
criteria ... the agency which will act first on the project in question shall be the lead agency.”
CEQA Guidelines § 150501. In the case of Citizens Task Force on Sohio v. Board of Harbor
Commissioners of the Port of Long Beach (1979) 23 Cal.3d. 812, the Court held that because the
Board was the first to act on the subject pro;cct., it became lead agency and was therefore
required to defend the adequacy of the EIR at issue. Here, Los Angeles was the first to address
the potential environmental impacts that may occur as a result of development of the Las Lomas
Project site. Santa Clarita, on the other hand, has only recently attempted to rush a prezone
ordinance and annexation on the basis of a negative declaration, as if no other project is currently
being reviewed or is possible.

iV. The Bgr_ggge Qf CEQA Is Best Served If Los Angeles [s Lead Agency For The

LasLom it

‘ The fundamental purpose of CEQA is to ensure that environmental considerations play a
significant role in governmental decision-making. In Friends of Mammoth v. Board of
Supervrsors (1972) 8 Cal.3d 247, 263. In Friends of Mammoth, the Court stressed the
importance of analyzing indirect environmental impacts likely to be caused by a project.
According to Friends of Mammoth, when interpreting CEQA a Court must do so as to afford the
fullest possible protection to the environment within the reasonable scope of statutory language.
~.Jd. at 343. Along with this fiindamental purpose, one basic concept of CEQA is full disclosure,
as stated in CEQA: "to inform governmental decision makers and the public about the potential
significant environmental effects of proposed activities." CEQA Guidelines § 15002.

In addition, CEQA prohibits segmentatibn and p)icce-mealing of projects. Kings Cbumy
Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford (1590) 221 Cal.App.3d 692, 716. In Kings County Farm
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Bureau, the court held that: "The requirements of CEQA cannot be avoided by chopping up 2
proposed project into bite-size pieces, which, individually considered, might be found to have no
significant effect on the environment." Id. (citing Ovinda Association v. Board of Supervisors
(1986) 202 Cal.App.3d 296, 309). A project under CEQA means the "...whole of an action,
which has a potential for resulting in either a direct physical change in t.he environment,.or a
reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change....” CEQA Guidelines § 15378.

Santa Clarita’s project interferes with Los Angeles' efforts to review, consider, and
disclose to the public the environmental consequences of the Las Lomas Project. In order to
assist Santa Clarita and inform the public of the whole of the actions considered on the Las

Lomas Project site, Los Angeles has included Santa Clarita's prezone and annexation proposal as -

a project alternative in the Draft EIR.

Santa Clarita cannot circumvent CEQA requirsments by simply creanng a new project

and willfully blinding itself to a pre-existing proposal under review by a pre-existing lead agency

on the same land. Santa Clarita is also fully aware that Los Angeles has acted and will continue
to act as the lead agency for the Las Lomas Project. Santa Clarita's knowledge of the foregoing
is evidenced by the facts of Santa Clarita's presence at the Scoping Meeting and its written
cornments on the NOP, wherein Santa Clarita acknowledged Los Angeles as the lead agency for
the Las Lomas Project. CEQA envisions one project and one lead agency on a single piece of
property at any given time. Multiple projects proposed on the same property by separate project
proponents and separate lead agencies, each describing itself as lead agency, would create the
very segmentation that CEQA has tong prohibited. Santa Clarita's project, therefore, contravenes
CEQA's purpose of providing the fullest protection to the environment and its policy against
segmentation.

V. The se A Negative Declaration For Santa Clarita’ ect s Inadequate

According to the description of the Santa Clarita Project, the City proposes to prezone
811 acres of the property from its current designation as A-2-1 (Heavy Agricultural) to RE
(Residential Estate) and to prezone 14 acres of the property from A-2-1 to RM (Residential
Moderate). According to Section 17.15.010 of the Santa Clarita Municipal Code, permissible
residential density in the RE zone is .5 dwelling units per acre, and permissible residential
-density in the RM zone is 11 dwelling units per acre. Accordingly, the proposed prezoning of
the property could result in the development of up to 560 dwelling units on the property.
Pursuant to § 15206 of the CEQA Guidelines any project that results in the residential
development of more than 500 dwelling units is déemed a project of statewide, regional, or area-
wide significance which must be submitted to the State Clearinghouse for review. The ND,
however, states that while the Santa Clarita Project area could potentially be built out with a
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maximum of 560 units, the existing slopes would realistically only allow development of up to
360 dwelling units. Assuming, arguendo, that only 360 dwelling units could be developed, the
environmental impacts remain. Development of 360 dwelling units will cause significant
environmental impacts, perhaps less so than would the development of 560 dwelling uruts but-
this does not mean that Santa Clarita is free to xgnore such impacts.

- Furthermore, a "project” is defined as comprising "the whole of an action"” that has the
potential to result in a direct or reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change to the
environment. CEQA Guidelines § 15378(a). This means that Santa Clarita may not avoid
preparing an EIR by segmenting a project and not considering the entirety of the Santa Clarita
Project to avoid full environmental disclosure. Bozung v, LAFCO (1975) 13 Cal.3d 263; CEQA
Guidelines § 15003(h). Piecemeal environmental review that ignores the environmental impacts
of the end result is not permitted, Chrisrward Ministry v. Superior Court (1986) 184 Cal. App.3d
180, 193, City of Carmel-by-the-Sea v. Board of Supervisors (1986) 183 Cal.App.3d 229, 251.

Santa Clarita's ND is entirely based on the contention that the Santa Clarita Project is not
a "project” under CEQA. In support of this proposition the ND cites to Bozung alleging that
under Bozung "An annexation...is a project if the annexation is an essential part of a
development pian to urbanize property...." Santa Clarita then argues that, because no
development is currently proposed, the Santa Clazita Project is not a "Project” under CEQA.
Such conclusion is factually incorrect and ignores the holding of Bozung on this issue. In
determining whether annexation is a "project” under CEQA the Bozung Court held that under
CEQA, "project” includes acts such as enactment of zoning ordinances and adoption of a general
plan. The Court stated: "The fact is that if the adoption of a general plan is a project, as the
{CEQA] Guidelines provide, an annexation approval...becomes an a fortiori case.” In reaching
this conclusion the Court noted that while adoption of a general plan is by its very nature mereiy
 tentative and subject to change, an anncxauon is an irrevocable step. /d. at 278. '

. Santa C!anta relies on the fact that no development is currently prcposgd nor reasonably
foreseeable for the Santa Clarita Project site. This is incorrect. By this letter, on behalf of Las
Lomas, we notify Santa Clarita that Las Lomas intends to promptly and diligently develop
the Las Lomas site regardless of what jurisdiction may govern the site. This intention is
evidenced by the redacted option agreements included in Las Lomas' annexation petition, a

-copy of which is attached hereto. The option agreements grant Las Lomas the right to seek

entitlements to develop the Las Lomas site without reference to any specific jurisdiction. If
Santa Clarita succeeds with its prezone and annexation, Las Lomas will apply with Santa Clarita
to deveIOp the Las Lomas Pro;ect site, Consequently, site development is not only foreseeable, it
is imminent. :
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Because development is imminent, the ND provides inadequate environmental
documentation for the Santa Clarita Project. -Santa Clarita cannot simply conclude that the
proposed prezoning of the Santa Clarita Project area from agricultural zoning to residental
zoning will have no impact on the ¢nvironment because no development application is presently
- pending with Santa Clarita. Whether an application is pending is not conclusive on the issue of
reasonably foreseeable impact. n Friends of Mammoth v. Town of Mammoth Lakes

' Redevelopment Agency, (2000) 82 Cal.App. 4™ 511, the court clearly rejected such a position,
holding instead that in conducting CEQA review an agency must consider direct and indirect
physical changes in the environment which are reasonably foreseeable as a result of the proposed
project. Id. at 527. Thus, although no actual development of the property is presently proposcd
in Santa Clarita, that 4 known developer holds development rights and is activciy pursuing
development is evidence enough to reasonably fcresee development by prezoning the property to
RM and RE.

Santa Clarita cannot postpone CEQA review until such time as development is proposed.
Because the environmental impacts of the Santa Clarita Project are now reasonably foreseeable,
Santa Clarita must study and investigate such impacts now. For CEQA purposes, Santa Clarita's
actions will result in a number of potentially significant impacts on the environment which
require review now on the basis of an EIR instead of an ND.

Santa Clarita states that its ND is tiered from its General Plan EIRs in accordance with
CEQA Guidelines § 15152, which allows the use of analysis of general matters contained in a
broader EIR with later EIRs or negative declarations. However, CEQA. Guidelines § 15152(b)
states that "Tiering does not excuse the lead agency from adequately analyzing reasonably
foreseeable sxgmﬁcant environmental effects of the project and does not justify deferring such
analysis to a later tier EIR or negative declaration.” Consequently, Santa Clarita must analyze
the impacts listed bclow in greater detail.

A, oric Reso

Santa Clarita proposes to prezone existing undeveloped land currently zoned for
agricultural use to residential use. Santa Clarita nevertheless ignores the impact that its action
may have on agricultural resources. Santa Clarita's absence of any discussion relative to the

-Santa Clarita Project's impact on agricultural resources renders the draft negative declaration
inadequate with respect to this issue, Santa Clarita is therefore required at 2 minimum to discuss

- the potential loss of agricultural resources and recirculate its environmental document for further
review and comment. : ‘
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B. Air Quality

Santa Clarita similarly disregards impacts on air quality, stating merely that because no
development is proposed, no adverse impacts will be created. The Santa Clarita Project area is
~ within the South Coast Air Basin ("SCAB") and within the jurisdiction of the South Coast Air
Quality Management District. The SCAB is designated as a non-attainment area for ozone,
carbon monoxide, and particulate matter. Current standard calculations for vehicle trip
generation assign a trip generation factor of 1.01 peak hour vehicle trip per single family
detached residence. The expected prezoning will allow the construction of up to 368 new
dwelling units on currently undeveloped property. The development of this number of
residential units will unquestionably result in at least 371 new vehicle trips in an area already
identified as in non-attainment status for vehicle emissions such as carbon monoxide. The
development of 811 acres for residential use will also result in extensive grading which will .
generate considerable particulate matter and other construction related emissions. To assume
that impacts on air quality will ot occur is simply ignoring the obvious and should be rectified
and mitigation measures proposed and studied to reduce or avoid air quality impacts.

C. Biological Resourccg

The ND admits that portions of the Santa Clarita Project area are within a Significant
Ecological Area and other potentiaily sensitive biological resources. Conversion of undeveloped
land to allow foreseeable residential use, or impermissibly postponing the environmental review
of foreseeable residential development, will result in potentiaily significant impacts on bmlog;cai
resources that may be located on the property. According to recent biological resources reports,'
several sensitive plant and animal species are known to exist within the Santa Clarita Project
area, including, but not limited to: Riversidian upland coastal sage scrub; Southern live oak
riparian forest; Southem wiliow scrub; California thrasher, Bewicks wren; Prairie falcon, San
Diego coast horned lizard; and Coastal western whiptail. Excellent habitat occurs within the
Santa Clarita Project area for the foilowmg species and others not herein listed: Coastal
California gnatcatcher, American peregrine falcon; and the Western spadefoot toad. In addition,
previous studies have shown that the Santa Clarita Project area is utilized regularly as a corridor

_ Rache} Tiermey Consulting (Tierney 2001); Envicom Corporation in September 2001 (Eavicom 2001);

" Environmental Science Associates (ESA} conducted a reconnaissance survey on the Las Lomas site in October

2001; California Natural Diversity Data Base (CFDG 2001) records for the USGS Cat Mountain quadrangle;

California Native Plant Society's (CNPS) Electronic Inventory (CNPS 2001); Missing Linkages (California

- Wildemess Coalition 2001); Sawyer and Keeler-Woolf, 1995; Hickman, 1993; and Holland, 1986. Additional
information on special starus species and communities of concern were obtained through the United Suates Fish and

Wildlife Service Ventura Field Office (USFWS 2001).
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for large mammals such as bobcat, mountain lion, and gray fox.* Foreseeable residential
development will grade and destroy at least some of the habitat associated with these species.

- Prior to approving the prezoning and annexation, Santa Clarita must complete a biological
assessment to identify any threatened or endangered species or any wildlife corridors existing on
the Santa Clarita Project site and mitigate any impacts identified on biological resources. Santa
Clarita must evaluate the potential impacts of foresecable residential development and identify
rmnganon measures to avoid or reduce potentially significant impacts.

D. Population and Hogmg

The draft negative declaration erroneously concludes that Santa Clarita's actions will
have no impact on population and housing. Contrary to Santa Clarita's conclusion, the
development of up to 368 new residential dwelling units will necessarily contribute to growth
and have a potentially significant impact on population and housing.

E.  Aesthetics

The proposed project can foreseeably result in development which would require
extensive grading. Even with the preservation of some ridgelines according to Santa Clarita's
ridgeline protection ordinances, it is axiomatic that foreseeable residential development will have
a demonstrably negative assthetic impact on undeveloped ridgelines that requires study and
disclosure to the public. Such extensive grading is certain to affect the aesthetics of the Santa
Clarita Project site. Santa Clarita must give proper consideration to this issue and has thus far
failed to do so.

F. Hazards

With regard to hazards and hazardous materials, Santa Clarita simply offers a conclusory
statemnent that because there is no development is reasonably foreseeable there is no risk of
hazards. Because development of the Santa Clarita Project site is reasonably foreseeable, Santa
Clarita must give further consideration to potential hazards and hazardous materials.

G—mm&

Santa Clarita has given no consxderanon to potential impact on mineral resources of the
Property Further soil assessments are necessary. ‘

2 California Wildlife Coalition 2001; Biers (1995).
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H. Public Services

Santa Clarita has failed to show how it would meet the public services needs of the
occupants of the potential 368 new residences. Santa Clarita must provide a detailed explanation
as to which jurisdictions and facilities will fulfill the public services needs of the potential new
residents. Increased population due to the construction of additional dwelling units will also
burden existing public services such as police and fire protection, parks, schools, and utilities.

L Utilities

Similarly, Santa Clarita fails to explain which agencies and/or jurisdictions would meet. -
the utility needs of the potential new 368 residences and their residents. Santa Claritamust®
provide a detailed explanation setting forth how the utility needs will be met and which agencies
will provide which services.

L. Cul &350

The Tataviam Indians inhabited the geographic region containing the Santa Clarita
Project site. The Tataviam lived primarily on the upper reaches of the Santa Clara River
drainage system east of Piru Creek. Their tetritory included the foothills above the San Femnando
Valley, as well as the Sawmill Mountains, the Santa Clarita Valley and the southwestern fringes
of the Antelope Valley. The Tataviam people are be!xcved to be linguistically characterized as
Takic speakers of the Uto-Aztecan linguistic family.’

An archeological record search indicated that no archaeological sites were known to exist
on the Las Lomas Project site, although both prehistoric and historic sites had been recorded
within a half-mile radius of the study boundaries, possibly within the Santa Clarita Project area.
One of these is State Historic Landmark No. 1006, Beale's Cut Stagecoach Pass.

Additionally, the San Fernando Tunnel, deemed eligible for listing on the National
‘Register of Historic Places, is located in close proximity to the Las Lomas Project site.
Currently, the tunnel is being used by MetroLink.

The ND makes no mention of these potentially-impacicd historical and cultural resources.
“Foreseeable residential development requires that mitigation measures be studied and identified
to avoid or reduce potential impacts to these cultural regources.

}  King and Blackburn 1978,
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K. Water Supply

California Water Code ("CWC") Section 10910 et seq. requires that the availability of an
adequate water supply be demonstrated in the CEQA process. As discussed above, development
of up to 368 resxdenual units is reasonably foreseeable as a result of the Santa Clarita Project.

_Therefore, pursuant to CWC Section 10910(a), for a project to be approved, Santa Clarita must
provide water supply studies as part of its CEQA reports. Santa Clarita's water supply problems
are well-known and weil publicized. The Castaic Lake Water Agency and its distributors have
been embroiled in litigation regarding whether Santa Clarita has adequate water supplies for its
existing demand. By this annexation, Santa Clarita will only exacerbate it$ water supply deficit.

By contrast to the publicized difficulties of securing water supplies for already-approved
developments in Santa Clarita, the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power has made
findings specific to the Las Lomas Project that adequate water resources are available to serve
the Las Lomas Project in Los Angeles.

L. Hydrology/Water Quali
The number of foreseeable single family residences allowable by the .Sanm Clarita

Project will increase the amount of impermeable surface in the undeveloped portions of the Santa
Clarita Project area significantly. Even residential estates, with their extensive landscaping, aiso

include large homes, driveways, recreational facilities that potentially increase surface run-off.
Again, the ND is silent on this issue because of its flawed premise that residential development is
not foreseeable. Given the reasonably foreseeable development of up to 368 new homes, Santa
Clarita must study the impact this will have on water quality standards or waste water discharge.
Santa Clarita has not conducted such study.

M. -Noise

| " Santa Clarita must assess the noise impact caused by the construction of the rcasonably
foresesable development of the site. Santa Clarita has failed to properly assess the noise xmpacts
of the Santa Clarita Project.

N. eology/Soil

Santa Clarita has given no consideration to potential impact on the soil of the Santa
Clarita Project site, F urther soil assessments are necessary.
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0. Transportation/Traffic

Santa Clarita provides no traffic/transportation assessment. Current standard calculations
for vehicle trip generation assigh a trip generation factor of 1.01 peak hour vehicle trip per single
family detached residence. The expected prezoning will allow the construction of up 10 368 new
~ dwelling units on currently undeveloped property. The development of this number of
residential units will unquestionably resuit in at least 371 new vehicle trips in an area already
accompanied by observable vehicle trip congestion during peak hours. Clearly, the Santa Clarita
Project would impact traffic and public transportation and Santa Clarita must properly address
this issue in order to determine whether mitigation measures are necessary to avoid or reduce
irnpacts. ' '

P. Cumulative Impacg

In addition to the direct impacts on the environment, Santa Clarita fails to consider
cumulative impacts that the proposed prezoning of the property for residential use wil} create.
Failure to consider the cumulative impacts of Santa Clarita's proposed action violates Section
15064 of the CEQA Guidelines which requires preparation of an EIR in the event that
cumulative impacts are considerable and constitutes grounds for rejecting the draft negative
declaration. .

V1.  Santa Clarita May Be Subiect To Tort Liability

If Santa Clarita proceeds with the Santa Clarita Project, it may result in liability for Santa
Clarita under the following tort theories: (i) intentional interference with contractual
relationships; and (ii) intentional interference with prospective economic advantage. Las Lomas
is prepared to pursue remedies under the Tort Claims Act against Santa Clarita for monetary
damages resulting from Santa Clarita's attempts to arrest and frustrate Las Lomas’ business and
its contracts with property owners as well as business partners.

VII. Conclusion

Santa Clarita improperly asserted lead agency status in violation of CEQA and to the
detriment of full disclosure. Santa Clarita has also failed to undertake adequate review of the
“potential consequences of the proposed prezoning in the present case. Santa Clarita cannot
shield itself from CEQA requirements by ignoring or willfully blinding itself to reasonably
foreseeable development. Development is reasonably foreseeable, therefore, the environmental
studies must be conducted now and not postponed until development is proposed in Santa
Clarita, The draft negative declaration is therafore inadequate and should be rejected. Santa
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Clarita must abandon the Santa Clarita Project and allow Los Angeles to study Santa Clarita's
prezone and annexation as an altemative in the Las [.omas Project EIR.

Attached, for your convenience, are the following documents which we submitted for
Santa Clarita's January 14, 2003 City Counci} meeting: (i) Los Angeles’ objection to Santa
" Clarita's negative declaration, which objection equally applics to the ND as revised; and (ii) a
copy of the owner-initiated petition for annexation to Los Angeles prepared by Las Lomas,
which application will reconfirm notice to Santa Clarita that a proposed project has existed and
currently exists on the Las Lomas Project site,

Thank you very much for your responsible attention to this matter.

Very truly_

R ¥ Comer
RIC:kt

cc:  Ms. Sharon Dawson, City Clerk (w/o encl.)
Mr, Larry Calemine, LAFCO (w/o encl.)
Ms. Phyllis Winger, CD 12
Car} K. Newton, Esq., City Attomey (w/o encl.) .
Mr. Dan §. Palmer, Jr. (via Facsimile)
Jerold Neuman, Esq.
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INTRODUCTION

For more than a year now, a responsible developer, Petitioner Las Lomas Land
Company, L.L.C., and the City of Los Angeles have been diligently preparing a draft
environmental impact report (EIR) for a-proposed development project and processing the
various entitlements and approvals needed to develop the 555-acre parcel. Because the Las
Lomas project site lies just to the north of the existing Los Angeles boundaries, one of the
governmental approvals Las Lomas seeks is approval by the Los Angles County Local Agency
Formation Commission (LAFCo) of its proposed annexation to Los Angeles. The projec‘t site
also lies to the south of Santa Clarita’s city limits, and Santa Clarita has decided that it would
like to iﬁcrease its territory to include the Las Lomas project area. The problem is that, in Santa

Clarita’s rush to get its rival annexation appiicatioh to the LAFCo before the Los Angeles

annexation, it has sacrificed compliance with the California Environmental Quahty Act

(CEQA), Pubhc Resources Code Section 21000 ef seq.

From the beginning, Santa Clarita has characterized the site as “environmentally
sensitive.” In August 2002, responding to Los Angele_s’ notice, as iead agency, of its
preparation of an EIR for the Las Lomas project, Santa Clarita demanded that Los Angeles

examine a wide variety of potential environmental impacts, including, among other matters,

likely problems that would be encountered by development in or near the site and its -

Significant Ecological Area, “sensitive wildlife corridor,
faults, wildland fire hazards and cultural resources. In December 2002, Santa Clarita again
expressly acknowledged, in a- Czty Councﬁ Resolution, that * ‘any development in the Las

Lomas project area will have a szgmf icant environmental lmpact

Also in December, despite its express acknowledgement of potential environmental |

Negative Declaration (ND) that would support its newly proposed rival annexation application
to the LAFCo. But, instead of reviewing any potential development scenario, including
development at the very levels that its pre-zoning and annexation actions would allow, Santa

Clarita now claimed that no pending or future development proposal presently existed that

el
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would require review of potential environmental impacts and appropriate mitigation measures.
Santa Clarita asserted that no contemporaneous environmental review was ripe or required.
because any necessary environmental review either had been done in past (in an EIR prepared
more than ten years earlier for its original 1991 general plan), or would be done in the future as |
residential development proceeds under its pre-zoning (after the LAFCo makes its decision on
Santa Clarita’s annexation application). The net result is a self-contradictory, uninformative
environmental document that does not meet even the most basic standards under CEQA.

In Santa Clarita’s haste to approve its ND, it also bypassed mandatory circulation to the
State . Clearinghouse, despite the site’s regional and area-wide significance including, for
example, " its admitted inclusion of a Significant Ecological Area and “sensitive wiidlife
con‘idor. Santa Clarita also cut short, by one-third, the mandatory'period for public review.
Each of these violations of CEQA constituted prejudicial abuse of discretion. |

To compound matters, when it prepared its own abbreviated environrneﬁtal‘do'cu'ment,
Santa Clarita usurped Los Angeles’ role as CEQA lead agency. It issued its rogue ND in direct
violation of CEQA’s one “lead agency/one environmental document” rules. This, too, renders
Santa Clarita’s ND invalid.

STATEMENT OF FACTS

1. Los Angeles Assumes Lead Agency Status and Launches Environmental Review of
the Propoesed Las Lomas Development Project and Annexation to Los Angeles.

On May 28, 2002, Petitioner Las Lomas filed an Environmental Assessment Form
(EAF) with Los Angeles, thereby initiating environmental feview of its proposed development
on approximately 555 acres located in the unincorporated area of Los Angeles County. The

proposed Las Lomas mixed-use community development project includes:

[Alpproximately 5,800 dwelling units of low to very high density, 2,300,000 sf of
Office/Research & Development, 250,000 sf of Community Facilities (including a
K-8 school), 225,000 sf of Neighborhood Retail, a 300-room hotel, and 285 acres
of open space. Proposed recreational amenities include pedestrian and bike trails,
parks, a library, theaters, and a museum. ' The applicant also proposes to connect to
the MetroLink commuter rail, and construct a trolley to serve the community. Five
single-family dwellings would be demolished, and the existing transmission lines
‘and cellular tower located on the southern portion of the project would be relocated
to other portions of the site. The project would include its own wastewater
treatment facility, alternative energy generation facilities water tank, and a series of
pump stations.... -

2
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9-AR 2738. The project description also identified various govermnmental approvals and

entitlements associated with developing the site, including apprévai by the LAFCo of a

proposed annexation petition, a general plan amendment and zoning, a specific pian, a
development agreement, a vesting tentative tract map, an oak tree permit, and other
miscellaneous permits (e.g., a Department of Fish and Game permit, a wéter quality permit).

Shortly thereafter, on June 18, 2002, Plaintiff petitioned the LAFCo to approve
annexation by Los Angeles of the proposed development site. 9-AR 2761-2851.

‘Loé Angeles promptly assumed the role of lead agency under CEQA. On June 27,
2002, Los Angeles submitted to OPR’s‘S_tate Clea_.ringhouse'and circulated to vé.n'ous public
agencies and the general public a Notice of Preparation (NOP) announcing that Los Angeles-
“will be the Lead Agency'and will prepare an environmental impact report” for the project. 9-
AR 2853-2855. .These. NOP documenfs described the proposed development, the associated
annexationr of the development site, and the other governmental approvéls idenfiﬁed in the
EAF. 9-AR 2853. They further advised that, puréuant to CEQA, Los Angeles would need to
know the “views of your agency” as to the “scope and content of the -environmental
information” to be studied and evaluated by Los Angeles, because “Iy]our agency wiil need to
use the EIR piepared by this City when considering your permit or other approval for the
project.” Id. |

2. Santa Clarita Acknowledgés Los Angeles’ Lead Agency Status and Demands That
Los Angeles’ EIR Evaluate Site Development Under Santa Clarita’s Own Planning
and Zoning Standards.

On August 9, 2002, Santa Clarita submitted extensive comments on the Los 'Angeles

NOP. 9-AR 2985-2999. In those comments, Santa Clarita explicitly acknowledged Los

Angeles’ role as CEQA lead agency (9-AR 2986-2991, 2993-2999) and demanded, inter alia,

that the Los Angeles EIR study the following potential environmental problems associated with
development of the site. -

. More than half of the site includes steep s-Iopes greater than 56% and more than 25

percent of the site includes slopes between 25% and 50% and allegedly{éontains terrain

“not conducive to grading.” The site also lies “in close proximity to several earthquake

-
-3
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faults. According to Santa Clarita, geological studies of the site needed to be performed
to determine where landslides and active fault traces may exist. 9-AR 2986-2987, 2990.
s The site includes portions of a Significant Ecological Area (SEA) and various “wildlife
movement corridors,” necessitating a detailed biological resources assessment. This
assessment should evaluate how future development might impact “sensitive species or
habitats” and should “specifically address” potential impacts “on the wildlife corridor
that currently exists between Whitney Canyon and Towsley Canyon.” 9-AR 2989.
¢« The San Fernando Tunnel, a historic railroad tunnel 'co'nétmcted by Chinese workers,
| “runs along the edge” of the site. The'tunnel: is eligible for listing on the National
Register of Historic Places. Potential impacts to the tunnel and Chinese laborer burial
sites in the area should be addressed. 9-AR 2989.
¢ The site’s “natural watershed” should also be studied, particularly with respect to
potential impacts of development on sensitive animal and plant specieé. 9-AR 2990.
¢ The site is located within a Potential Wildfire and Fire Hazard Area necessitating
evaluation of potential risk exposure and emergency response impacts. 9-AR 2998.
Santa Ciarita further demanded that the Los Angeles-prepared EIR should specifically evaluate
tﬁe alternative of developing the Las Lomas site at a lesser density conférming to Santa
Clarita’s own current planning and zoning development standards. 9-AR 2991, 2998, Last, the
EIR should evaluate all pertinent annexation-related environmental factors that, under section
56841 of the Government Code, the LAFCo must .consi!der in reviewing annexation proposals,
such as population, land use, topography, delivery of public services and conversion of open
space. 9-AR 2992-2993.

3. Los Angeles and Las Lomas Undertake Prepar:;tion of the EIR and Processing of
Development Entitlements.

Los Angeles thereupon arranged with Las Lomas for preparation of a full EIR that
would, among other matters, éddress Santa Clarita’s comments. Las Lprhas assembled a team
of environmental consultants and engineers who would'undertake the applicable studies and, in
consultation with Los Angeles -and other agencies, -would prepare a draft EIR and

accompanying technical appendices. At all times subsequent to Santa Clarita’s comments on

i

e
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the NOP, Los Angeles and Las Lomas have devoted (and continue to devote) substanitial time,
effort and expense in pfeparing the draft EIR, as well as in processing the various entitlements
and approvals for the project. For example, following a public hearing, the Los Angeles
Departinent of Water and Power (LADWP) prepared and delivered to the City’s Planning
Department an LADWP Commission-approved Water Supply Availability Assessment for the
project. Las Lomas has submitted to Los Angeles the first “screen check” draft EIR and traffic
study, and the pertinent Los Angeles agencies and departments have subsequently proceeded
with their. internal review and analysis of the “screen check” draft EIR. Las Lomas has also
submitted to Los Angeles a draft Specific Plan for the proposed developmentjproject. See

September 10, 2003 Declaration of Lee Wagman, filed concurfently herewith,

4. Santa Clarita Launches a Rival Annexation Application and Begms Preparing a
Rival Environmental Document.

Several months after commenting on the Los Angeles NOP, Santa Clarita dramatically
changed its course. On December 10, 2002, Santa Clarita’s City Councill passed Resolution
No. 02-175 expressly acknowledging that “any developmient in the Las Lomas project area will
have a significant environmental impact....” The Resolution also proclaimed that, although
Los Angeles had been acting as lead agency for the project, Santa Clarita, .rzot Los Angeles,
henéeforth “should be the lead agency with approval authority for any proposed dev.elr)pment”
at the Las Lomas site. 10-AR 3173. (All émphasis in quotations is supplied unless o'ltherwise
noted.)
| The City Council concurrently passed a second Resolution (No. 02-176) authorizing.
City staff to file an annexation and Sphere of influence am'endment application with the LAFCo
for a rival proposed “South Santa Clarita Annexation” projel:t. According to the Staff Report
for this resolution, the-825 acres proposed for annexatiop included “thé proposed 555 acre Las
Lomas development, which- has an application to the City of Los- Angeles for approval of a
large development project.” 10-AR 3166. Nonetheless, the Re?soiutiori and the Stéff Report
characterized -the proposed South Santa Clarita Afmcxation as simply encouraging “sound

planning” and “well-ordered urban development patterns” in the affected territory. 10-AR

-5
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3175-3177. 3166-3167; 10-AR 3157-3158, |

To implement its new strategy, Santa Clarita decided to prepare only an abbreviated ND
briefly describing the proposed annexation and pre-zoning of the Las [.omas site, which would
allow a much lower level of development than Las Lomas had proposed to Los Angeles. Santa
Clarita apparently realized that, if it prepared an abbreviated ND, it could ‘submit a completed
annexation proposal to the LAFCo well before Los Angeles. The initial December 2002 ND
described Santa Clarita’s proposed pre-zoning of the projedt site prior to annexation as the
“project” that would be subjected to its environmental review, 10;AR 3200, 3203. Acco.rding
to the initial ND, “no development is proposed at this time,” so no potential significant
environfnentai impacts were anticipated. 10-AR 3203, 3210-3213. |

Commenting on the initial ND, Las Lomas immediately pointed out that, 10 the
contrary, “a development project is propdsed by Las Lomas‘....;’ Santa Clarita could not
“willfully blind itself” to “a known developer with a known intention to develop thé site” —
even at the lower densities that Santa Clarita’s pre-zoning might allow — and to the “reasonably

foreseeable” environmental impacts that would flow from that development. 11- AR 3435

5. Santa Clarita’s Environmental Document Sets Forth Its Rationale for Deferring
Environmental Review of its Proposed Pre-Zomng and Annexation Actions Until
After LAFCo Review and Action. '

Santa Clarita quickly rescinded the first ND and replaced it with a second one, which

was issued on February 4, 2003 for a 20-day public comment period. The.second ND took a |

different tack. Now Santa Clarita claimed that its proposed pre-zoning and annexation actions

-did not, after all, constitute a “project” as defined by CEQA. The revised ND thus now related

merely that (a) Santa Clarita had conciuded that its ;Sroposéd actions did not constitute a
“project” under CEQA | and‘ thus required no enviro'ﬁmental review; (b) at present,
environmental review of the proposed action’s potential site-specific impacts would be
prerﬁature and should appropriately be deferred to a ﬁltﬁre time after LAFCo acts on Santa
CIaﬁta’s proposed annexation; (¢} all of the potential nqn-site:—specﬁc and cu’mu!atiﬁe impacts
had been evaluated in an EIR prepared more than 10 years earlier for the Santa Clarita general

plan and that long-ago analysis should be “incorporated by reference” into the environmental

-6-
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document; and (d) despite numerous environmental problems with development of the site.
Santa Clarita would defer to a future time consideration of any mitigation measures for both

site specific impacts and non-site specific impacts. 12-AR 3657-3661.

(a) The ND’s Assertion that Santa Clarita’s Proposed Actions Did Not Constitute a
“Project.”

According to the revised ND, Santa Clarita’s proposed actions were not a “project,” as
defined by CEQA, because they would “not result in either a direct physical change in the
environment or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment.” [2-AR
3659. The ND observed: |

e “There is no de.vel()pment‘ plan that has been proposed which would depend on
approval of the proposed annexation, nor is such a development plan reasonably
foreseeable....” 12-AR 3648. |

¢ “This annexation is in no way an essential part of a development plan by which a
property owner intends to urbanize land currently zoned agricuitural.” 12-AR 3648.

¢ The “objective” of Santa Clarita’s proposed pre-zoning and annexation actions was
merely to “normalize” Santa Clarita’s southern boundary, to implement its general plan |
within the area, and to pr(.)\}ide a “low density” zcning standard that wouid be
compatible'with “the environmental constraints in the area.” 12-AR 3654-3655.

o “[Tlhere is no developmeht currently proposed, or reasonably anticipated to be
proposed in the foreseeable future, which is or would be cbnsistent.with the pre-zoning
that would occur as part of this annexation.” 12-AR 3659. | |

With respect to Las Lomas’ development proposals, the ND estimated that Las Lomas would
potentially be able to develop only somewhere “between 34 to 86 dwelling units” under Santa
Clarita’s proposed pre-zoning. 12-AR 3656 fn.9, 3659. According to the ND, “it does not
appear reasonably foreseeabie” that Las Lomas would reduce .its development proposal from
the substantial levels it had proposed to Los Angeles down to Santa Clarita’s much lower
develobm‘ent leVels. 12-AR 3659. Furthermore, no other affected landowner Within the area to

be pre-zoned had “aﬁproached [Santa Clarita] with a development project.” Jd. The proposed

T

Petitioner’s Opening Brief 3348169 vi




AKIN r:.um—l'l USS HAUER X FELD 11 P

Lt

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19

SURE 2400
LOS ANGELES, CA BO0ST

Sl CENTURY PASI EAST

20

21

22 .

23
24

25|
{ analysis from the 1991 EIR and General Plan that had been prepared and approved more than a

26
27
28

DOCUMENT PREPARED
oM RECYSLED PapeER

O e ~1 Oy W

pre-zone and annexation actions were thus “rnot linked to a development proposal”™ and instead
“merely served to implement the land use designations in [Santa Clarita’s] adopted general
plan....” 12-AR 3659,

{b)  The ND’s Contention that Environmental Review of the Potential Impacts of
the Proposed Actions Was Premature and Should Appropriately Be Deferred to
a Future Time after LAFCo Acts on Santa Clarita’s Proposed Annexation.

Although Sarita Clarita had earlier demanded that Los Angeles evaluate the potential
environmental impacts of development of the Las Lomas site in accord with Santa‘ Clarita’s
current pianning and zb’ning standards, it now concluded that it couid,a;/o'id such environmental
review in its own environmental document. For each of the many potential.site-speciﬁé
environmental impacts from development of the annexation area at the levels allowed by the pre-

zoning, the ND contained the same canned justification for failing to evaluate these impacts:

Given the fact that the annexation and pre-zone are -not associated with any site-
specific development proposal, it is not possible to identify any site-specific.
impacts ‘and thus not possible to identify any site-specific mitigation or site
specific development plan revisions that would result in additional reductions in
impacts from build-out of the City’s General Plan at this time. Any future
development proposals within the South Santa Clarita Annexation Area will be
subject to CEQA environmental review requirements, thus allowing for
development of site-specific mitigations or site-specific revisions during the next
tier of the environmental review process. :

12-AR 3647-3710 passim (stated 15 times). As to some categories of poizniial environmental
impacts, the ND added that various ordinances, such as its Ridgeline Preservation ;md Hillside |
Development Ordinance, should proﬁ&e some future level of mitigation. 12-AR 3676, 3685,
3688-3689, 3703.

(c) The ND’s Contention that. All Potential Non-Site-Specific Impacts and
Cumulative Impacts Had Been Evaluated in an EIR Prepared More Than 10
Years Earlier for the Santa Clarita General Plan and that Long-Ago Analysis
Could Be “Incorporated by Reference” into the Environmental Document,

Regarding non-site-specific and cumulative environmental impacts flowing from the

propose pre-zoning and annexation, the revised ND simply “incorporated by reference” its

decade earlier. 12-AR 3647-3710 passim (cited 16.times). Santa Clarita asserted that its 1991

EIR and general plan adequately analyzed and mitigated all of the non-site specific impacts and

8-
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the curulative impacts of its proposed pre-zoning and annexation actions (such as impacts on
Santa Clarita’s jobs/housing balance, its population, etc.). The ND c[ailmed that this
incorporétion by reférence of the 1991 analysis into the February 2003 environmental
document constituted a legally acceptable “tiering’-’ under CEQA that could substitute for any

current environmental analysis.'

(d) The ND’s Determination that, Despite the Numerous Explicitly Acknowledged
Environmental Problems with Development of the Site, Santa Clarita Should
Defer to a Future Time Environmental Review of Actual Potential Impacts and
Consideration of All Specific Mitigation Measures. .

. A proposed agency action that is not a “project,” as defined by CEQA, does not have to

| comply with CEQA at all. There is no need for any environmental review and there is no need

for any document that discloses and documents that environmental review. But the LAFCo had

informed Santa Clarita that Santa Clarita needed to prepare and submit an environmental

{document to the LAFCo in order for its annexation application to be deemed “complete” and

for LAFCo to begin processing that application. 10-AR 3194,

| Santa Clarita’s revised environmental document was thus put into the format of a
purported ND, which set forth a few meager bits of information about the pre-zoning and about
substantial development problems associated with the site. As to the overall quantity of
potential development in the area to be pre-zoned, the ND asserted that as many as 566
dwelling units were potentially allowed by the City’s general plan for the proposed annexation

area. But, relying on the extremely prehmlnary NOP matena}s circulated by Los Angeles for

{1 the Las Lomas project some six months earlier, the ND asserted that Santa Clarita’s Ridgeline

Protection and Hillside Development Ordinance would probably reduce the allowal?ie densities
within the annexation area to a maximum of 368 dwelling units. 12-AR 3656.
The ND acknowledged, infer alia, the following environmental problems associated

with future development within the site.

! See February 2003 ND at 12-AR 3674-3703 (asserting that, except for impacts relating to future trip generation
and local roadway construction within the proposed annexation area, the 1991 EIR on the 1991 General Plan fully
and adequately evaluated the non-site specific and cumulative impacts, including all potential aesthetic, air quality,
biological resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water
quality, land use and planning, mineral and energy resources, noise, population and housing, public services, and
utilities and service systems impacts) and 12-AR 3675, 3678-3684, 3686, 3688, 3693, 3700-3701 (asserting that
the future trip generation and local roadway construction impacts of the proposed actions were fully and
adequately evaluated in the 1997 EIR on the Circulation Element Amendment EIR). )

9.

Petitionee’s Opening Brief 5348169 v1




JSS HAUER K FELD LI P

209 CENTURY PARK EAST

AKIN GUMP |

3

Lol

N S =N

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

SUITE 2400
LOS ANGELES, CA SO0ST

21 |

22
23
24

25.

26
27
28

DOCUMENT PREPARED
Ol RECYCLED PAPER

e A Significant Ecological Area (SEA) initially designate& by Los Angeles County

and identified for protection by Figure OS-2 of the Santa Clarita General Plan. 12-
AR 3655 fn.8. The ND does not indicate the size of the SEA, but, comparing the
amount of land shown within the SEA on Figure 0S-2, 3-AR 1005 with the 14 acre
portion of the site to be pre-zoned to the Residential Moderate (RM) zoning
classification (12-AR 3651), it appears to be roughly 30 acres. The Santa Clarita
general plan describes this SEA as an “important habitat and biological resource” in
which “only compatible, and where apprppriate‘ passivelrecfeationai uses” should be
allowed. 3-AR 1007-1008, 1029. The 1‘991 general plan had proposed that an SEA
overlay zoning ordinance should be established to protect SEAs within Santa Clarita |
(3-AR 1029), but, during the ensuing 12 years, Santa Clarita has approved no such
mitigating ordinance. 12-AR 3660. ' ‘

A watershed area roughly 10 acres in size and, without further identiﬁéatibh, a
wildlife corridor. 12-AR 3650, 3655-3656. ~Again,. despite the lack of any
applicable  SEA mitigation ordinance, the ND ignored any considerational
mitigation for potential impacts on these environmental resources.

An important cultural resource, the historic railway tunnel, e{igibie for listing on the
National Register, 12-AR 3654, 3683. The 1991 Santa Clarita génerai plan
identifies this tunnel as one of Santa Clarita’s important historic resources that
would potentially be protected by a future historical and cultural resources
ordinance. 3-AR 1025-1026, 1036. Again, however, during the past 12 years,

Santa Clarita has approved no such mitigatingﬁ ordinance, 12-AR 3660.

Inexplicably, the ND failed to mention the fact thét the 'entire area to be annexed is
located within a designated Potential Wildland Fire Hazard Area (3-AR 1140 (GP at Exhibit S-
6}, even thoi_igh Santa Clarita had previ.ously pointed th‘at out to Los Angeles. Nor did the ND
mention the numerous other problems with site deve}opment. that its August 2002 comments on
the Los Angeles NOls had identified. Most tellingly, the NDlignored the Santa Clarita City

Council’s explicit acknowledgement only two months earlier, in Resolution No. 02-175, that

-10-
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“any developmeﬁf in the Las Lomas project area will ﬁave a significant environmental
impact...” 10-AR 3172.

Nonetheless, the ND reasoned that the proposed pre-zoning and annexation actions
could be completely “de-linked” from any pending or future development proposals that might
have environmental impacts, so the current actions would not themselves have any potential
environmental impacts. Consequently, all further environmental review, as well as all
consideration of appropriate mitigation measures, should be deferred to a future time, after the

LAFCo had acted upon its proposed annexation applicatioﬁ. 12-AR 3658-3659, 3674-3704.

6.  'Las Lomas Informs Santa Clarita that, if Santa Clarita is Successful in Annexing
the Parcel, It Nonetheless Intends to Develop the Site at the Highest Allowable
Levels. ' ' '

Las Lomas again submitted extensive comments on the revised ND, claiming that it was
legally inadequate. 12-AR 3840-3853, 3750-3753. Las Lomas claifned that both NDs had been
circulated without a legally sufficient public comment period. Because Santa Clarita’s
environmental document should have been sent to the State CEQA Clearinghouse, it required a
full 30-day public comment period, not the 20‘day.comment periods that both Negative

declarations had provided.

Responding to the revised ND’s claim that “it does not appear reasonably foreseeable”

that Las Lomas would reduce its development proposal down to the low development level ‘

allowed by the pre-zoning, Las Lomas vigorously asserted that it intended to proceed with site
development at the highest allowable levels ~ without regard to whether the area would
ultimately be annexed to Los Angeles or Santa Clarifa. 12-AR 3846. Las Lomas

unequivocally stated:

Las Lomas intends to promptly and diligently develop' the Las Lomas Site
regardless of what jurisdiction may govern the site.... If Santa Clarita succeeds
with its pre-zone and annexation, Las Lomas will apply [to] Santa Clarita to
develop the Las Lomas project site. Consequently; site development is not only
foreseeable, it is imminent.” ' :

12-AR 3846,

11
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Las Lomas also protested Santa Clarita’s ‘fpiece-meal” approach to its environmental
review. Citing Bozung v. Véntura LA.FCO and other cases, Las Lomas asserted that Santa
Clarita could not segment its proposed pre-zoning and annexation actions from their ultimate -
environmental effect. 12-AR 3846. Las Lomas prbvided an extensive recitation of the
numerous potential environmental impacts that development of the site might have, Enclud'ing
ma‘ny of the same environmental issues that Santa Clarita itself had previously raised, as well
as additional new information.®

Las Lomas also pointed out that “CEQA allows only one lead égency“ for a
aeveiopment project; that Los Angeles precisely met the lead agency criteria; and that, as lead
agency, Los Angeles was aIr'eady. preparing a full EIR on the very de?eIOpment levels
pro;ﬁosed by Santa Clarita’s pre-zoning. Las Lomas contended that Santa Clarita could not

circumvent CEQA’s requirements and prepére a rival environmental document that “willfully

‘blind[s] itself” to L.as Lomas’ development intentions for the site. 12-AR 3843-3845.

7. Santa Clarita Approves the Pre-zoning and Annexation Application and Las
Lomas Files Suit. '

On February 25, 2003, Santa Clarita nonetheless forthwith approved the pre-zoning and
annexation actions. (12-AR 3743, 3835-3838). Despite the revised ND’s assertion that the
pre-zoning and annexation actions were not subject to CEQA at all, Santa Clarita filed its
Notice of Determination on February 27, 2003 proclaiming that it had fully complied with
CEQA. 12-AR 3863-3867.

Las Lomas timely brought this action challenging Santa Clarita’s actions. Las Lomas’
petition requests thai the Court set aside Santa Clarita’s uninformative, grdssly_ deficient and
improperly ﬁrepared ND. It also requests that, if nece;sary,'the Court stay the LAFCo

proceedings until the full EIR being prepared by Los Angeles as lead agency is completed and

+
1

? Las Lomas’ comments described, for example, numerous studies of the sites environmental resources that its
own environmental consultants and others had prepared regarding the site’s sensitive biological resources. These
studies confirmed that the site “is utilized regularly as a corridor for large mammals such as bobcat, mountain lion,
and gray fox.” 12-AR 3848-3849,

-12-
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the petition to annex the Las Lomas site to Los Angeles can be acted upon by the LAFCo. Los.
Angeles and Las Lomas meanwhile continue to process the full EIR, and a draft EIR is
expected to be publicly circulated this Fall.

Las Lomas recently requested the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR)
to exercise is concurrent administrative power to designate a lead agency under CEQA Section
21165. That section empowers OPR, when requested to resolve a lead agency dispute, to
designate a lead agency within 21 days. OPR, however, declined to exercise jurisdiction.
These ‘coﬁcurrent adm'ir.listrative proceedings before OPR énd OPR’s ruling declining
jurisdiction ére described below and in Petitioner’s Request for Judicial Notice.

STANDARD OF REVIEW

The “foremost principle” in interpreting CEQA is that the Legislature intended the Act
to be read so as to afford the ﬁxileét possible proteétion to the environment within the
reasonable scope of the statutory language. Friends of Mammoth v. Board of Supervisors'
(1972) 8 Cal.3d 247, 259; Laurel Heights lmprmliements Ass'n v. Regents (1988) 47 Cal.3d
376, 390.

In determining whether a proposed governmental action “may have a significant effect
on the environment” and thus requires preparation of a full EIR, rather than a mere negative
declaration, the courts use the “fair argument” test. Because of the EIR’s pléce at the “heart” of -
CEQA, an EIR is required “whenever it can be fairly argued on the basis of substantial
evidence that the project may have significant environmental impact,” regardless of whether
other substantial evidence supports the opposite conclusion. Communitiés for a Better
Environment v. California Resources Agency (2002) 103 Cal.App.4th 98, 106. A negatwe
declaration may be prepared only when “[t]here is no substantial evidence in light of the whole

record that the project may have a significant effect on the environment”. Pub. Res. Code §

-1/21080(c)(1). This statutory languagg is intended to express the “fair argument standard. See

e.g, Laurel Hezghts Improvement Ass’n, 6 Cal.4th at 1114, fn 20

13-
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The “fair argument” standard of review also applies to the court’s review of whether an
agency can avoid compliance with CEQA by claiming that its actions do not constitute 2
“project.;’ Friends of “B” Street v. City of Hayv;)ara’ (1980) 106 Cal.App.3d 988; City of
Livermore v. LAFCo of Alameda County {1986) E8l4 Cal.App.3d 531.

The “fair argument” test also applies to the question of whether an agency has properly
“tiered” an environmental analysis from a prior program-level EIR. Sierra Club v. County of
Sonoma (1992) 6 Cal.App.4th 1307, 1319. |

The determination of which agency properly serves as “lead agency” for a proposed
project is made by the Court as a m#tter of law without: any deferential review. Planning and
Conservation League v. Dept. of Water Resources (2000) 83 Cal. App.4th at 892, 906-07.

ARGUMENT

L SANTA CLARITA’S ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT FOR ITS PROPOSED
PRE-ZONING AND ANNEXATION ACTIONS WAS INVALID, BECAUSE IT
WAS NOT BASED ON A CONTEMPORANEOUS CEQA ENVIRONMENTAL
REVIEW OF THE POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACTS OF, AND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR, FUTURE SITE
DEVELOPMENT.

In belatedly launching its rival pre-zon?ng and annexation actions, Santa Clarita at first
claimed that it could prepare a rival environmental document for a rival “project.” After
reconsidering the matter, Santa Clarita’s re\{ised ND asserted that the proposed pre-zoning and
annexation actions did not constitute a “project” under CEQA, so they did not require any
environmental review or any environmental document. Nevertheless, because the LAFCo had
informed Santa Clarita that it needed to submit an énvironmental document with its annexation
application, in order for it to be considered “complete,” Santa Clarita prepared a document that
it labeled a “Negative Declaration,” even thoﬁgh that document basically summarized Santa
Clarita’s arguments for postponing environmental review of those proposed actions.

Santa Clarita’s revised ND was a contradiction in terms. On one hand, it denied that the

proposed pre-zoning and annexation :actions constituted a “project” under CEQA, because no

| specific development applications were pending before Santa Clarita and any potential ultimate

development impacts were thus supposedly speculative. On the other hand, it purported to be

an environmental document under CEQA that satisfactorily documented Santa Clarita’s

14
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contemporaneous environmental review of the impacts of potential site development.

A. 'Before'Approving [ts Proposed Pre-zoning and Annexation Actions, Santa
Clarita Needed to Undertake Environmental Review of those Actions.

The first question the Court must confront regarding the legal sufficiency of Santa
Clarita’s approach to environmental review is Santa Clarita’s erroneous legal contention that its
proposed pre-zoning and annexation actions did not constitute a “project,” and were thus

exempt from the need for CEQA environmental review.

1. Proposed Pre-zonings Require CEOQA Review If They Mav Ultimately
Result in Potential Environmental Impacts.

There can be no debate about whether a city’s proposed zoning of an area normally
constitutes a “project” under CEQA requiring environmental review. Section 21080(a)
specifically includes “the enactment and amendment of zoning ordinances™ within the types of
“projects” to which CEQA applies. Zone changés are “projects” that must comply with CEQA,
even where no speciﬁc development proposal Has been formally submitted by a Eahdéwnér to
the city. See City of Carmel-by-the-Sea v. Board of Supervisors (1986) 183 Cal.App.3d 229.
There, a city proposed to re-draw a zoning boundary near a wetland. Even though no
development plans had been submittfed by the landowner to the city and even though the zone
change would supposedly just implement the city’s general plan, the Court of Appeal ruled that
aﬁ- EIR was required because the re-zoning could ultimately result in potential en.vironmentai :
impacts. /d. at 252. _

Similarly, in Rural Landowners Ass'n v. Lodi City Council (1983) 143 Cal.App.3d
1013, the Court of Appeal ruled that a proposed zoning ordinance required CEQA review and
the environmental document should have analyzed potential impacts from uitimate

development under the re-zoning and the pending annexation of other nearby land. Citing

| CEQA Guidelines section 15378(a),. the court observed that the term “project” under CEQA

encompasseé “the whole of the action,” and a city cannot avoid CEQA “by limiting the title or

description of a project.” /d. at 1025.

-15-
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o2 Proposed Annexations Also Require CEQA Environmental Review If
~ They May Ultimately Result in Potential Environmental Impacts.

Santa Clarita’s proposed annexation action, too, was clearly subject to CEQA. The
California Supreme Court’s decision in Bozung v. Ventura County LAFCo (1975) 13 ‘Cai.Bd
263 is the leading case. There, the City of Camarillo contended that its pro_pos;ed annexation of
a 677-acre site did not constitute a “project” under CEQA, because it would have no direct

environmental impacts and because, when more specific entitlements applications were

{presented to it, all environmental impacts from future development could be evaluated in a

Iaterwprepared environmental document. The site’s landowner supported Camarillo’s
annexation application by answering a questionnaire to the effect that it anticipated developing
the site “for residential, commercial and recreational uses” “in the near future.” /d. ai 271.

The Supremé Court observed that, in determining whethex; to approve the annexation,
the LAFCo needed to consider a variety of environmental considerations, including population,
population density, topography, and the annexation’s potential effect on adjacent areas and on
mutual social and economic interests, and the LAFCo annexation approval would be “an

irrevocable step as far as that particular agency is concerned.” /d. at 279. Consequently, even

{ though later EIRs might be prepared for the city’s benefit, this would be of little use after-the-

fact to the LAFCo. The Supreme Court also cited the desirability of preparing and coﬁs‘idering

environmental documents “at the earliest stage” and the need to avoid submerging

environmental considerations by “chopping a large project into many little ones — each with a

minimal potential impact on the environment -~ which cﬁ'rnulatively may have disastrous
consequences.” /d. at 283-85. Because the annexation could facilitate ultimate development of
the site, it ref;uired CEQA environmental review. [d. at 281”.

Similarly in People ex rel. Younger v. LAFCo of San Diego County (1978) 81
CailApp.?:d 464, a petition to de-annex an area from tI;:'e City of San Diego was filed with the
LAFCo, seeking to relieve the area from the obligation to -cqmply with city land uée controls.
The.Coﬁrt held that the proposed de-annexation action c'onstitu:ced a “project” under CEQA and

required that an EIR be prepared that would, infer alia, compare and evaluate the respective

. _16_

Petitioner's Opening Brief . 5348169 i



AKIN GUMP

USS HADER. A FELD LI P

20w CENTURY PARK EAST

B Lot

Ln

N e~ Oh

1
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

SUITE 2400

108 ANGELES. CA Q0BT

DOCUMENT PREPARED
ON RECYCLED FAPER

land use restrictions-that the competing jurisdictions had imposed, or would impose. within the .
area to be annexed. Jd. at 480-81. | |

Likewise, in Pistoresi v. City of Madera (1982) 138 Cal.App.3d 284, a city proposed to |
annex an area and zone it for residential development uses that would be essentially similar to
the uses previously allewed by county zoning in the unincorporated area. The Court of Apbeal
held that the city nonetheless had to prepare a full EIR, rather than a negative declaration, in
order to analyze the impacts of potential future residential development that would merely be
“accelerated” by the proposed annexation.” /d. at 288. | | |

3. The Proposed Pre-Zoning and Annexation Actions Here Could Not Be “De-

Linked” from Pending and Future Development Proposals in Order to Exempt
them from CEQA Review. '

Despite the February 2002 ND’s bold proclamation that Santa Clarita’s proposed pre-

zoning and annexation actions were not subject to CEQA, because they were not “linked” to
any pending or future development proposal, those proposed actions clearly required
environm_ental review regarding their ultimate development consequences and appropriate
mitigation measures, Las Lomas repeatedly pointed out to Santa Clarita that it intended to
develop the 555-acre area in question at the allowed density in the near future, no matter which
jurisdiction controlled development at the site. Further, Santa Clarita’s pre—zoniﬁg authorized
development of another 282 residential units on the remaining ?70 acres — an ultimate land use

that could certainly ensue once that acreage was annexed to Santa Clarita. The ultimate

+

* In City of Redlands v. County of San Bernardino (2002) 96 Cal. App.4th 398, a county’s general plan set forth a
policy to approve or d1sapprove development proposals within the spheres of influence of adjacent cities in
conformance with the city’s applicable land use policies. Without preparing an EIR, the county amended the
general plan to give itself discretion to approve or disapprove such development irrespective of the city’s policies.

The County’s fegative declaration contained certain canned, repeated statements disclaiming the potentiai for any
particular environmental effects from the proposed action. When certain cities claimed that the County should
have first evaluated the potential environmental impacts from the change in its general plan policy, the Court of
Appeal held that an EIR was required. The County’s canned, repetitive negative declaration represented only
“token observance” of CEQA. The County needed to consider the “ultimate consequences” of the general plan
policy change, including all “redsonably anticipated future development” that might be impacted one way or the
other by the change. See also City of Livermore v. LAFCo (1986) 183 Cal. App 3d 681 (LAFCo’s approval of
proposed sphere of influence guidelines, which deleted a prior policy to-require urban environment within city
boundaries, required an EIR, because, aside from any specific development projects that might be pending,
ultimate development patterns may be altered by the policy). Cf City of Antioch v. City Council of City of
Pittsburgh (1986) 187 Cal.App.3d 1325 (developer’s proposed road construction project could not be viewed “in a
vacuum” and, in determining whether to prepare EIR, other possible land uses, whose ultimate development might
be facilitated by the road, needed to be considered).

-§7-
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environmental consequences of these potential development uses needed to be evaluated by
Santa Clarita before it took its actions. C ity of Carmel-by-the-Sea and other appellate decisions
require that CEQA review must consider the ultimate environmental effects of a city's
proposed zoning actions, even where no development proposal is presently pending. Bozung
specifically ruled that similar environmental consequences must be considered by the LAF Co,
before it makes an “irrevocable” decision to approve the annexation.

Notably, the Los Angeles County LAFCo insists that cmes proposing to annex land

|} must prepare env1ronmenta1 documents, because LAFCo wzshes to take advantage of certain

provisions in the CEQA Guidelines -allowing LAFCos to avoid preparing their own
environmental documents on proposed annexations, when a city has pre-zoned the area in
question. Under section 15050(b)}(2), LAFCo can be the “responsible agency” reviewing the

city’s environmental document. But, in order for this section to be operative, the city must first

“prepare the appropriate environmental document at the time of the pre-zoning.” This city-

prepared environmental document must, of course, provide LAFCo with the information and
analysis it needs to consider about the environmental ramifications of a requested annexation
approval. Bozung identified the environmental factors that LAFCos must consider and Santa

Clarita earlier demanded that the Los Angeles-prepared environmental document should

evaluate those environmental factors on behalf of the LAFCo. , As the Supréme Court noted in |

Bozung, once the LAFCo makes its émnexatio_n approval decision, that decision is “irrevocable”
as to it. Consequently, the ND’s repeated assertions that environmental review of the proposed
pre-zoning and annexation actions should be deferred uritil after the LAFCo had approved that
annexation flew in the face of both Bozung and section ISOSO(b)(z).

B. ~ Santa Clarita’s Negative Declaration Improperly Postponed Environmental
Review to a Future Time and Ignored the Many “Reasonably Foreseeable”
Site-Specific Significant Environmental Impacts Potentially Resulting from
Development in the Area Proposed to Be Pre-zoned and Annexed.

Because Santa Clarita proceeded on the erroneous prémise that its proposed pre-zoning

and annexation did not constitute a “project” and were i’therefore exempt from CEQA

environmental review, its environmental document was profoundly flawed. Rather than

contemporaneously analyzing the potential environmental impacts that may result from |

+
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ultimate development under the development standards allowed by the pre-zoning, and the
appropriate mitigation measures that could mitigate those potential impacts, the environmental
documeﬁt essentially. recounted merely how review of ali such potential site-specific
environmental impacts could be deferred to the futﬁre.

If Santa Clarita had pursued actual contemporaneous environmental review, its initial
study would have examined potential future site development and the significant environmental
impacts potentially resulting from that development. Once it had ascertained the level of those
potential significant impacts, it would ascertain what measures should be apﬁlied to reduce
those impacts below levels of “significance.” When th:is initial study re:view was completed,
Santa Clarita would then have made its factual determinations and findings as to whether, after
all such mitigation measures were applied, the remaining environmental impacts would exceed
applicable “thresholds of significance.” If potentially “significant” environmental impacts

remained, an EIR would be required. If they did not, a mitigated negative declaratid_n would be |

required. [f no mitigation measures at all were needed to reduce pbtentiai impacts below

applicable levels of “signiﬁcanée,” a simple negative declaration would be appropriate. See
CEQA Guidelines §§ 15063, 15064,.15070 to 15081.

Unless this Court were to agree with Santa Clarita that, as matter of law; its pre-zoning
and annexation actions require no CEQA réview, the Court would next evaluate the evidence
considered by Santa Clarita to éscertéin if, following Santa Clarita’s environmental review
there is no substantial evidence upon which a fair argumént could be made that potentially
significant environmental impacts may exist. Only if there is no such substantial e.ﬂ.r‘idence can ;
Santa Claﬁta’s action be upﬁeld. Tellingly, Santa Clarita has never contended that there is no
substantial evidence of potential significant impacts from future site development, even at the
modest levels allowed by its pre-zoning. In fact, Santa Clarita has explicitly proclaimed that
“any development in the Las Lomas project area will have a significant environmental

impact....” 10-AR 3172. Santa Clarita’s comments on the Los Angeles NOP further recounted

|in detail the environmental problems likely to be encountered by ény development within the

Las Lomas area, including its Significant Ecological Area and its wildlife corridor resources, its

-16.
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cultural resources, its wetlands. its potential geological problems, including steep slopes and

nearby earthquake fauits, and its wildland fire hazard characteristics. Santa Clarita specifically

{demanded that Los Angeles evaluate these environmental problems for various development

scenarios, including development at the level allowed by Santa Clarita’s 6wn pre-zoning.
Santa Clarita’s general plan also described these environmental problems, and its ND again
acknowledged numerous environmental problems associated with development of the site. Las
Lomas’ comments on the ND provided still further information to Santa Clarita about these
enviroﬁmentai challenges and the need for mitigation.

Santa Clarita’s only response to ény of this was to “de-link™ its proposed'pr&zoning and
annexation actions from any pending or future development proposals and to have the ND posit
a patently fictional premise that at present “no development” of any kind is “feasonabiy
foreseeable™ at the site. 12-AR 3648.* This * no reasonably foreseeable” development ﬁcuon
was, of course, supported by no evidence of any kind and was explicitly belied by Las Lomas
repeated assertions that it intends to develop the site at whatever levels are authorized. Yet
under CEQA, “substantial evidence” cannot be based on mere “speculation {or} unsupported
opinion.” Pub. Res. Code § 21082.21((:). Beyond this, under its statutory directives, the LAFCo
must consider whether to approve the proposed annexation “consistent wf;*h the planned and
probable u&e of the property based upon the review of general plan and. pre-zoning -
designations.” Goyv. Code § 56375(¢).” Consequently, Santa Clarita’s environmental document

should Have provided LAFCo, at minimum, with an evaluation of the environmental impacts

5

* In determining what impacts must be taken into account, CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines and the appellate
decisions all agree that Santa Clarita shouid have taken into account all “reasonably foreseeable” future
development that may directly or indirectly ensue from a proposed agency action. In Bozung, for example, the
Supretne Court held that, even though the LAFCo’s approval of the challenged annexation was merely the first
step in a chain of events that could lead to potential development, an EIR was required because the applicant’s
annexation request forms had briefly noted that future development was contemplated. Bozung, supra, 13 Cal. 3d
at 279-81. See Pub. Res. Code § 21065 (“prolect” means a proposed agency activity that “may cause either a
direct physical chiange in the environmeht or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the
environment); CEQA Guidelines § 15064(d) (in evaluating the significance of the environmental effects of a
project, the agency “shall consider direct physical changes in the environment which may be caused by a project
and reasonably foreseeable indirect physical changes in the environment). See also Laurel Heights Improvement
Ass'it v. Regenis of the Univ. of Cal. (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376 (environmental review must consider all direct and
indirect “reasonably foreseeable” potential consequences and impacts of a proposed agency action).

’ Gov. Code § 56375(e) forbids Santa Clarita, except under extraordinary circumstances, from changing the level
of development allowed by the pre-zoning for a period of two years.

-20-
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that would potentiélly ensue from the “planned and probable use of the property based upon the
.. general plan and pre-zoning designations.”

Additionally, consistent with the People ex rel. Younger decision, the environmental
document provided to LAFCo should havé analyzed the comparative environmental impacts of
the different levels of development that the competing jurisdictions would _imﬁose. Unlike the
Los Angeles-prepared EIR, which, as Santa Clarita has demanded, will do precisely that, Santa

Clarita’s own environmental document provided no such comparative environmental analysis.

C. Santa Clarita Improperly Avoided Consideration of Any Noa-Site-Specific
and Cumulative Environmental Impacts by “Incorporating by Reference”
An Out-of-Date Analysis. Made More Than Ten Years Ago in the EIR
Prepared for its 1991 General Plan.

The Santa Clarita ND also improperly avoided any environmental review of the non-site
specific enVIronmental impacts (e. g population jobs/housing balance, etc.) and cumulative
impacts potentially ensuing from the proposed pre-zoning and annexation actions. According
to Santa Clarita, more than ten years earlier, the 1991 EIR for the 1991 Generai Plan had
considered these non-site specific impacts and cumulative impacts and had provided sufficient
mitigation for them, so no contemporary environmental analysis or consideration of these
pbtential impacts was needed. Santa Clarita’s only justification for avoiding contemporary
environmental review through its “incorporation by reference” technique was to {nvoke
CEQA'’s concept of “tiering.”

CEQA authorizes tiering as a way of allowing still valid prior first-tier environmental

analysis contained in earlier-prepared EIRs for plans and programs to be relied upon, and under

certain circumstances, ' incorporated by reference into later second-tier environmental

documents. Pub. Res. Code § 21068.5. QGenerally, the earlier EIR analyzes broad

® The ND stated that it incorporated by reference the non-site specific and cumulative impact analysis from:
*  The Final [EIR] for the Santa Ciartta General Plan, June 1991. State Clearinghouse Number: 90010633,
and
* The City of Santa Clarita Circulation Element Final {EIR] September 1997, State Clearinghouse
Number: 96112028, ! . '
12-AR 3660. The ND asserted that, except for impacts relating to future trip generation and locai roadway
construction within the proposed annexation area, the 1991 EIR on the 1991 General Plan fully and adequately
evaluated — and mitigated. — all non-site specific and cumulative impacts of the proposed pre-zoning and
annexation actions relating to the potential aesthetic, air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, geology

tand soils, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, land use and planning, mineral and

energy resources, noise, population and housing, public services, and utilities and service systems impacts of the
proposed pre-zoning and annexation actions. ' 12-AR 3658, 3659, 3674-3703.

21
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environmental issues involving plans or programs, and the second-tier environmental document

“provides more detailed examination of specific effects on later projects that are consistent with

or implement the plans or programs.” CEQA Guidelines Discussion following section 15385.
Here, of course, the supposed second-tier environménta! document, in fact, contained no
environmental review at all.

Fu:thermore, the second-tier environmental analysis must include an initial study that
considers the question of whether all broad environmental issues that are to be dealt with
pursuant to incorporation by reference were “examined in sufficient detail” in tﬁe first-tier EIR
%hat they can “be mitz'gdted or avoided by site specific revisions, the impositibn of conditions
or by other means in connection With the approval of the. later project.” Pub. Res. Code‘§
210§4(a). In this regard, Santa Clarita’s “incorporation by reference” tiering approach
erroneously postulated that all of the fnitigation measures and ordinances that the 1991 EIR and
general plan had anticipated, and relied on, to help rhitigate the consequences of future
development in Santa Clarita have been impiemented. In fact, howéver, as seen above, several
key ordinances that the 1991 general plan once specifically envisioned as providing mitigation
{e.g., the once-proposed SEA mitigation ordinance and the cultural resources ordinance) have
never been approved.

Further, tiering cannot be used in a second-tier environmental document to address
cumulative impacts unless those impacts have been “adequately address in the prior EIR[.]”
CEQA Guidelines § 15152(f)(1). “Adequately addrqsse_d” méans, inter alia, that those
cumulative impacts “have been examined at a sufficienit level of detail in the prior [EIR] to
enable those effects to be mitigated or avoided” by sbeciﬁc revisions, conditions or other
means. CEQA Guidelines § 15152(H)(3)(B). As to this crite;ion, it'is useful to consider some of
the cumulative environmental impacts that have occurred within Santa Clarita in the dozen
years since the 1991 EIR andl general plan were approvéa. |

Dufing this period, Santa Clarita has éompleteqi over 20 annexations involving fully
4438 1l existing'and futuré residents, who reside in 12,257 exist‘ing and propolsed housing units

on a total land area of 5,236 acres. The population added since preparation of the 1991 EIR

22~
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totals aimost 30 percent of Santa Clarita’s estimated 2002 population of 151,968, and the added

land area comprises more than 20 percent of Santa Clarita’s original land area of 25.227 acres.

9-AR 2964. Beyond this, another 2,667 housing units are currently proposed in some seven

additional pending annexations.” See July 28, 2003 Completed and Proposed Annexations by Santa

Clarita, www.santa-clarita.com/cityhall/admin/technology/gis/maps_av_p ics/annex.gdf attached

as Exhibit 3 to Request for Judicial Notice filed concurrently herewith. |

Furthermore, in the period between 1990 and 1998, Santa Clarita grew within its

original territorial boundé.rie; from 38,484 households to 43,864 households, an increase of
5,380 households or almost 14 percent.- In this same time period, another 6,417 households

were added through annexations, another 17 perceﬁt. Combined, this extraordinary increase of.
11,797 households constituted fully 30 percent growth in just eight years. Internal growth

added an additional 1,314 households in 1999 and 2000. 3-AR 676-677. Accordihg to Santa

Clarita’s 2001 Housing Element, this on-going “substantial growth” “not orﬂy translated into an
equally significant increase in population,” but also placed “a greatef burden on [Santa Clarita’s

local services and infrastructure.”” Santa Clarita’s employment base similarly expanded from

45,121 to 55,898 during the ten-year 1990 to 2000 period (an increase of ‘10,777 jobs or 23

percent), as the City “add{ed] commercial and industrial space and attract[ed] more residents

Wishing to work in the area.” 3-AR 727. | ; |
In light of these telling statistics, there can be little doubt that they provlide substantial

evidence of a “fair argument” of potential non-site specific and cumulative impacts that the

1991 EIR on Santa Clarita’s general plan never addressed. The out-of-date 1991 evaluation

cannot properly be incorporated by reference into the 2003 environmental document in lieu of

any contemporary environmental review and analysis. |

|7 Santa Clarita has acknowledged at least 24 completed and 7 currently proposed development project annexation

proposals. Aside from the South Santa Clarita Annexation, the currently proposed anmexations involve
approximately 2,667 existing and proposed residential units. /4. The annexations completed since 1991 have
involved fully 12,257 existing and proposed units and fully 44,381 existing and future residents. 9-AR 2964.
Notably, the estimated 44,381 existing and potential resident population in these already-completed annexations
would comprise almost 30 percent of Santa Clarita’s total 2002 estimated population of 151,968, These completed
annexations involved total land of 5,236 -acres -- more than 20 percent of Santa Clarita’s original city area of
25,227 acres. 9-AR 2964,

23
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I1. IN ITS HASTE TO APPROVE ITS PROPOSED ANNEXATION AND
ACCOMPANYING ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT AHEAD OF LOS
ANGELES, SANTA CLARITA VIOLATED CRITICAL PUBLIC NOTICE AND
REVIEW REQUIREMENTS.

Rushing to complete its environmental document and its annexation application, Santa
Clarita flagrantly violated key public notice and review requirements. More troubling still,
Santa Clarita took these unlawful shortcuts knowingly, having just been reminded of the strict
notice period requirements by Los Apgeies and Las Lomas, see 11-AR 3365, 3351, 3434, 12-
AR 3750-3751. This failure to éomply with mandated CEQA procedures constitutes a |

prejudicial abuse of discretion that renders the ND legally insufficient and invalid.

A. Santa Clarita Failed to Submit its Proposed Negative Declaration to the
OPR’s State Clearinghouse.

Santa Clarita clearly violated the mandatory notice procedures and requirements by
failing to circulate notice of its propbsed ND through the OPR State Clearinghouse. Under
section 15205(a) of the CEQA Guidelines, all draft negative declarations to be reviewed by any

state agency must be submitted to the Clearinghouse. Santa Clarita itself requested review of

‘the draft ND by Caltrans and a few other state agencies, 11-AR 3637-39. Having so requested

review by a state agency, Santa Clarita triggered the need for submission to the Clearinghouse.
Similarly, proposed negative declarations on projects of “statewide, regional or
areawide significance” must also be submitted to the Clearinghouse. Seé CEQA Guidelines
§§ 15205(b)(3); 15073(d). Sufficient opportﬁnity for agency consultation is especially critical
n “regional or areawide” .projects involving hundreds of acres in other jurisdictions and
iﬁvoiving rival annexation applications, as is the caée‘her"e. - |
In addition, CEQA Guidelines Section 15206(b). specifically identifies “generat[ion of]
significant amoﬁnfs of traffic...” as. an example of “statewide, regional, or areawide
significance.” According to Santa Clarita’s own ND, SJanta Clarita’s annexation lies “at the
intersection of the two major freeways that connect the Santa Clarita Valley with the remainder

of Los Angeles County” and influences “the proper flow of people and goods on these

| important access corridors.” 12-AR 3655-3656.%

¥ Section 15206(b) also identifies as of “statewide, regional or areawide significance” projects with potential build-
out of more than 500 homes. Santa Clarita’s proposed pre-zoning would potentially aliow up to 560 homes. 11-
AR 3351, :

24.
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Section 15206(b) also requires that negative deciaratioﬁs for actions potentially
affecting “sensitive wildlife habitats” be submitted to the Clearinghouse. Here, Santa Clarita
has expressly acknowledged that the site contains both a Significant Ecological Area aﬁd a
“sensitive wildlife corridor.” 9-AR 2754.

This mandated CEQA procedure ensures that all appropriate agencies are consulted and
given an adequate opportunity to review and comment on any potential environmental impacts.
See Discussion of CEQA Guidelines § 15205. Failure to submit the draft ND to the
Clearinghouse constitutes prejudicial abuse of discretion. See Gentry v City of Murrieta (1995)
36 Cal.App.4th 1339, 1388; Fall River Wild Tréut Found v. County of Shasta (1999) 70

Cal.App.4th 482, 492.

B. Santa Clarita Rushed its Decision Through Without Providing the CEQA-
Mandated Mlmmum Period for Public Review.

Santa Clarita not only failed to circulate the draft ND through the Cleamnghouse it
flagrantly disregarded the 30-day mandatory period for public and agency review. See CEQA
§ 21091(b); CEQA Guidelines §§ 15072, 15105, 15205 (requiring at least 30 days for public
and agency review of proposed negative declarations that need to be submitted to the
Clearinghouse). In fact, Santa Clarita was in such a rush that it failed even the minimum
review period that applies to localized small projects without any regional or areawide
s:gnlﬁcance — requiring pubhc notice be posted by the county clerk for a full 20 days. See
CEQA § 21092.3.° On February 6, 2003, Santa Clarita filed its public notice with the Los
Angeles County Clerk, who posted it for pubhc review that same day. 12-AR 3641. Before the
notice had been posted for the requzred 20 days, however, Santa Clarita adopted the ND on
February 25 2003, 12-AR 3830-3832. |

Such failure to comply with these strict review requirements is presumed to be

| prejudicial. See Burrtec Waste Industries, Inc. v. City of Colton (2002) 97 Cal.App.4th 1133

(failure to properly post a négative declaration for public review “means the City may have

been deprived of information necessary to informed decisionnmaking and informed public

? See also CEQA Guidelines § 15072(d) and Discussion (confirming that the county clerk must post the notice for
at least “20 days during the review period”); CEQA § 21090(b) (“public review period for a proposed negative
declaration or proposed mitigated negative déclaration shall not be less than 20 days™).
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participation”™)."  Strict enforcement of the full notice and review period is particularly
important for proposed actions involving, as here, issues of statewide, regional or areawide
significance. The longer 30-day period was required for such proposed actions in recognition
of the additional time and care needed to properly review them. Moreover, strict enforcement
of CEQA’s public notice and review procedures is all the more important wﬁen the document
being reviewed is a proposed negativé declaration, because negative declarations have a
“terminal effect” on the environmental review process that lies at the heart of CEQA. See

Plaggmier v. City of San Jose (1980) 101 Cal.App.3d 842, 853-56.

III. - SANTA CLARITA’S EFFORT TO USURP LOS ANGELES’ LEAD AGENCY

.~ ROLE AND PREPARE A RIVAL ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT VIOLATED

CEQA’S FUNDAMENTAL “ONE LEAD AGENCY AND ONE
ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT” REQUIREMENTS.

The lead agency plays a “crucial” and “pivotal” role under CEQA, because it has basic
responsibility for the process by which an environmental document is prepared, approved and
certified. The lead agency’s decisions about the scope of environmental review, about how the
environmental review will be conducted and about the ultimate outcome of that review are
critical to the outcome of a successful environmental process. Planning and Conservation

League v. Dept. of Water Resources'(2000) 83 Cal App.4th 892, 903-04.

A. To Promote Comprehensive Environmental Review, CEQA Establishes
Fundamental “One Lead Agency/One Environmental Document” Rules.

Section 21165 of CEQA provides that “[w]hen a project is to be carried out or approved
by two or more public agencies, the determination of whether the p’foject may have a
Sighiﬁ‘cant effect on the environmental shall be made by the lead agency” and “such lead
agency shall prepare...the [EIR] for the project.” Section 15050(a) of the CEQ}X Guidelines
implements"CEQA’s “lead agency concept,” specifically providing for only one lead agency

and only one environmental document:

Where a project is to be ... approved by more than one public agency, one
public _agency shall be responsible for preparing ap_EIR or %_gattve
declaration for the project. This agency shall be called the lead agency

' See also Gentry, 36 Cal.App.4th at 1384-93; Plaggmier v. City of San Jose (E980) 101 Cal.App.3d 842, 853-56
(emphasizing the importance of adequate opportunity to protest the conclusions of a proposed negative declaration
because negative declarations have a ‘terminal effect’ on the environmental review process),

"' The CEQA Guidelines provide that two or more agencies can serve as joint lead agenc:es but only by mutual
agreement Section 15051(d).
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The lead agency is charged with making the key decisions regarding preparation of the
CEQA environmental documént,'inoluding the initial decisioﬁ of whether to prepare a full EIR
or an abbreviated negative declaration. Pub. Res. Code § 21165. That determination by the
lead agency is “binding and conclusive” as to ail | other agencies. CEQA Guidelines §
‘15050(6). Once the lead agency determines what kind of environmental document to prepére,
all other agencies must use that environmental document. /d at §§ 15050(b), 15096,

The “one lead agency/one environmental document” rule is designed to further

comprehensive environmental analysis and to discourage “piecemealing” and segmentation of

proposed projects. Section 210021 of CEQA provides that “[I]he lead agency shall be
responsible for considering the effécts, both individual and.collective, of all activities involved
in é project.”” The CEQA Guidelines mandate that the lead agency "‘must( consider the whole of
an action, not simply its constituent parts, when detcrmining whether it will have'a sighiﬁcant
environmental effect.” CEQA Guidelines § 15003. Célifornia’s courts have ruled that lead
agencies have a duty to produce “comprehensive” environmental documents that will be of use
to all pertinent responsible agencies as those agencies later consider their particular approval

actions for the underlying project. See, e.g., Save San Francisco Bay Ass’'n v. San Francisco

1 Bay Conservatiox. and Dev. Comm'n (1992) 10 Cal. App.4th 908, 922.

B. The Court’s Lead Agency Determination Here Should Further the Purposes .
of CEQA by Designating the Agency That Is in the “Best Position” to
Implement CEQA’s Underlying Purpose of Analyzing and Disclosing, the
Proposed Project’s Environmental Effects.

Section 21067 of CEQA defines the lead agency as the public agency that has “the
principal responsibility for carrying out or approvihg a proj'ect.‘. . Where “two or. more public
agéncies will be involved ;»vith a project,” the CEQA Guidelines provide additional criteria for
determining :which agency shall be the lead agency. For private development projects approved
by a public agency, the lead agency “shall be the public agency with the greatest responsibility

for supervising or approving the project as a whole,” for example, an agency with “genéral

2 To help ensure that the environmental document used by responsible agencies “will comply with
CEQA,” section 15096(d) and (f) instructs all responsible agencies to review and comment on the lead
agency’s draft EIR, focusing on “any shortcomirgs in the EIR.” The Discussion following that section
explains that CEQA's general rule is that other agencies will not themselves prepare EIRs, because “they
must use the documént prepared by the Lead Agency.”
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governmental powers” would normally be the lead agency, rather than a “limited purpose”
agéncy. CEQA Guidelines § 13051(b). Where more than one agency equally meet these
criteria, the agency that “will act first on the project” shall be the lead agency. CEQA
Guidelines § 15051(c).

California’s appellate courts have amplified CEQA’s lead agency designation criterion.
The lead agency should normally be the agency that is in the “best position™ to further CEQA’s .

. “underlying purpose” of “analyz{ing] and informf{ing] the public regarding a project's

potentidl adverse effects 'ré the elrzvironmem as a whole.” See, e g City of Sacrameﬁto v. State
Water Resoﬁrces Control Board (1991) 2 Cal.App.4th 960, 973; Planning and Conservation
[;eague, supra, at 907, | | |

In City of Sacramento, the Court first observed that “{blefore examining the roles of the
various agencies involved in the projecf here, it is neceésary to understand the scope of that
project.” City of Sacramento at 971. Once it determined that, in the matter befére' it, "‘.the
entire process is the project,” the Court ruled thai the Department of Food and Agriculture
(DFA) should have been the lead agency for preparing the environmental documentation for
annual rice pesticide plans, in large part because DFA was in the “best position” during the
formulation, approval and implementation of those plans to assess their potential environmental
impacts. /d, at 973. |

Similarly, in Planning and Cbnservatfon League, the Court ruled that, in méking a lead
agency designation, courts must determine, as -a matter of law without deferential réview,
which agency most appropriately serves as lead agency, given the nature and scope of the
project involved. - After determining that the project at issue there was implementation of the
Monterey Agreement (a statement of water‘ allocation and management principles) into long-

term contracts between the Department of Water Resources (DWR) and the chai water

{| contractors, the Court concluded that the DWR, rather than an association of local water

| contractors, should have been the CEQA lead age‘néy. “The Court based this ruling in part on

DWR’s greater familiarity with the environmental problems and issues relating to different
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potential water allocation schemes. Planning and Conservq;*ion League, supra. at 906-07."°

A key factor in this Court’s determination of the most suitable CEQA léad agency here
thus invblves ascertaining the appropriate scope of the CEQA “project.” In this regard, the
CEQA GQuidelines explicitly establish that the “p‘roject” should be defined in a manner that
encourages comprehensive environmental analysis and that discourages “piece-mealing.”
Thus, section 15378 expressly defines the term “project” to mean “the whole of an action,
which has the potential for resulting in either a direct physical change in the environment or a
reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment.” Sin;nilariy, section
15378(c) explicitly cautions that the term “projeét” “does not mean each separate
governmental approval.” Rather, it “refers to the activity which is being approved” and “which
may be subject to several discretionary approvals by governmental agencies.” Notably, when
public agencies, from time to time, have sought to “piecemeal” CEQA environmental review
by improperly segmenting a “project,” California’s courts have routiﬁely upheld the
fundamental CEQA principles requiring comprehensive environmental review. '

Significantly, the CEQA Guidelines include a specific provision regarding project
definition that is explicitly designed to implement the lead agency principle and that closely
applies the instant fact situation. As. with the City of Sacramento and- Planning and
Conservation League decisions, this pfovision reveals the intertwined nature of the
determination of the CEQA lead agéncy and the cieterminétion of the appropriate CEQA
“project.” The provision in question, section 15378(d), instructs agencies that are trying to

determine how to define a CEQA “project” that, when they could define the project either as

1 See also Friends of Cuyamaca Valley v. Lake Cuyamaca Recreation and Park Dist, (1994) 28 Cal. App.4th 419
(Department of Fish and Game, not special district managing lake, should have been lead agency in establishing
duck hunting season at lake, in part because Department holds ownership interest in lake).

" For example, in Citizens for Sensible Dev. of Bishop v. County of Inyo (1985) 172 Cal.App.3d 151, the
underlying development project was a proposed shopping center in the Bishop unincorporated area. The County
first prepared a negative declaration, defining the general plan and zoning as the “project” in question, and
concluding that important environmental decisions about the proposed development could be better evaluated in a

| later-prepared environmental document. The County then prepared a second negative declaration, defining the use

permit and subdivision map approval as the project, and concluding that most key environmental decisions had
already been made when the planning and zoning were previously acted upon. By segmenting the various
governmental approvals as “projects” that were separate from the underlying development project and analyzing
those particular governmental approvals seriatim, the agency had given the decision- makers a distorted and
incomplete environmental evaluation of the project.
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merely implementing their broad planning and zoning responsibiliﬁes or as “a development
proposal which will beé subject to several governmental approvals,” the agency “shall describe
the project as the development proposal for purposes of environmental analysis.” The
Discussion following this section further clarifies that, when “a specific development project”
constitutes the underlying action, none of the various future potential actions related to that

development project, such as a general plan amendment, should be segmented from the

underlying development proposal. Rather, any such future governmental actions should simply

be “characterize[d]” as part of the basic underlying development project. The CEQA
Guidelines specify that this project definition provision implements the lead agency concept, so
that there will be “only one EIR being prepared for the proposed development™ See
Discussion following Section 15378. |

In the instant case, in accord with the provisions of section 15378, Santa Clarita never
should have attempted to segment a few govérnment approvals away from the underlying
development project and proclaimed that its proposed actions on tho‘se limited approvals would
properly be the subject of a separate environmental document. Rather, Santa Clarita’s
proposed approvals invoived one of several alternative site development scenarios that should
have been evaluated within a single, comprehensive EIR — just as Santa Clarita had initially
deﬁzanded that the Los Angéles-prepared EIR should undertake. By segmenting i;cs proposed
actions away from the basic underlying de\{elopment project, Santa Clarita’s improper
preparation of a rival environmental document has resulted in a completely uninformative ND
that failed to evaluate or describe the potential‘envir()nmental impacts of, and mitigation
measures for, future development potentially resulting from Santa Clarifa’s own zoning
standards. Rather, as discussed above, Santa Clarita’s ND simply described why it would
either postpone environmental review to some future time after the LAFCo has acted, or why it
supposedly had already dndértaken-tﬁe necessary em‘fironm‘ental review some dozen years
earlier. | o ‘ ‘ | . |

Most‘_importar‘ltly, this Court’s designation 6f‘ Los Ange:lés as the sole lead agency for

preparing the environmental documents associated with the underlying Las Lomas
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development projéct and all related government approvals — including any needed approvals to
build out an alternative development sceﬁario pursuant to Santa Clarita’s zoning standards and
controls — would substantially further CEQA’S basic purposes. Unlike Santa Clarita’s narrow
view, where, at most, its environmental document purported to evaluate a single development
alternative (and even then its ND failed to do s0), the Los Angeies-preparéd full EIR will
evaluate a range of development scenarios, including development pursuant to Santa Clarita’s
pre-zoning standards. Further, Los Angeles, as lead agency, will provide an evaluation of the
environmental factors that the LAFCo must take into account when it decides how to act on the

rival annexation applications. Additionally in preparing its full EIR, Los Angeles has access to

the financial resources, information and expertise of the project applicant, Las Lomas, which, :

to date, has been cooperatively working with Los Angeles to prepare a draft EIR that

comprehensively covers these matters. Last, all other agencies, including Santa Clarita and the

LLAFCo, will be able to comment upon the ensuing draft EIR and to work with Los Angeles in |

order to obtain a legally adequate environméntal evaluation of these matters. This is precisely
where the CEQA process started more than a year ago,' before Santa Clarita belatedly decided

to usurp Los Angeles’ lead agency authority.

Because the lead agency designation can be crucial te obtammg an adequate and

comprehensive environmental review, section 21165 of CEQA establishes an expedzted 21-day

process for administrative resolution of lead agency disputes. This alternative process is !
parallel to any court jurisdiction, and, under certain circumstances, allows the Governor’s -

Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to designate a lead 'égency In an effort'to obtain a |

prompt lead agency demgnatxon on August 14th, Las Lomas requested OPR to assume

administrative 3unsdxct1on and to designate Los Angeles as the' lead agency for all matters

relating to development of the Las Lomas site. See Petitioner’s Request for Judicial Notice

(RJN) at 3. OPR, however, declined jurisdiction to do so, indicating in its September 10, 2003

ietter that the type of lead agency “dispute” at issue here does not fall within its expedited 21-

day administrative process. RJN at 6. OPR’s earlier September 2, 2003 letter had revealed that

the 21-day period was not sufficient time to allow OPR to consider the issues, because that
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earlier letter set forth two patently erroneous statements about the matter before it that made no
sense. When counsel for Las Lomas brought this to OPR staff’s attention, they readily
admitted the factual and legal errors and determined to issue a subsequent letter. RJN at 3-6.
In declining'jurisdiction, the subsequent September 10" letter states simply that there is no
jurisdictional “dispute” and that the statements in its earlier letter should not be construed in
any manner as findings or as comments about the merits of the parties’ arguments. RJN at 6.
These matters are further described in the RIN at 1-6. The ultimate outcome, of course, is that

the lead agency issues are ripe for this Court’s adjudication.

11TV, UNDER EQUITABLE ESTOPPEL PRINCIPLES, SANTA CLARITA SHOULD

BE STAYED FROM PROCESSING ITS ANNEXATION APPLICATION AT
THE LAFCO UNTIL LAS LOMAS’ ANNEXATION PETITION CAN BE
CONCURRENTLY PROCESSED BY THE LAFCO.

Estoppel is required when: (1) the party to be estopped has Vbeen apprised of the facts;
(2) that party intends that its conduct be acted upon, such that the party asserting estoppel is
left ignorant of the true state of facts; and (3) the party asserting estoppel reiieé on the -conduct
to its injury. City of Long Beach v. Mansell (1970) 3 Cal.3d 462, 488-89. o

All the criteria for gstoppel hav;a: been met here. First, from the start, Santé Clarita has
unquestionably known that Los Angeles has assumed the role of lead agency and has begun |
preparing a full EIR in cormgction with Las Lomas’ development project, including its petition
to annex the proposed development site to Los Angeles. The June 2002 NOP eﬁpressiy
announced this fact. 9-AR 2855. . '

Second, Santa Clarita’s August 2002 Comments acknowledged Los Aﬁgeles’ role as
lead agency and specifically demanded that Los Angeles broaden its environmental review of
development at the Las Lomas site to include a review of alternative development scenarios,
including ev;ﬂuation of the environmental impacts of, and appropriate mitigation measures for,
development of the site pursuant to Santa Clarité’s current planning and zoning standards.
Santa Clarita’s comments also demanded _that Los Angeles’ EIR study thé various
environmental factors that LAFCo would need to evaluate in deciding whether to approve
annexation to an adjacent muniéipality. 9-AR 2991-2992, Santé Clarita thus necessi'téted that

both Las Lomas and Los Angeles invest even more money and precious time in those tasks.
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When, over six months later, Santa Clarita approved its pre-zoning ar_ld annexation application,
its ND provided- essentially zero infdrmation aBout the environmental impacts of, or mitigation
measures necessary for, site development pursuant to Santa Clarita’s pre-zoning. To the
contréry, its rogue environmental document related merely that Santa Clarita had concluded
that its proposed pre-zoning and annexation actions did not constitute a “project” under CEQA
and thus required no environmental review; that, at present, Santa Clarita maintained. that
environmental review of the potential impacts of its proposed actions was premature and
should appropriately be deferred to a future time after LAFCo acts on éanta Clarita’s proposed
annexation; and that, despite the numerous explicitly acknowledged environmenfal probiemé
with development of the site, Santa Clarita would defer to a future time consideration of any
mitigati-on measures for both site specific impacts and non-site specific impacts. 12-AR 3657-
3661. Thus, while demanding that Los Angeles spend the time and resources 1o study potential -
developmerit of the site under Santa Clarita’s pre-zoning density standards, Santa CEari"ca’s sO-
called ND undertook‘ne environmental review of these matters, leaving to Los Angeles the
time-consuming responsibility for environmental review of Santa Clarita’s pre-zoning action.

Third, both Los Angeles and Plaintiff Las Lomas havé relied on Santa Clarita’s conduct
to their injury. Both have spent considerable amounts of time and money in preparing the
environmental document and in processing the governmental entitlements for the project. For
example, Las Lomas has submitted‘to Los Angeles a “screen check” draft EIR and traffic
study, and the pertinent Los Angeles agencies and departments have proceeded with their
internal review and analysis of that document. Las Lomas also has submitted to Los Arigeles a
dréﬂ Specific Plan for the proposed development project, and it has worked closely with
LADWP to prepare and submit to the City’s Planning Department an approved Water Supply
Availability Assessment for the project. See Lee Wagman Declaration.

Estoppel is properly applied against governmental entities, including cities such as Santa

Clarita, except in the rare instance where doing so would nullify a strong rule of policy adopted

for the benefit of the public. City of Long Beach,‘ supra, at 493-97. In this case, there is no strong

rule of public policy promoted by Santa Clarita’s actions here. In fact, Santa Clarita’s attempt to
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circumvent environmental review of its own proposed pre-zoning action — in order to advance its
annexation application ahead of Las Lomas' rival proposal to annex to Los Angeles ~ while
concurrently demanding Los Angeles’ environmental review of tﬁat same proposed action,
subverts CEQA’s fundamental public policy of providing the “fullest possible” environmental
protection. See, e.g., Friends of Mammoth v. Board of Supervisors (1972) 8 Cal.3d 247, 259,
262. Beyond this, in deciding whether to approve Santa Clarita’s application, the LAFCo would
be required, without this action and this Court’s order, to “conclusively presume” that Santa
Clarita;s environmental document is legally adequate, even though it lacks the needed
environmental review, including anallysis of the environmental factors that LAFCo must consider
in evaluating annexation proposals. If, as a result, LAFCO were to act favorably on Santa
Clarita’s annexation application before considering Las Lomas’ application to annex to Los
Angeles, then Los Angeles and Las Lomas would have futilely expended their resources for no
reason except to satisfy Santa Clarita’s delaying tactic demands. |

T&oughout, Plaintiff Las Loma.é and Los Angeles have been doing just what CEQA is
designed to promote: making a comprehensive evaluation of the potential environmental impacts
of, and the appropriate mitigation for, planned development of the site (including development
pursuant to Santa Clarita’s own pre-zoning standards). To allow Santa Claﬁta to advance its
annexation to the “front of the line” in this inéquitable manner would undermine the very heart of -
CEQA. The Court should, at minimum, order that Santa Clarita cannot process its annexation
application at the LAFCo until the Las Lomas annexation petition and accompanying Los
Angeles-prepared environmental document can be concurrently processed by the LAF Co. |

“ CONCLUSION

For the reasons set forth above, the requested relief should be granted.

Dated: September 11, 2003 Respectfully Submitted,

Carlyle W. Hall, Jr. (SBN 045287)
Beth S. Dorris (SBN 045287)
. Joyce W, Wong (SBN 211617)

AK P STRAUS; HAUER & F)ELD LLP

,Carlyle W. Hall, Ji' ro
Attorneys f6 ioner and Plalnuff Las Lomas Land
Company, L.L.C.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA. COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

I 'am employed in the County of Los Angeles, State of California. [ am over the age of
18 and not a party to the within action; my business address is: 2029 Century Park East, #2400,
Los Angeles, California 90067. On September 11, 2003, I served the foregoing document(s)
described as: PETITIONER'S OPENING BRIEF on interested parties in this action by
placing [[] the original X true copy(ies) thereof enclosed in sealed envelopes [ as follows: [
as stated on the attached mailing list:

[SEE ATTACHED SERVICE LIST]

£ BY MAIL (CCP. § 1013y | am readily familiar with the firm's practice of collection.and
processing correspondence for mailing with the U.S. postal service. Under that practice it
would be deposited with U.S. postal service on'that same day with postage thereon fully
prepaid at Los Angeles, California in the ordinary course of business. The envelope was sealed
and pEaced for collection and mailing on that date following ordinary business practices.

(] BY PERSONAL SERVICE (C.C.P. {01l(a); Los Angeles Coun!y Local Rute 98y | delivered such envelope(s) by
hand to the offices of the addressee(s).

b&d (statey I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the
above is true and correct.

Executed on September 11, 2003 at Los Angeles, C‘alifomia.

Sharon Thomas Cash / %&W d%ﬂm i M

[Print Name Of Person Executing Proof] {Sénamre]
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City oF SANTA CLARITA

Cheryl Kane, Esq.

Burke, Williams, and Sorensen, LLP
611 West Sixth Street, Suite 2500
Los Angeles, California 90017-2700

LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION FOR LOS ANGELES
Thomas Faughnan

Office of the County Counsel

500 West Temple Street, Suite 648

Los Angeles, California 90012

City OF LOS ANGELES

Jack Brown, Esq.

Office of the City Attorney

200 North Main Street, Suite 700 CHE
Los Angeles, California 90012

THE FOLLOWING PARTIES
WERE SERVED:

C/O LAS LOMAS LAND COMPANY, L.L.C.
233 WILSHIRE BLVD.,, SUITE 800
SANTA MONICA, CALIFORNIA 90401

THE ESTATE OF RALPH FLORA
Samuel l§ Biggs, Trustee

2800 28™ Street, Suite 300
Santa Monica, California 90405

NEWHALL CALGROVE ESTATES, L.P.
Ghisiane Brassine

5327 Penfield Avenue

Woodland Hills, California 91364

Janet McHaddad
14102 Tiara Street
Van Nuys, California 91401

R. Fred McHaddad
14102 Tiara Street
Van Nuys, California 91401

Carole Bergin
5216 Corteen Place, #17 '
Valley Village, California 91607

Frederick Bergin
5216 Corteen Place, #17
Valley Village, California 91607
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TENTATIVE DECISION

CASE: Las Lomas Land Co. LLC v, City of Santa Clarita, et al.
RPIs: City of LA, et al.

Cast No.:  BS082219

DATE: Tuesday, April 13, 2004 TME: 9:30 am.
JUDGE: Dzintra Janavs DEPT.: &5
EVENT: Hearing on Petition for Writ of Mandate

Hearing on City’s Motion to Amend Answer

Petitioner Las Lomas challenges Respondent City of Santa Clarita’s adoption of a Negative
Declaration for its pre-zoning of approximately 825 acres of unincorporated territory directly south of Santa
Clarita and northwest of Los Angeles and proposed annexation of the land to Santa Clarita (the “City™). (12
AR 3647-3711.) The land would be pre-zoned Residential Estate (811 acres) and Residential Moderate (14
acres). (12'AR 3648.) Petitioner holds options to buy approximately 555 acres of the land and is seeking
annexation of it to Los Angeles. Petitioner proposes to develop the land with a mixed-use project of
dwelling units, retail, a hotel, community facilities, and open space (the “Las Lomas Proposal™). (9 AR

12738.)

On 5/28/02, Petitioner filed an Environmental Assessment Form with the City of Los Angelesto
initiate review of the Las Lomas Proposal. (9 AR 2738.) On 6/18/02, Petitioner submitted to LAFCO an
application for the Las Lomas Proposal (9 AR 2761-2851), but the application was twice rejected for lack of
appropriate CEQA documentation and remains incomplete. (9 AR 3001,3047; 10 AR 3224-3228.) On
“127/02, LA issued a Notice of Preparation (NOP) announcing its intent to prepare an EIR for the Las Lomas
“roposal. (9 AR 2853-2855.) The City made extensive comments to the NOP. (9 AR 2985-2999.)
Petitioner, in consultation with Los Angeles, began preparing the EIR and submitted a draft Spemﬁc Plan for
its Proposal. (9/10/03 Wagman Decl.)

.On 12/11/02, pursuant to City Council resolution (10 AR 3166), the City submitted an application to
. LAFCO for its own proposed pre-zoning and annexation of the area (10 AR 3179-3193), which was also
rejected as incomplete. (10 AR 3194.) On 2/4/03, the City issued a Negative Declaration and Initial Study
concluding that the proposed actions did not constitute a project under CEQA, but nevertheless conducting

. CEQA review and concluding the pre-zoning and annexation actions “could not have a significant effect on
the environment.” (12 AR 3647-3711.) On 2/27/03, the City issued a Notice of Deterrnmation for the
Negative Declaration. (12 AR 3863.)

On 4/1/03, Petztxoner filed thls action seeking a writ of mandate commanding the City to set aside its
Negative Declaration and LAFCO to stay its proceedings re the annexation area until the EIR for the Las
Lomas Proposal is compiete so that LAFCO can process Petitioner’s and the City’s proposals concurrently. |

Standing:

Any member of the public, including nearby residents and/or property owners, has a beneficial
interest in CEQA compliance and thus has standing under CEQA to challenge proposed annexation actions.

" The City’s unopposed Motion to Amend its Answer is granted, although it may be unnecessary, as LAFCO
 alleged a standing defense in its answer, and the City’s answer included.a defense of “reliance upon defenses
alleged by other parties.” (Answers, Exs. A-B to P’s response to Motion.)
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Bozung v. Ventura County LAFCO (1975) 13 Cal.3d 263, 272. While economic interest alone does not
confer standing, it does not negate standing when the requirements for standing are otherwise met. See, e.g.,
Waste Management of Alameda County, Inc. v. County of Alameda (2000) 79 Cal. App.4™ 1223; Burrtec
Vaste Industries, Inc. v. City of Colton (2002) 97 Cal.App.4" 1133.

Here, Petitioner owns options on the property the City proposes to pre-zone and annex and thus has
standing to bring this action.

Standards of review under CEQA:

To establish a CEQA violation, Ps must establish an abuse of discretion, which can be shown if (1)
the City failed to proceed in the manner required by law, (2) the decision is not supported by the findings, or
(3) the findings are not supported by substantial evidence. CCP 1094.5, Pub. Res. Code §§ 21168, 21168.5.
Petitioner contends that the City abused its discretion by adopting the negative declaratlon rather than
preparing an EIR.

If substantial evidence in the record supports a fair argument that significant environmental impacts
may result from a project, an EIR is required. Quail Botanical Gardens Foundation, Inc. v. City of Encinitas -
(1994) 29 Cal.App.4™ 1597, 1602. If substantial evidence supports a fair argument for significant
environmental impacts, adoption of a negative declaration cannot be upheld merely because there may be
substantial evidence that the project would not cause such impacts. Friends of “B” Street v. City of Hayward
(1980) 106 Cal.App.3d 988, 1002. Substantial evidence is:

[EJnough relevant information and reasonable inferences from this information that a fair
argument can be made to support a conclusion, even though other conclusions might also be
reached. Whether a fair argument can be made that the project may have a significant effect
on the environment is to be determined by examining the whole record before the lead
agency... CEQA Guidelines § 15384(a).

Questions of law are reviewed de novo. California School Emplovees Association v. DMV (1988)
203 Cal.App.3d 634, 644.

The pre-zoning and annexation actions are a project under CEQA, and an EIR is required.

A project under CEQA includes “the enactment and amendment of zoning ordinances.” PRC §
21080(a). Zomning changes are projects under CEQA even where no specific development has been
submitted to the agency by a property owner. City of Carmel-by-the-Sea v. Board of Supervisors (1986) 183
Cal.App.3d 229, 241-244 (holding that re-drawing of a zoning boundary near a wetland to implement the
General Plan is a project under CEQA requiring an EIR). The pre-zoning at issue here constitutes enactment
or amendment of a zoning ordinance.

Annexation is also a project for CEQA purposes.2 Bozung v. Ventura County LAFCO (1975) 13
Cal.3d 263, 279; Pistoresi v. City of Madera (1982) 138 Cal. App.3d 284.

The City’s proposed pre-zoning and annexation is a project for purposes of CEQA, and
environmental review was required.

2 Contrary to the City’s arguments, this is a separate question from what level of CEQA review is required
and is true regardless of whether the annexation will foreseeably result in development.
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Petitioner contends that an EIR rather than a Negative Declaration is required for the City’s pre-
zoning and annexation actions because they wiil ultimately have environmental impacts that must be
nalyzed now, before they are approved and irrevocably put into place.

The record contains substantial evidence to support a fair argument that the City’s actions may have
significant environmental impacts. As stated by the City in its own resolution regarding the Los
Angeles/Las Lomas proposed project NOP, “any development in the Las Lomas project area will have a
significant environmental impact...” (10 AR 3172.) According to the City’s comments to the Las Lomas
Proposal, development could result in impacts to the Significant Ecological Area and its wildlife corridor
resources, cultural resources, and wetlands, and could result in geological problems created by the area’s
steep slopes, nearby earthquake fault lines, and wildland fire hazard characteristics. (9 AR 2985-2999.) The
City specifically asked Los Angeles to evaluate such impacts, which are also described and acknowledged in
the City’s GP and the Negative Declaration itself, (Id.) An internal City memorandum listing its “concerns
with the Las Lomas project” indicates that the City should be the entity to annex the area, as it “will receive
at least 75 percent of the project impacts in regards to drainage, air quality, water supply, schools, etc.” (10
AR 3257.) Further evidence of environmental impacts was provided to the City by Petitioner in its

comments to the Negative Declaration. (11 AR 3433-3438))

This case is analogous to other cases in which an EIR has been required. In Bozung, supra, the court

held that an EIR was required for the approval of an annexation because, even though it would not have a
direct effect on the environment, the annexation would likely lead to significant environmental impacts. Id.
at 281, The court noted the annexation application was made as a direct result of a landowner’s desire to
develop the annexed area, so development of the land in the future was anticipated. Id. In such

circumstances, “it is desirable that the precise information concerning environmental consequences which an
- IR affords be furnished and considered at the earliest possible stage.” Id. at 282. See also Pistoresi
(holding that a Negative Declaration for proposed annexation was insufficient).

As the City acknowledges, the cases hold that CEQA review of annexation is required where future
development of the land is reasonably foreseeable. Here future development is reasonably foreseeable, as
Petitioner has stated that it intends to propose development to the City if the land is ultimately annexed to it
rather than to Los Angeles. (12 AR 3846, 3752.) In addition, the annexation and pre-zoning authorize up to
282 new residential units on the land. The City’s argument that Petitioner will be unable to comply with its
pIann‘ed low-density zoning (12 AR 3656) is speculative, and even if Petitioner does not develop the land, it
is reasonably foreseeable that some development will occur once the area is pre-zoned and annexed.3 The
City’s view that no development is foreseeable is not supported by the evidence.4

Violations of public notice and review requirements.

3 A similar argument was rejected by the court in Pistoresi, which found that, regardless of the planned use
or zoning designation, “annexation into the city will result in accelerated conversion of the property into
residential uses” as compared to the current use of the land at issue. Here, even if Petitioner’s planned
zoning would result in lower-density development, the pre-zoning and annexation would undoubtedly result
in more development than exists currently.
4 It may be noted the Negative Declaration here is deficient in that it improperly incorporates outdated
analysis from 1991 General Plan regarding non-site-specific environmental impacts (e.g., population,
“»bs/housing, balance, etc.). Here, substantial evidence supports a fair argument that since the 1991 GP. EIR,
cumulative non-site-specific impacts have occurred that were not analyzed in that document and were not
analyzed in the Negative Declaration. (See evidence set forth at Opening Brief pp. 22-23.)
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Administrative mandamus actions are subject to general civil pleading rules. CCP § 1109. A
nleading must contain “a statement of the facts constituting the cause of action.” CCP § 425.10. “Ordinarily
ae complaint delimits the nature of the legal theories which plaintiff may pursue and the nature of the
evidence which is admissible.” Ostling v, Loring (1994) 27 Cal.App.4™ 1731, 1744. As the FAP alleges no
-claim based on inadequate public notice and review. Petitioner’s vague and general allegations that the City
violated CEQA by approving a “hastily” and “improperly prepared” Negative Declaration (FAP at 2:13,
2:20-23, 12:17) and similar allegations in its Statement of Issues are insufficient.

As the City’s alleged violations of public notice and review requirements are not plead in the First
Amended Petition (FAP), they are not properly before the Court.

Timing of the processing of LAFCO applications and proper lead agency.

. LAFCO is vested with discretion to determine the priority of its proceedings where pending
proceedings are conflicting. Gov. Code § 56655. Here, LAFCO does not have any pending proposals before
it, as LAFCO has not issued a certificate of filing for either the City’s or LA’s proposal. Gov. Code § 56651
" {no proceeding initiated until issuance of certificate of filing). While the City’s application is arguably
complete, except for this Court’s determination on the sufficiency of its CEQA documentation, a tax transfer
resolution must be adopted by the affected agencies before a certificate of filing can be issued. Rev. & Tax.
Code § 99(b).

Since neither proposal is pending, LAFCO has made no decision re priority. When and if one or
more proposals are pending, LAFCO is entitled to exercise its statutory discretion in determining priority.
There is no basis now for determining priority or for commanding LAFCQO to exercise its discretion in a

iven way (i.e., by committing to concurrent review). There is no priority decision by LAFCO for this Court
to review.

Petitioner’s argument that LA should serve as the lead agency for the City’s proposal is without
merit. LAFCO is required to rely on the environmental document prepared by the lead agency. PRC §§
21165-21166; Guidelines § 15096, The lead agency is “the public agency which has the principal
resporsibility for carrying out of approving a project which may have a significant effect upon the’
environment.” PRC § 21067. The Guidelines specifically state that in the case of an annexation proposal,
the annexing city is the appropriate lead agency and is responsible for preparing the environmental document
at the time of pre-zoning, and that LAFCO serves as a responsible agency. Guidelines § 15051. Therefore,
it is impossible to determine which city is the appropriate lead agency until LAFCO makes a determination
on the annexation proposals. '

The Petition for Writ of Mandate is granted as to the City. A writ shall issue commanding
Respondent City of Santa Clarita to set aside its Negative Declaration for the proposed pre-zoning and
annexation and to prepare an EIR for the project. The Petition for Writ of Mandate is denied as to LAFCO.
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ORIGINAL FILED
WMAY 0 3 2004

LOS ANGELEDS
SUPERICOR COURT

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

LAS LOMAS LAND COMPANY, L.L.C.,
Petitioner and Plaintiff,
VS,

CITY OF SANTA CLARITA and LOCAL
AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION FOR
LOS ANGELES COUNTY,

Respondents and Defendants,

CITY OF LOS ANGELES; CAROLE AND
FREDERICK BERGIN; THE ESTATE OF
RALPH FLORA; NEWHALL CALGROVE
ESTATES, L.P., R. FRED and JANET
MCHADDAD; and Does 1 through 50,

Real Parties in Interest.

Case No. BS 082219

[Assigned To The Honorable Dzintra Janavs For
All Purposes]

Date:
Time:

April 13, 2004
9:30 A.M.

Dept.: 85

BRROPOSED] JUDGMENT
GRANTING PEREMPTORY WRIT OF
MANDATE

SED] JUDGMENT GRANTING PEREMPTORY WRIT OF MANDATE
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This matter came on regularly for hearing on the verified First Amended Petition for Writ of
Mandate on April 13,12004 at 9:30 a.m. in Department 85 of the above-entitled Court, the Honorable
Dzintra Janavs, J udgetpresiding. Attoreys Carlyle W. Hall, Jr. and Joyce W, Wong appeared on behalf of
Petitioner/Plaintiff Laifs Lomas Land Company, L.L.C. (*Las Lomas™); Cheryl J. Kane- appeared on behalf
of Respondent/Defendant City of Santa Clarita (“Santa Clarita”™); Thomas J. Faughnan appeared on behalf
of'Respondem/Defendant Local Agency Formation Commission for Los Angeles County (“LAFCo™); and
Jack L. Brown appeared on behalf of Real Party in Interést City of Los Angeles (“Los Angeles”).

After the Court’s full consideratioﬁ and review of the administrative record, the parties’ briefs and
counsels’ oral arguments; the matter having béen submitted for decision; and the Court having issued a
tentative decision, which was deemed and filed as the Court’s Statement of Decision on April 13, 2004,

IT IS ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that: | ~

1. On the first cause of action for writ of mandate under the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”™), which Petitioner/Plaintiffi Las Lomas asserted against both
Respondents/Defendants Santa Clarita and LAFCo, judgment be entered: |

» infavor of Petitiéner/Piaintiff Las Lomas against Respondent/Defendant Santa Clarita, and
e against Petitioner/Plaintiff Las Lomas in favor of Respondent/Defendant LAFCo.

2. A peremptory writ of mandate shall issue from the Clerk of the Court mandating
Respondent/Defendant Santa Clarita to set aside its February 25, 2003 decisions adopting the negative
declaration for and approviﬁg the South Santa Clarita pre-zoning and annexation actions (Master Case
02-474 — Pre-zone 02-004 and Annexation 02-004) (the “Project”™), and thereafter, in any gubsequent
processing of the Project, to prepare an environmental impact repért in full compliance with CEQA
and in accordance with the Court’s April 13, 2004 Statement of Decision.

2. On the second cause of action for eéuitable estoppel, which Petitioner/Plaintiff Las

Lomas asserted against Respondent/Defendant Santa Clarita, judgment be entered against

Petitioner/Plaintiff Las Lomas in favor of Respondent/Defendant Santa Clarita.

.
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3. - On the third cause of action for declaratory relief, which Petitioner/Plaintiff Las Lomas
asserted against Resyc;ndent/Defendant Santa Clarita, judgment need not be made because the issue
has been rendered moot by the Court’s ruling on the second cause of action.

4.  On 'tl'}e fourth cause of action for injunctive relief, which Petitioner/Plaintiff Las Lomas
asserted against b()til Respondents/Defendants Santa Clarita and LAFCo:

¢ judgment negd not be made as between Petitioner/Plaintiff Las Lomas and
Respondent/Defendant Santa Clarita, because the issue has been rendered moot by the Court’s
ruling on the first cause of action, and

¢ judgment be entered against Petitioner/Plaintiff Las Lomas in favor of Respondent/Defendant

LAFCo. |

5. Petitioner/Plaintiff Las Lomas shall be awarded its costs of the suit in the amount of

as against Respondent/Defendant Santa Clarita. -

6. The Court reserves jurisdiction to determiné, upon motion by Petitioner/Plaintiff Las
Lomas, whether to award reasonable attorneys’ fees and other costs of suit to Petitioners pursuant to
Code of Civil Procedure, section 1021.5, the private attorney general doctfine. |

7. The Court reserves jurisdiction to determine, by return to the péremptory writ of
mandate, whether Respondent/Defendant Santa Clarita has undertaken those actions necessary to
comply with the Court’s writ and with CEQA.

APPROVED AS TO FORM: |
Dated: - “f l 7 [O‘i } AKIN GUMP ST S HAUER & FELD LLP

(20 G0

Carlyle W._Hall, Jr.

Attorneys for Petitioner and Plaintiff Las Lomas
- Land Company, L.L.C.

Dated: . CARL K. NEWTON, City Attorney
. . BURKE, WILLIAMS & SORENSEN, LLP

Cheryl J. Kane
Attorneys for Respondent and Defendant City of
Santa Clarita

by
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3 iDated: .~ “ COUNTY COUNSEL

4

5 , Thomas J. Faughnan

¢ - Attorneys for Respondent and Defendant Local
-6 Agency Formation Commission for Los Angeles
County

7

8 || Dated: ! 28 { OL% : ROCKY DELGADILLO, City Attorney

’ i) %/A

i L4 2

10 “o” Jack L. Brown

: Attorneys for Real Party in Interest City of Los
11 Angeles
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Dated:

i8

19 The Hototable Dzinita Janavs
20 Judge of the Superior Court
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ROCKY DELGADILLO, City Attorney
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Anomeys for Real Party in Interest City of Los
Angeles
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Judge of the Superior Court
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SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

LAS LOMAS LAND COMPANY, LL.C.,
Petitioner and Plaintiff,
YS.

CITY OF SANTA CLARITA and LOCAL
AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION FOR
LOS ANGELES COUNTY,

Respondents and Defendants,

CITY OF LOS ANGELES; CAROLE AND
FREDERICK BERGIN; THE ESTATE OF
RALPH FLORA; NEWHALIL CALGROVE
ESTATES, L.P., R. FRED and JANET
MCHADDAD; and Does 1 through 50,

Real Parties in Interest.

Case No. BS 082219

[Assigned To The Honorable Dzintra Janavs For
All Purposes]

Date: April 13, 2004
Time: 9:30 AM.
Dept.: 85

[PROPOSED] PEREMPTORY WRIT OF
MANDATE
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TO RESPONDENT/DEFENDANT CITY OF SANTA CLARITA:

Judgment having been entered in this proceeding ordering that a peremptory writ of mandate be
issued from this Court, and in consideration of the judgment and the Court’s Statement of Decision filed on
April 13, 2004,

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that:

1. Promptly upon service of this writ, Respondent/Defendant City of Santa Clarita (“Santa
Clarita™) shall vpid and set aside its February 25, 2003 decisions adopting the negative declaration for
and approving the South Santa Clarita pre-zoning and annexation abtions (Master Case 02-474 ~ Pre-
zone 02-004 and Annexation 02-004) (the “Project™), | “

2. ‘Thereafter, in any subsequent processing of the Project, Respondent/Defendant Santa
Clarita shall prepare an environmental impact report in full compliance with ‘the California
Environmental Quélity Act (“CEQA™) and in accordance with the Court’s April 13, 2004 Statement of
Decision.

3. Pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21168.9(b), this Court retains jurisdiction
over Respondent/Defendant Santa Clarita’s pfoceedings by way of a return to this writ of mandate,
until the Court has determined that Respondent/Defendant Santa Clarita has fully complied with the-
provisions of CEQA and the Court’s April 13, 2004 Statement of Decision with respect to- the

commands of this peremptory writ of mandate.

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Dated: "i \’7—3 IO““ AKJN GUMP S §S HAUER & FELD LLP
Carlyle W\thl Jr
Attorneys for Petitioner and Plamtlf‘f Las Lomas
Land Company, L.L.C.

Dated: CARL K. NEWTON, City Attorney
BURKE, WILLIAMS & SORENSEN, LLP
Cheryl J. Kane
Attorneys for Respondent and Defendant City of
Santa Clarita .
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T RBSPONDEW@EFEWAW CITY OF SANTA CLARITA: 7

Judgment having been entered in this proceeding ordering that a peremptory writ of mandate be
issued from this Court, and in considerstion of the judgment and the Court’s Statement of Decision filed on
April 13,2004,

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that:

1. Prompily upon service of this writ, Respondent/Defendant City of Santa Clarita (*Santa
Claria’™ shall void and set aside its February 25, 2003 decisions adopting the negative declaration for
and approving the South. Santa Clarita pre-2oning and annexation actions (Master Case 02-4;74 - Pre-
zone 02-004 and Annexation 02-004) (the “Project™; | -

2. Thereafter, in any subsequent processing of the Project, RespondentvDrefendant Santa
Clarita shall prepare an environmental impact report in full compliance with the Califomia
Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA™) and in abcordance with the Cowrt’s April 13, 2004 Statement of
Decision. '

3. Pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21168 9(b), this Court retains jurisdiction
over Respondent/Defendant Santa Clarita’s proceedings by way of a rerum to this writ of mandae, -
uniil the Conrt has determined that Respondent/Defendant Sama Clarita hes fully complied with the
provisions of CEQA and the Court’s Apnil 13, 2004 Swatement of Decision with respect to- the
commands of this peremptory writ of mandate.

AFPROVED AS TO FORM:
Dawed: __Y \.1- 1 lﬂ"‘

A . Jr. ‘
Anorpeys for Periioner and Plaintiff L.as Lomas -
Land Company, L.L.C.

DataQF_\Q_Z_%TM; CARL K. NEWTON, City Attomey
B . S & SORENSEN, LLP

- Chemil, ]

Atomeys for ndent'and -Defwdant City of
Santa Cl -

Ssmszs 0 -1-

{PROPOSED] PEREMPTORY WRIT OF MANDATE




Ak

10
1
12
13
14
15
16
17
I8
19
20
21
22
2
24
25
26
27
28

o oo ~} o A >

Dated:

Dated:

Prated:

$5U3525 v

Dated: #{3 g{g/?_ﬁ

INSEL

Attomeys ar Re rz‘%dent and Defendant Local
Agency FormationACommission for Los Angeles
County

ROCKY DELGADILLOD, City Autorney

Tack L. Brown -
Attorneys for Rea| Party in Interest City of Los
Angeles

CLERK OF THE SUPERIOR COURT

Deputy

LET THE FOREGOING WRIT (SSUE, BY ORDER OF THE COLURT.

The Honorable Dzintra Janavs
Judge of the Superior Court

e
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Brow#
Attornbys for Real Party in Interest City of Los
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CLERK OF THE SUPERIOR COURT
JOHN A CLARKE, CLERK

Deputy A, MOEGAN
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AL # 34

CITY CLEEK
Counchl and Public Services
Room 615, City Hali
Lo Augeles. CA 90012
Conmtil PUe Information . (213) 485.6703
General Information » (213) $95.6705
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' ( ry oF LOS ANGELE‘ g
J. hucmi‘hcm&' . CALIFGR’NIA Office of the

FRANK T. MARTINEZ
Executive Offfcsy

When maicing irquiries Fax: {313) §47.0636
relative o this matter Fax: (213) ¢85.8944
refor to File No. 2 fa —
RICHARD J. RIOROAN oner HELEN GINSRURG
hel, Councll and . o
00-2206 MAYOR Pobllc Servioes Divial
s T
November 16, 2000 T
Honorable Richard Riordan, Mayor Office of Administrative
Council member Bernson . and Resesarch Services
Council member Galanter City Attorney
Planning Department ‘ oo Planning and Land Use Management
Chief Legislative Analyst ‘Committee Clexk, Attn: J. White

RE: SUBMITTING AN APPLICATION TO THE LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION
{LAFCQO) FOR A SPHERE OF INFLUENCE THAT INCLUDES THE UNINCORPORATED
PORTIONS OF THE SAN FERNANDC VALLEY '

the meeting of the Council held November 14, 2000, the following
-tion was taken:

Attached report adopted ............... f e e m e e e
Attached motion (Bernson - Galanter) adcpted .................. X
Attached resolution adopted {)..... e e e,
Mayor concurred....... e o r et e a it e e
FORTHWITH. . vt reeernanoneernsennns et teh e, ..
Ordinance adopted......... e et et et e e et e e
Ordinance number....... e s e e e . B,
Effective date....... ... it et e et e e e e e .
publication date. . ... v ieieinann .. e et ettt e ey . '
Mayor vetoed, .......... Ceer e e et e et e :
Mayor BPProOVEd. .. i i et e e et s e
Mayor failed to act - deemed AFPToved., .. it et '
m’\M’ CQM«J
City Clerk
cIrm
BLANONCQLRUS
AN EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OFPORTUNITY ~ AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER P rgg)
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MOTION

 The City of Santa Clarita recently submitted a sphere of influence application to the Local
Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) that claims portions of the San Fernando Valley.
LAFCO will soon consider Santa Clarita's proposal. The City has indicated to LAFCOQ that the
Santa Clarita sphere should not include any part of the San Fernando Valley, and that the

southemn boundary of the sphete shouid be drawn at the crest of the San Gabriel and Santa
Susafina meountains.

The City of Los Angeles sphere of influence is currently coterminous with the City
boundary, though large areas of the San Fernando Valley remain unincorporated, The City should
apply 1o LAFCO for a sphere that includes these unincorporated and largely undeveloped areas.

The intent of a sphere of influence is to determine the most efficient provision of services,
including police, fire, and utilities. The City of Los Angeles clearly has the greatest ability to.
provide these services and more to the unincorporated areas of the San Fernando Valley. Should
these areas ever devejop, the City would have responsibility to provide services and should have
some influence over how these development decisions are made.

I THEREFORE MOVE that the City of Los Angeles submit an application to LAFCO for
4 Sphere of Influence that includes the unincorporated portions of the San Fernando Valley.

I FURTHER MOVE that the Council direct the City Planhing Department with assistance
from the Office of the Chief Legislative Analyst to prepare an application to LAFCO for a Sphere

of Influence and report back to the Flanmng and Land Use Management Committee within 45
days.

Presented by: C&QM

Hal Bemson
Councilman, 12* Disgrict

W oY
ADOPTED

NOV 14 2000
LOS ANGELES CITY COUNCIL
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Fax:213-237-0836

COUNCIL VOTE

l4-Nov-00 10:42:14 AM, #5

Jan w3 20063

10:28

PO

Items Ffor which Public Hearings Have Not Been Held - Items 7-21
Voting on Item{s}: 12-21

Roll Call

BERNSON
CHICK

FEUER
GALANTER
GOLDBERG
HERNANDEZ
HOLDEN
MISCIKOWSKI
PACHECO
PADILLA
RIDLEY - THOMAS
*SVORINICH
WACHS

WALTERS
TERRARO

Prasent: 10, Yes:

Yes
Yas
Yes
Absent
Abgent
Alrsent
Absent
Yes
Yes
Yes

- Yesg
Yes
Yeas
Yeag
Abgent

1¢ No: ©
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES
OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK
ROOM 395, CITY HALL
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90012

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT

sroroses NEGATIVE DECLARATION

(Articte V— City CEQA Guidelines)

LEAD AGENCY COUNCIL DISTRICTS
LOS ANGELES CITY PLANNING DEPARTMENT CD12, CD7,andCD 2
PROJECT TITLE CASE #

Change of Organization or reorganization pursuant to the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Reorganization ENV-2004-7108-ND
Act of 2000 (Titie 5, Division 3, commencing with Section 56000 of the California government Code} CF.00-2206

refative fo an amendment to boundaries of the Sphere of infiluence for the City of Los Angeles.

“Sphere of influence per CF-00-2206"

PROJECT LOCATION

The proposed Sphere of Influence amendment area is located in north Los Angeles County, outside the existing limits of the City of Los Angeles The
general boundaries of the sphere are west to east, unincorporated areas near Dayton Canyon northward along the Ventura County line to the ridge fine
of the Santa Susanna Mountains, turning eastwardly along the ridge line of the Santa Susanna Mounfaing to the limits of the City of Santa Clarita af the
Sierra Mighway, and folfowing the limits to the south and then east, and continuing to follow the ridge line eastward to and along the boundary of the
Angeles National Forest, and turning southward to a terminus scuth of Liltle Tujunga Road. The project area is served by Inferstate 5, Interstate 405,
Interstate 210, State Highway 14, State Highway 118, and Little Tujunga Road. Undeveloped National Forest fands lie to the east of the proposed
sphere boundary. To.the south is the City of Los Angeles, whose northern boundary is developed primarlly with single family residential dwellings to the
west of Interstate 5, and light industrial development to the east. West of the proposed project area is the County of Ventura, developed with agricuitural
uses and scaltered single family dwelling units. To the northwest of the prOject area are the undeveloped Santa Susanna Mountaing that separate the
San Fernando and Simi valteys,

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The project is a plan for modification to the adopted sphere in order to estabiish the probabie ultimate physical boundaries and urban service area of
Zity of Los Angeles, The plan reflects the most efficient provision of future services inciuding police, fire and utilities, and establishes who would
+ responsibility to provide such services. It is not an annexation nor initiation of annexation proceadings and does not change jurisdictional
boundaries, regulatory atithority, pUth or private services, {ax revenue distribution, o Iand use. The proposed project covers 19,242 acres, or slightly
more than 30 square miles.

NAME AND ADDRESS OF APPLICANT IF OTHER THAN CITY AGENCY

FINDING:

The City Planning Depariment of the City of L.os Angeles has proposed that a mitigated negative declaration be adopted for this project
because the mitigation measure(s) outlined on the attached page(s}) wﬂl reduce any potentlal significant adverse effecis to a level of
insignificance,

SEE ATTACHED SHEET(S0 FOR ANY MITIGATION MEASURES IMPOSED.

Any written comments received during the public review period are attached together with the responses of the Lead City Agency. The
project decisionmaker may adopt this mitigated negative declaration, amend it, or require preparatfon of an EIR. Any changes made should
be supported by substantial evidence in the record and appropriate ﬁndmgs mate

THE INITIAL STUDY PREPARED FOR THIS PROJECT IS ATTACHED,

NAME OF PERSON PREPARING THIS FORM TITLE . TELEPHONE NUMBER
M. Susan Whisnant Pianning Assistant (818) 374-5044
ADDRESS SIGNATURE (Official) DATE
I Angeles Department of City Planning Daniel M. Scott, Senlor City Pianner

Van Nuys Boulevard, Room 351 - . November 18, 2004
Van Nuys, CA 80401 , N Dol S us%%

Exhibit E




CITY OF LOS ANGELES

OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK
ROOM 615, CITY HALL
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 20012

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT
INITIAL STUDY
AND CHECKLIST

{Articie {V — City CEQA Guidelines)

ﬁAD CITY AGENCY COUNCIL DISTRICTS © DATE
Los Angeles Department of City Planning CcD12, CO7, andCD 2 Novemnber 18, 2004

RESPONSIBLE AGENCIES
Los Angeles County Local Agency Formation Commission {LAFCO)

PROJECT TITLE/NO. (CASE NO,

Change of Organization or reorganization pursuant to the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local | ENV-2004-7T108-ND
Reorganization Act of 2000 (Titie 5, Division 3, commencing with Section 56000 of the | CF-00-2206
California goverament Code) relative to an amendment to boundaries of the Sphere of
Influence for the City of Los Angeles.

Sphere of influence per CF-00-2206

PREVIOUS ACTIONS CASE NO. B DOES have significant changes from previous actions.

£ DOES NOT have significant changes from previous actions.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: .
The project is a plan for modification fo the adopted sphere in order to establish the probable ultimate physical boundaries and urban service area of
the City of Los Angeles. The plan reflects the most efficient provision of future services including police, fire and utilities, and establishes who would
have responsibility to provide such services. It is not an annexation nor initiation of annexation proceedings and does not change jurisdictional
boundaries, regulatory authority, public or private services, tax revenue distribution, or fand use. The proposed project covers 19,242 acres, or slightly
more than 30 square miles,
VIRONMENTAL SETTING: .

@ project area is compiised of mountain ridges of varying heights, canyons and flat fand. [t is open space developed with approximately 740 single
family dwelling units and multi-family dwellings that serve a population of approximately 1,550 persons inciuding approximately 800 voters {according fo
the 2000 Los Angeles County Demographic prepared by the Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning).

PROJECT LOCATION

The proposed Sphere of Influence amendment area is located in north Los Angeles County, outside the existing fimits of the City of Los Angeles. The
general boundaries of the sphere are west to east, unincorporated areas near Dayton Canyon northward along the Ventura County fine to the ridge line
of the Santa Susanna Mountains, turning eastwardly along the ridge Jine of the Santa Susanna Mountains to the limits of the City of Santa Clarita at the
Sierra Highway, and following the limits to the south and then east, and continuing to follow the ridge line eastward to and along the boundary of the
Angeles Natlonal Forest, and tuming southward to a terminus south of Littte Tujunga Road. The project area is served by Interstate 5, Interstate 405,
interstate 210, State Highway 14, State Highway 118, and Litfte Tujunga Road. Undeveloped National Forest lands le to the east of the proposed
sphere boundary. To the south is the City of Los Angeles, whose northermn boundary is developed primarily with singte family residential dwellings to the
west of Interstate 5, and light Industriat development to the east. West of the proposed project area is the County of Ventura, developed with agricultural
uses and scattered single family dwelling units, To the northwest of the project area are the undeveloped Santa Susanna Mountaing that separate the
San Fernando and Simi Vaileys. .

PLANNING DISTRICT STATUS:
Chatsworth Porter Ranch, Northridge, Granada Hills-Knoliwood, Syimar, Sunland- O PRELIMINARY
Tujunga Lakeview Terrace~ Shadow Hills—East La Tuna Canyon £ PRGPOSED
- . W ADOPTED: 7/14/1993, 7/10/1986, 8/6/1987,11/18/1897
EXISTING ZONING MAX. DENSITY ZONING

Land use designations would follow the County of Los Angeles
General Plan as follows:: N1 (Non-urban 1), N2 (Non-urban 2: 0.5t0 Infa
1.0 dwelling units per acre), U1 (Urban 1: 1.1 to 3.3 dwelling units per
acre), Urban 2 {Urban 2. 3.4 to 6.6 dwelling units per acre), U3
{Urban 3: 6.7 to 15.0 dwelling unils per acre), U4 {Urban 4: 15.1 to 40
dweiling units per acre), C (Commercial), M (industrial), RR (Resort
recreational), W (Flood way and flood plains: Special Management
Area, and S (Significant Ecological Area (SEA): Special Management
Areal. ‘
" PLANNED LAND USE & ZONE MAX. DENSITY PLAN 0 DOES CONFORM TO PLAN
Mn change In land use and zoning,

nfa 0 DOES NOT CONFORM TO PLAN




PLANNED LAND USE & ZONE MAX. DENSITY PLAN U DOES CONFORM TO PLAN
No change in fand use and zoning.

In/a O DOES NOT CON FORM TO PLAN
SURROUNDING LAND USES PROJECT DENSITY
Undeveloped Nafional Forest lands, single family residential . W NO DISTRICT PLAN
dwellings, fight industrial development, agricultural {ands, m/a

Sunshine Canyon landfill, .

W DETERMINATION (To be completed by Lead Agency)

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

I | find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION
wil be prepared. :

QO I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be a significant effect in
this case because revisions on the project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE
DECLARATION will be prepared. -

QI find the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is
required. . .

{1 find the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially significant unless mitigated™ impact on the
enviroument, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and
2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on earlier analysis as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.

Q1 find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because al] potentially significant
effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b)
have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation
measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.

DM\J\ Somn

Daniet M. Scoit Senior City Planner
SIGNATURE TITLE

EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:

)] A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are adequately supported by the
information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each question. A “No Impact” answer is
adequately supported if the referenced information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to projects
like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A “No Impact” answer should be
explained where it 1§ based on project-gpecific factors as well as general standards (e.g., the project will not
expose sensitive receptors to pollutants based on a project-specific screening analysis).

2) All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, cumulative as
well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational impacts.

3) . Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the checklist answers must
indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less that significant with mitigation, or less than significant.
“Potentially Significant Impact” is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If
there are one or more "Potentially Significant Impact” entries when the determination is made, an EIR is required.

4) “Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the incorporation of a
mitigation measure has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact” to “Less Than Significant Impact.
The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less
than significant level (mitigation measures from Section XVII, “Earlier Analysis,” cross referenced).

"



a) Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review,

b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the scope of and
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and state whether such effects
were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis.

c) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are “Less Than Significant With Mitigation Measures Incorporated,” describe
the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from the earfier document and the extent to which they
address site-specific cenditions for the project,

6} Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for potential impacts (e.g.,
general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference fo a previously prepared or outside document should, where appropriate,’
include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated

7 Supporting Information Sources: A sources list should be attached, and other sources used or individuals contacted should be
cited in the discussion. :

8) This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead agencies should normally
address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project’s environmental effects in whichever format is
selected.

)] The explanation of each issue should identify:
a} The significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and
b) The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance,

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one impact that is a
tentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

(Y Aesthetics (3 Hazards & Hazardous Materials 1 Public Services

L Agricultural Resources 0 Hydrology/Water Quality 3 Recreation

G Air Quality 3 Land Use/Planning Q Transportation/Traffic

1 Biological Resources O Mireral Resources T Utilities/Service Systems

0 Cultural Resources Q Noise {1 Mandatory Findings of Significance
(1 Geology/Soils {1 Population/Housing

INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST (Lo be completed by the Lead City Agency)

W BACKGROUND

PROFPONENT NAME FHONE NUMBER
City of Los Angeles (818) 3745069
PROPONENT ADDRESS

. 6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, Room 351
Van Nuys, CA 914(41-2709 ‘

AGENCY REQUIRING CHECKLIST DATE SUBMITTED
Los Angeles Departiment of City Planning November 18, 2004

PROPOSAL NAME (If Applicable)
Sphere of Infiuence per CF-00-2206




o  ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

(Explanations of all potentially and less than significant impacts are
required to be attached on separate sheets)

I. AESTHETICS, Would the project:

a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

b. Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited
to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings, or other locally
recognized desirable aesthetic natural feature within a city-
designated scenic highway?

¢. Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of
the site and its swroundings?

d. Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?

H., AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES. In determining whether
Empacts to agricultural resources are significant envirotunental
effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land
Evaluation and Site Assessment Model {1997) prepared by the
alifornia Department of Conservation as an optional model to use

assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. Would the
project:

a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmiland of
Statewide Importance, as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to
the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California
Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?

b. Conflict the existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson
Act Contract?

¢. Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to
their location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmiand, to
_non-agricultural use?

ITL. AIR QUALITY. The significance criteria established by the
South Coast A#r Quality Managetnent District (SCAQMD) may be
relied upon to make the following determinations. Would the
project result in:

a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the SCAQMD or
Congestion Management Plan?

b. Violate any air quality standard or confribute substantially to an
isting or projected air quality violation?

Potentiatly Significant  Unless Mitigation Less Than Significant

Impact

Potentially Significant

fncorporated

Impact

U

No Impacl



¢. Resultin a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria
pollutant for which the air basin is non-attainment (ozone, carbon
monoxide, & PM 10) under an applicable federal or state ambient
air quality standard?

d. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
‘concentrations?

e, Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of
people?

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOQOURCES. Would the project:

a. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through
habitat modification, on any species identified as a candidate,
sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans,
policies, or regulations by the California Department of Fish-and
Game or U.S, Fish and Wildlife Service ?

b. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other
sensitive natural community identified in the City or regional plans,
pelicies, regulations by the California Department of Fish and
Game or U.8. Fish and Wildlife Service ?

Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands
«s defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but
not Hmited to, marsh vernal pool, coastal, etc.) Through direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?

d. Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident
or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native
resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native
wildlife nursery sites?

e. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting
biological resources, such as tree preservation policy or ordinance
{e.g., oak trees or California walnut woodlands)?

f. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation
Plan, Natural Comimunity Conservation Plan, or other approved
local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES: Would the project:

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in significance of a historical
resource as defined in State CEQA §15064.57

polentially Significant  Unless Mitigation  Less Than Significant
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Polentially Significant
Potentially Significant  Unless Mitigation  Less Than Siguificant
Jmpact Incorporated . tmpact No [mpact

b. Cause a substantial adverse change in significance of an 0 0 0 ]
archaeclogical resource pursuant to State CEQA §15064.57

c. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource | 0 | |
or site or unique geologic feature? :

d. Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of q ' il | ||
formal cemeteries?

V1. GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project:

a. Exposure of people or structures to potential substantial adverse
effects, including the risk of loss, injury or death involving :

1. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most 0 0 Q ]
* recent Alquist-Priolo Barthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the

State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence

of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special

Publication 42,

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking?
. Seismic-related ground failure, including lquefaction?
iv. Landslides?

b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

0 0OCO D
00000
00000
HE N EEN

c. Be iocated on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that
would become unstable as a result of the project, and potential
result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction, or collapse? :

d. Be Jocated on expansive soil, as deﬁhcd itt Table 18-1-B of the 0
Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or

property? '

e. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic QO a 7 ]
tanks or alternative waste water disposal systerns where sewers are
not available for the disposal of waste water?

O
O
n

VII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS., Would
the project:

- a. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment C] 0 0 [ |
*rough the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous
aterials



Potentially Significant
Potentially Significant  Unless Mitigation  Less Than Significant
Impact Incorporated impact No lnpact

b. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 0o - 0 ) |
through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions
involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment?

¢. Emit hazardous emissions or handie hazardous or acutely | 0 0 |
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of
an existing or proposed school?

d. Be located on a site which is included onr 2 list of hazardous 0 3 0 [ |
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section

65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to the

public or the environment?

e. For a project located within an airport [and use plan or, where | : O | B
such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public

afrport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety

hazard for people residing or working in the project area?

f. For a project within the vicini’f} of a private airstrip, would the 3 a O [
project result in a safety hazard for the people residing or working
in the area?

g. Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted I} 3 | N
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

h. Expose people or structures te a significant risk of loss, injury or Q [} | ]
ath involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are

adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with

wildlands?

VII. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Would the
proposal result in:

a. Violate any water quality standards or waste discharg | Q g [ ]
requirements? '

b. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with 0 O W] |
groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in

" aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level

(... the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to

alevel which would not support existing land uses or planned land

uses for which permits have been granted)?

¢. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or | 0 ] ]
area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or '

river, in a manner which would result in substantial erosion or

siltation on- or off-site?



d. :Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or
area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or
river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff
in an manner which would result in flooding on- or off site?

e. Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the
capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or
provide substantial additional sources of poiluted runoff?

- §. Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

g. Place housing within a 100-year flood plain as mapped on
federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or
other flood hazard delineation map?

h. Place within a 100-year flood plain structures which woulkd
impede or redirect flood flows?

i. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, inquiry
or death involvirg flooding, including flooding as a resuit of the
failure of a levee or dam? :

j. Iundation by seiche, tsunamt, or mudflow?

<. LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the project:

a. Physically divide an established community?

b. Conflict with applicable fand use plan, policy or regulation of an
agency with jurisdiction over the project (including but not limited
to the general plan, specific plan, coastal program, or zoning
ordihance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?

¢. Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural
comumunity conservation plan?

X. MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

a. Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that
would be of value to the region and the residents of the state?

b. Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral
resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific
plan, or other land use plan?

Potenlially Significant  Unless Mitigation  Less Than Significant
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XI. NOISE. Would the project:

a. Exposure of persons to or generation of noise in level in excess
of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance,
or applicable standards of other agencies?

b. Exposure of people to or generation of excessive groundbome
vibration or groundbome noise leveis?

¢. A substantial permanent increase in ambient notse levels in the
project vicinity above levels existing without the project?

~d. A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the
project?

e, For a project focated within an atrport land use plan or, where
such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public
airport or public use airport, would the project expose people
residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?

f. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the
project expose people residing or working in the project area fo
excessive noise levels?

XII. POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the project:

a. Induce substantial population growth in an area either directly
(for example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly
(for example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?

b. Displace substantial numbers of existing housing necessitating
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

¢. Displace substantial numbers of people necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

XHI. PUBLIC SERVICES, Would the project result in
substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision
of new or physically altered governmental facilities, construction of
which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other
performance objectives for any of the public services:

a. Fire protection?

b. Police protection?

Polentially SignificantPotentially Significant Less Than Significant
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¢. Schools?
d. Parks?

e. Other governmental services (inchuding roads)?

XiV. RECREATION,

a. Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and
regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial
" physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated?

b. Does the project include recreational facilities or require the
construction or expangion of recreational facilities which might
have an adverse physical effect on the environment?

XV, TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION. Would the
project:

. Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the
existing traffic load and capacity of the street system (i.¢., result in a
substantial increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the volume
to ratio capacity on roads, or congestion at intersections)?

b. Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service
standard established by the county congestion management agency
for designated roads or highways?

¢. Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an
increase in traffic tevels or a change in location that results in
substantial safety risks?

d. Substantially increase hazards to a design feature {e.g., sharp
curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)?

e. Resuit in inadequate emergency access?
f Result in inadequate parking capacity? -

g. Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting
alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)?
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XVI. UTILITIES. Would the pro;'ect: Polentialty SignificantPotentially Significant Less Than Sigmificant
i Impact Unless Mitigation tmpact No Impact

Incorporated

a. Exceed wastewater treatinent requirements of the applicable N} Q 0 [ ]
Regional Water Quality Control Board?

b. Reguire or result in the consfruction of new water or wastewater W] A O ]
treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the

construction of which could cause significant environmental

effects? '

¢. Require or result in the construction of new stormwater drainage - 0 (W} 0 [ ]
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of
which could cause significant environmental effects?

-d. Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from | 0 a N
existing entitlements and resource, or are new or expanded
entitlements needed?

e, Resultin a determination by the wastewater treatment provider [ (8} | n
which serves or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity

to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider's

existing commitments?

f. Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to ) ' Q Q B
accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs?

g Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations | a | [ ]
related to solid waste?

XVH. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE.

a. Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the 0 a 0 B
enviromment, substantiaily reduce the habitat of fish or wildlife

species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-

sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community,

reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant

or animal or eliminate important examples of the major periods of

California history or prehistory?

b. Does the project have impacts which are individually limited, but O d 0 B
cumuatively considerable?

("Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of

an individual project are considerable when viewed in connection

with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current

projects, and the effects of probable future projects).

¢. Does the project have environmental effects which cause M W] | ]
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or '
indirectly?



@ DISCUSSION OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION (Attach additionat shects if necessary)

the list of impact categories and subcategories were prepared pursuant to the public Resources Code and the California Environmental Quality Act
{CEQA). [Please sée the following sections of the Public Resources Code and CEQA Guidelines: Public Resources code section 21082.2 (Significant
effect based on substantial evidence, nol public controversy or speculation), CEQA sections 15063 (Initial Studty), 15084 (Determining the Significance
of Environmental Effects Caused by a Project), 15065 (Mandatory Findings of Significance}, 15070 (Decision to Prepare a Negative or Mitigated
Negative Declaration; ND/MND), 15071 (Contents {of ND/MND}) and 15047 (Consideration and Adeption of a Negafive Declaration or Mitigated
Negative Declaration)]

The Public Resources Code and CEQA Guidelines explicitly indicate "substantial evidence” as a basis for determining the significance of impacls on
the environment caused by a Project. Public Resources code section 21082.2 (¢) states - “argument, speculation, unsubstanfiated opinion or narrative,
evidenice which is clearly inaccurate or erroneous, or evidence of social or economic impacts which do not contribute to, or are not caused by, physical
impacts on the environment, is not substantiat evidence. Substantial evidence shall include facts, reasonable assumpltions predicated upon facls, and
axpert opinion supported by facts.” Public Resources Cade section 21082.2 (b) states - “The existence of public controversy over the environmental
effects of a project shalt not require preparation of an environmentat impact report if there is no substantial evidence, In light of the whole record before
the lead agency, that the prolect may have-a significant effect on the environment” {alsc see CEQA Guideiines sections 15382 and 15384),

Furthermore, the determination to prepare a Negative or Mitigated Negative Declaration (ND/MND) or an Environmental impact Report {EIR)} is reached
by the examination of certain facts and supporting data, which clearly support the methed of disclosure (i.e. ND/MND, EiR), alternatives, and mitigation
of environmental impacis. The following criteria must be evident when an EIR is required by the Lead Agency (CITY OF LOS ANGELES) per CEQA
Guidelines section 15065 {Mandatory Findings of Significance); a project will have a significant effect i it will:

Substantialy degrade environmental guality

Substantially reduce fish or witdlife habitat.

Cause a fish or wildfife habitat to drop below self-sustaining leveis

Threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community.

Reduce number, or restrict range of a rare, threatened, or endangered species.

Efiminate important examples of major periods of California history or prehistory,

Achieve short-tarm goals to the disadvantage of long-term goals.

Resuyit in environmentai effects that are individually limited but cumulatively considerable.

Result in environmental effects that will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings.

e ® s * & w 8 * &

PREPARED BY THLE TELEPHONE # DATE
M, Susan Whisnant ' Planning Assistant {818) 374-5044 November 2004
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Exhibit F: Sphere of Influence Amendment Application



LOS ANGELES SPHERE OF INFLUENCE AMENDMENT APPLICATION
(Pursuant to the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act
of 2000, Division 3, Title 5 Commencing with Section 56000, '
of the Government Code)

TO: LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION
County of Los Angeles
Room 383, Hall of Administration
500 West Temple Street
Los Angeles, California 80012

D_ESIGNATION OF PROPOSAL: Amehdment to Sphere of Influence
AFFECTED CITY/DISTRICT: City of Los Angeles
RELATED JURISDICTIONAL CHANGES: None

GENERAL LOCATION OF PROPOSAL: The proposed Sphere of Influence amendment
area is located in north Los Angeles County, outside the existing limits of the City of Los
Angeles. The general boundaries of the sphere are west to east, unincorporated areas
near Dayton Canyon northward along the Ventura County line to the ridge line of the
Santa Susana Mountains, turning eastwardly along the ridge line of the Santa Susana
Mountains to the limits of the City of Santa Clarita at the Sierra Highway, and following the
limits to the south and then east, and continuing to follow the ridge line eastward to and
along the boundary of the Angeles National Forest, and turning southward along the limits
of the City of Los Angeles to a terminus south of Little Tujunga Road.

THOMAS GUIDE PAGE(S): LA County: 480, 481, 482, 499, 500, 503, 504, 529,
‘ 559, 4640, 4641,4642 '
Ventura County: 367, 479

PROPOSAL INITIATED BY: X Resolution __ Landowner/Voter Petition
APPLICANT: City of Los Angeles
' 6262 Van Nuys Bivd.,, Room 351

Van Nuys, CA 91401-2709

SIGNED:
Daniel M. Scott, Senior City Planner
TELEPHONE: (818) 374-5069

DATE: May 4, 2005

Exhibit F
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THE SUBJECT AREA

A.

GENERAL DESCRIPTION

1.

Acres or square miles: 19,242 acres or slightly more than 30
square miles.

Major highways and streets serving the area: The proposed
area is served by Interstate 5, interstate 405, Interstate 210, State
Highway 14, State Highway 118, and Little Tujunga Road.

Topography: Mountain ridges of varying heights; canyons and flat
land make up the general topography of the area.

Physical boundaries):
Santa Susana Mountain ridge line.

POPULATION AND HOUSING

1.

Estimated population: The estimated population for the proposed
Sphere of Influence outside of the City limits is approximately 1,550
persons.

Number of registered voters: Approximately 800 voters.
(2000 Los Angeles County Demographic Profile Prepared by the
Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning)

Number and type of dwelling units: The area within the proposed
Sphere of Influence outside the incorporated city limits contains
approximately 740 single-family and multi-family dwelling units. The
area contains housing that is primarily single family dwelling units.

LAND USE AND ZONING

1.

Existing land use in the subject area: The existing land usés in

“the subject area are open space, with scattered single- family

homes and multi-family homes.

Planned land use designations in the surrounding area:

Land use designations will not change as a result of the amendment.
The County of Los Angeles General Plan covers the area included
within the proposed amendment area to the sphere of influence. The
designations include: N1 (Non-urban 1), N2 (Non-urban 2: 0.5t0 1.0
dwelling units per acre), U1 (Urban 1: 1.1 to 3.3 dwelling units per
acre), Urban 2 (Urban 2: 3.4 to 6.6 dwelling units per acre), U3 (Urban
3. 6.7 to 15.0 dwelling units per acre), U4 (Urban 4: 15.1 to 40 dwelling
units .per acre), C (Commercial); M (Industrial), RR (Resort

" recreational), W (Floodway and floodplains: Special Management

Area), and S (Significant Ecological Area [SEA]: Special Management
Area).



H THE PROPOSAL

A. Reasons for initiation of this proposal: The Sphere of Influence Study was
prepared by the City of Los Angeles to plan for plan for the probable ultimate
physical boundaries and urban service area of the a potion of the northern
border of the City of Los Angeles. Ht is presented as an informational and
advocacy tool to assist members of the Local Agency Formation Commission.
(LAFCO) in making their determinations pursuant to Government Code
Section 56076.

B. Alternate courses of action: Alternate course of action are denial of the
proposed sphere and continuation of the of the current sphere with a border
coterminous with the limits of the City of Los Angeles.

C.  Services and/or costs to residents or landowners in the area:

Services and/or costs to residents or landowners in the area would not be
increased, reduced, or eliminated as a resuit of this proposal.

D. Terms or conditions requested as part of this proposal:

Standard LAFCO conditions are anticipated and acceptable.
Ilf. GENERAL
A Names and addresses of persons, organization or agencies known to
you who may be opposed to this proposal:
Carlyle W. Hali, Jr, for Las L.omas
Akin Gump Strauss Hauer & Feld
2029 Century Park East, Suite 2400
Los Angeles, CA 90067-3012
(310) 728-3242 ‘
B. Names and addresses of persons who are to receive notice of hearing,

staff report, and minutes:

City of Los Angeles, Planning Department
c/o Susan Whisnant, Planning Assistant
6262 Van Nuys Bivd. Room 351

Van Nuys, CA 91401-2709

John Wickham, CLA
City Hall 255.

200 North Spring Street
l.os Angeles, CA 90012



Dale Thrush, CD 2

City Hall 475

200 North Spring Street_
Los Angeles, CA 80012

Tom Henry, CD 3

City Hall 450

200 North Spring Street
lLos Angeles, CA 90012

Dan Rosales, CD 7

City Hall 485

~ 200 North Spring Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Kevin Keller, CD 11
City Hall 415
200 North Spring Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Phyllis Winger, CD 12
City Hall 405.

200 North Spring Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

CAWINNT\Profifes\swhisnaniDeskiop\Sphere Package 3-30 wpd




Exhibit (G: Resolution to Initiate Proceedings to Adopt an
Amended Sphere of Influence



Resolution No.

A RESOLUTION OF THE APPLICATION BY THE
CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES,
STATE OF CALIFORNIA,
REQUESTING THE LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION OF THE COUNTY
OF LOS ANGELES TO
INITIATE PROCEEDINGS TO ADOPT AN AMENDED SPHERE OF INFLUENCE FOR,

AND AS PROPOSED BY, THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES.

WHEREAS, the City of Los Angeles desires to initiate proceedings pursuant to the
Cdrtese~Kn0x~Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000, Division 3,

commencing with Section 56000 of the California Government Code,

WHEREAS, this proposal is consistent with the spirit and intent of sections 56427 and

56428 of the California State Code;

WHEREAS, the territory proposed to be included in this sphere of influence is set forth

in Exhibit “A”, attached hereto and by this reference incorporated;

WHEREAS, the City has prepared and adopted a comprehensive general plan for the

City and generally all the territories within the proposed sphere of influence area;

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Los Angeles conducted a public meeting on

(insert date} pursuant to applicable law, to consider the“proposed sphere of influence;

Exhibit G



WHEREAS, the reasons for this proposed sphere of influence are as follows:

3.

Facilitate orderly growth in the unincorporated areas adjacent to the City of
Los Angeleé;

Coordinate property development standards and encourage timely
provision of adequaté and essential services such as streets, sewer, water,
police and fire protection, parks and recreation, flood control, and solid
waste disposal, as urbanization of unincorporated areas occurs;

Promote cooperative planrjing betweén the City of Los Angeles and the
County of Los Angeles, various public/ptivate service entities, and major
landowners, and so facilitate proper imptement-ation of their respective
general or master plans;,

Assist all government agencies and private entities in planning and
scheduling the logical, orderly, and economic extension of their facilities
and services, thus avolding expensive and unnecessary duplication of
effort;

Promote, assist, and enhance property owners’ ability to plan

comprehensively, and with reasonable assurance, for the ultimate use and

" development of their lands; and

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Los Angeles, California, has considered all

evidence, oral and documentary, and is advised in the premises.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the City Council of the City of Los

Angeles, California, does hereby determine and find as follows:



Section 1. This resolution is hereby adopted and approved by the City Cduncit, and the
Local Agency Fo‘rmation Commission of the County of Los Angeles is hereby requested
to initiate proceedings to adopt an amended sphere of influence as mapped in Exhibit
“A”, which is incorporated herein by this reference, according to the terms and conditions
stated above, and in the manner providéd by the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local

Government Reorganization Act of 2000.

Section 2. The City Council hereby directs and authorizes the City Clerk of the City of
L.os Angeles to file a certified copy of this resolution with the Executive Officer of the

L.ocal Agency Formation Commission of the County of L.os Angeles.

Section 3. The City Clerk shall certify the adoption of this resolution.

PASSED, APPROVED, AND ADOPTED this day of ___. ., 2005.

James K. Hahn, Mayor
ATTEST:

J. Michael Carey, City Clerk
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES )
CITY OF LOS ANGELES )

[, J.-Michael Carey, City Clerk of the city of Los Angeles, do hereby certify that the

foregoing Resolution was duly adopted by the City Council of the City of Los Angeles.
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DATE: April 6, 2005

TO: Honorable Ed Reyes
Planning and Land Use Management Committee
Los Angeles City Council

FROM: Con Howe MM/

Director of Pianniné
Los Angeles Department of City Planning

SUBJECT: Amendment to the Boundaries of the Sphere of influence
: CF-00-2206 ' ‘

BACKGROUND

On November 14, 2000, the City Council adopted a Motion (Bernson-Galanter,

CF 00-2206) instructing the City Planning Department, with assistance from the Chief
Legislative Analyst, to prepare an application to the Local Agency Formation
Commission of the County of Los Angeles fo amend the boundaries of the sphere of
influence for the City of Los Angeles pursuant to the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local
Government Reorganization Act of 2000 . The sphere of influence is the geographic
area in Los Angeles County that is determined to be the probable, ultimate physicai
boundaries and service area for the City of Los Angeles. The current boundary of the
sphere for the City of Los Angeles is coterminous with the incorporation limits, as
shown on Exhibit A.

BOUNDARY RECOMMENDATION

The requested northern boundary of the proposed sphere of influence amendment
follows the natural ridgeline of the San Gabriel and Santa Susana Mountains. Staff
recommends that the boundary of the sphere be expanded to include the areas near
Dayton Canyon between the Ventura County Line and the City of Los Angeles on the
west, north along the Ventura County line to the ridgeline of the Santa Susanna

Los AngeLes: 201 N. FIGUEROA STREET, ROOM 400 {213} 482-7077
Van NUysh 6262 VAN Nuys BLvp,, SUITE 251 {848} 374-5050

AN EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY ~ AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER Recyclaie and made bom ecycied waste, ({‘g?g)

Public Counter & Construction Services Center



Amendment to the SO . ' 2

Mountains, turning east following the ridgeline of the Santa Susana Mountains (west of
the 405 Freeway) to the limits of the City of Santa Clarita at the Sierra Highway. The
boundary then follows the limits fo the south and then east, and continues to follow the
ridge line eastward to the boundary of the Angeles National Forest before turning
southward following the boundary of the National Forest and the unincorporated areas
to a terminus south of Little Tujunga Road. In some areas, these proposed boundaries
follow the current boundary with deviations to include unincorporated areas between
the City of Los Angeles and Ventura County and between the City of Los Angeles and
the Angeles National Forest. Along the northern segment, the border was chesen to
include unincorporated areas in the San Fernando Valley that are south of the natural
ridgeline of the Santa Susana Mountains as shown on Exhibit B. Slight modifications
were made to account for ownership of parcels. The ridgeline separates the San
Fernando valley from the Santa Clarita Valley and defines the northern edge of the
drainage basin for the San Fernando Valley. Water flowing from the southern face of
the ridge feeds the Los Angeles River and the valley aquifer. Municipal services that are
gravity driven such as sewer service can be provided more efficiently by the local
agency located downward from the ridge.

Portions of the Los Angeles River watershed that are in the proposed sphere of
influence help mitigate flooding, maintain water quality and quantity, recycle nutrients,
and provide an important habitat for plants and animals. The City Council established
the Los Angeles Ad Hoc River Committee in June 2002 to focus on major revitalization
efforts for the Los Angeles River including opportunities for parks, trails, recreation,
nature, neighborhood identity, jobs, community development, tourism, and civic pride.
One of the guiding principles for the Los Angeles River is viewing the river as an
important natural resource with emphasis on the ecology of the river, flood
management, and sustainability. Encompassing the watershed for the Los Angeles
River in the sphere of influence for the City of Los Angeles is both logical and
paramount to the continued success of revitalization efforts.

The Los Angeles River watershed is an important boundary on which to base the
Sphere of Influence as it directly impacts the delivery of a wide range of services related
to stormwater and water quality. Rain that falls within the unincorporated portions of the
l.os Angeles River watershed eventually passes through the City of Los Angeles. Any
activities that generate water-borne pollutants regulated by the State will affect the City.
The City of Los Angeles settled two lawsuits, in 2002 and 2003, related to State
requirements concerning TMDL requirements in stormwater flows. Voters in 2004
passed a $500 million bond to address stormwater needs and general environmental
enhancements. Providing the City a Sphere of Influence over this area improves the
City's ability to provide stormwater management services to the area and ensures more
efficient, direct management responsibility for any pollutants that occur throughout the
Los Angeles River watershed because there would be fewer governmental agencies
with responsibility for that area.

DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT AREA

The proposed amendment area for the City's sphere of influence covers 19,242 acres,
or slightly more than 30 square miles. Major ridgelines of the transverse Santa Susana
Mountain Range are to the north and west, and metropolitan communities of the
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Los Angeles Basin are to the south. Portions of Ventura County adjacent to the
amendment area contain parklands, agricultural fand uses and scattered single-family
residences. Sunshine Canyon Landfill is adjacent to the area on the north. The project
area is contiguous to portions of Council Districts 3, 12, 7 and 2 and community pian
areas of Canoga Park — Winnetka - Woodland Hills - West Hills, Chatsworth - Porter
Ranch, Granada Hills — Knollwood, Northridge, Sylmar, and Sunland - Tujunga -
Shadow Hills - Lakeview Terrace - East L.a Tuna Canyon.

The land uses in the northern San Fernando Valley within the City of Los Angeles are
classified mainily as Open Space or Minimum Residential with some Very Low and Low
density Residential in the Porter Ranch area, as shown on Exhibit C. The land in the
proposed amended area is designated by the County General Plan primarily as Non-

~ Urban and Open Space. There are rural communities near Little Tujunga Road, and
north of the 118 near the current western city border. Deerlake development has been
approved north of the rural community of Twin Lakes. A small acreage of commercial
and industrial developments exist at intersection of Interstate 210 and State Highway
118. Maior arterial roads in the proposed amendment area include Interstate 5,
Interstate 405, Interstate 210, State Highway 14, State Highway 118, and Little Tujunga
Road. Metrolink runs through the proposed area between Interstate 5 and State
Highway 14.

Mountain ridges of varying heights, canyons, and flat land define the topography of the
proposed amendment area. | is largely undeveloped land and is within the Santa
Monica Mountains Conservancy Zone-Rim of the Valley Trail Corridor, a system of
natural lands that shelters wildlife and extends recreational opportunities in the San
Fernando and San Gabriel Valley areas, as shown on Exhibit D. The northwestern
portion of the proposed sphere of influence contains a Significant Ecological Area
(SEA) as defined and delineated in conjunction with the Land Use and Open Space.
Elements of the County General Plan.

Maijor tributaries for the Los Angeles River originate on the southemn siopes of the
Santa Susana Mountains within the proposed sphere of influence for the City of Los
Angeles. These include the Santa Susana Wash, Browns Canyon Wash, Limekiln
Canyon Wash, Wilbur Creek, Aliso Canyon Wash, and Bull Creek. The headwaters of
the Los Angeles River are in the Simi Hills, formed by Chatsworth Creek, Dayton
Canyon Wash, Bell Creek and Calabasas. These tributaries provide an important
habitat for plants and animals.

Recreation areas containing hiking, biking and equestrian trails are adjacent to and
‘within the proposed amendment area, Parks include: Bell Canyon Park, Knapp Park,
Roscoe-Valley Circle Park, Chatsworth Nature Preserve/Reservoir, Chatsworth Oaks
Park, Rocky Peak Park, Michael D. Antonovich Regional Park at Joughin Ranch,
Brown's Canyon Park, Moonshine Canyon Park, Limekiln Canyon Park, Porter Ridge
Park, O'Melveny Park, Santa Clarita Woodlands Park, Stetson and Wilson Canyon
debris basins, Wilson Canyon Park, and Veterans Memorial County Park. The Angeles
National Forest is north of the proposed sphere east of the 405 freeway.
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PURPOSE OF THE SPHERE OF INFLUENCE

A sphere of influence is a planning tool or guide for the probable, ultimate physical
boundary and municipal service area of a local governmental agency. In general, the
purpose of a sphere of influence is to:

1. Facilitate orderly growth in the unincorporated areas adjacent to a c?ty;

2. Coordinate property development standards, and encourage timely provision of
adequate and essential services, such as parks, recreation, and flood control
and, if urbanization of unincorporated areas occurs, streets, sewer, water, solid
waste disposal, and police and fire protection;

3. Promote cooperative planning between the city and county, various public/private
- service entities, major landowners, and facilitate proper implementation of their
respective general or master plans;

4. Assist all government agencies and private entities in any planning and
scheduling for extension of their facilities and services to assure it will be done -
in a logical, orderly, and economical manner, thus avoiding expensive and
unnecessary duplication of effort; and

5. Promote, assist, and enhance property owners’ ability to plan comprehensively,
and with reasonable assurance for the ultimate use and development of their
lands.

IMPACT OF THE SPHERE AMENDMENT

Historically, the City of Los Angeles has provided services to the proposed amendment
area. The ridgeline of the Santa Susana Mountains and the Angeles National Forest
provide natural dividing lines between Los Angeles and the jurisdictions to the north.
The City has an extensive network of police, fire, sanitation, and other services in
operation adjacent to this areas and logically would provide the most effective service to
these areas. The Los Angeles Police Department provides police service, and the Los
Angeles City Fire Department provides fire and paramedic service within the municipal
boundaries and also serve the surrounding unincorporated area of Los Angeles.

An expansion of the City’s sphere of influence would formalize a procedure for the
County to refer proposed actions and proposails for unincorporated areas to the City for
review and comment. It is imperative that the City have a role in any proposais for
development of upstream areas since increased urbanization would tax the carrying
capacity of the Los Angeles River by decreasing permeable area, resulting in a rise in
inflow peaks and volumes into the river. Several of the tributaries that are in the sphere
amendment area are currently classified in the 500 year flood plain. The City has a
need to assure adequate flood protection, reduce the velocity of storm water and runoff,
and keep stormwater pollution ievels below the total maximum daily loads.

An amended sphere of influence would allow the City of Los Angeles review authority
for projects located inside Los Angeles County, outside of the City Limits, but within the
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sphere area. Even though procedures for interagency referrals would change, the
existing jurisdictional authority for projects within the unincorporated area would remain
with the County of Los Angeles. No environmental plans or policies will be altered due
to modifications of the City's sphere of influence boundary, nor will changes occur to
jurisdictional authorities. An Initial Study was prepared and it was determined that
amending the sphere of influence would have no environmental impacts. A Negative
Declaration was published for the amendment to the sphere of influence andis
included as Exhibit E. )

Amending the boundary for the sphere of influence will have no effect on
development—it will be neither easier nor harder. The primary effect of the boundary
change will be to establish which government entity is the logical service provider,

- Becoming part of the sphere of influence does not change any processes or
procedures. Any impact would come if an area is annexed, which can be reguested
without the amended sphere. Currently, unincorporated areas are governed by Los
Angeles County; if annexed to the City of Los Angeles, they would be governed by the
regulations and processes of the City. Any territories to be annexed would be pre-
zoned. In the pre-zoning process, the City is required to comply with the California
Environmental Quality Act and follow the same procedures and allow the same public
comment as for a change in zone. '

Although an expanded sphere of influence would facilitate processing requests for
annexation from property owners and residents of inhabited areas, modification to a
sphere of influence is not an annexation, nor does modification to an adopted sphere
initiate annexation proceedings. No changes to jurisdictional boundaries, regulatory
authority, public or private services, tax revenue distribution, or land use would ensue
as a resuit of adopting a sphere of influence. The proposed area to be included in the
amended sphere of influence of the City of Los Angeles will remain as part of the
unincorporated portion of the County of Los Angeles. Future uses must be consistent
with the General Plan and Zoning of Los Angeles County. A requirement of
Government code Section 56425 is that any land included within the sphere of
influence of the City of L.os Angeles must be consistent with all parts of the General
Plan for Los Angeles. No one part takes precedence. Land Use designations and
zoning for the City of Los Angeles are assigned if and when the land in the sphere is
annexed. -

‘Because no development is being proposed as part of this project, the modifications to
the City of Los Angeles’s existing sphere of influence boundary will not result in a direct
impact upon open space. Parks and recreation services provided within the amended
sphere area would remain under the direct influence of the County of Los Angeles. The.
proposal will therefore not result in an impact to the quantity of existing recreation
opportunities currently provided throughout the San Fernando Valley. Decisions on
development or providing open space will depend on ownership of the land and the
desires of the owner within established regulatory requirements.
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ROLE OF LAFCOs

LAFCOs exercise both regulatory and planning functions, They are responsible for
annexations and detachments of territory to and/or from cities and special districts,
incorporations of new cities, formations of new special districts, and consolidations,
mergers, and dissolutions of existing districts. in addition, LAFCOs must review and
approve contractual service agreements, determine spheres of influence for each city
and district, and may initiate proposals involving district consolidation, dissolution,

. establishment of subsidiary districts, mergers, and reorganizations (combinations of
these jurisdictional changes).

The major planning task of LAFCOs is the establishment of a sphere of influence for
each local agency in its jurisdiction. Prior to 2000, the State of California approved the
formation of many new local government agencies, often with little forethought as to the
uitimate governance structures in a given region. Lack of coordination and adequate
planning led to a muititude of overlapping, inefficient jurisdictional and service
boundaries, and to the premature conversion/loss of California’s agricultural and open-
space lands. The Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Act established Local Agency Formation
Commissions as the regulatory agencies with countywide jurisdiction. Their purpose
was to discourage urban sprawl, while encouraging orderly and efficient provision of
services such as water, sewer and fire protection.

In considering an application to amend a local agency Sphere of Influence, LAFCOs
must consider and make written determinations with regard to the following factors:

1. The present and planned Iénd uses in the area, including agricultural and open
space lands; _
2. The present and probable need for public facilities and adequacy of public

facilities and services in the area;

3. The present capacity of public facilities and adequacy of services that the agency
provides or is authorized to provide; and

4, The existence of any social or economic communities of interest in the area, if
the commission determines that they are relevant to the agency.

Upon adoption, LAFCOs use a sphere of influence as a factor in making determinations
and decisions for proposals concerning cities or special districts and adjacent territories
over which LAFCO has authority and jurisdiction. LAFCOs coordinate the orderly
development of a community by reconciling the differences between city and county
plans so that the most efficient urban service arrangements are created for the benefit
of area residents and property owners.

LAFCO requires consistency with city general plans in adopting or amending a sphere
of influence. The Commission, when establishing spheres of influence, considers joint
City/County Specific Plans and factors such as density policies, development

standards, geology, and future use. LAFCO also considers fiscal impacts of proposed
sphere amendments. LAFCO has sole responsibility for establishing a city's sphere of
influence. Further, LAFCO is not required to establish a sphere that is greater than the
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city's existing boundaries. Spheres of influence for cities and special districts may
overfap when both agencies expect to provide service to the area.

RECOMMENDATION

The Los Angeles Department of City Planning recommends that the City request an
amendment to the boundaries of the sphere of influence for the City of Los Angeles as
shown on Exhibit A attached hereto. Accordingly, it recommends that the City Council
approve the application to the LLocal Agency Formation Commission of the County of
Los Angeles to amend the sphere of influence pursuant to the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg
Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000, included as Exhibit F and adopt the
Resolution included as Exhibit G.

cc:  Honorable Wendy Gruel, District 2
Honorable Denis Zine, District 3
Honorable Jack Weiss, District 5
‘Honorable Tony Cardenas, District 6
Honorable Alex Padilla, District /
Honorable Cindy Miscikowski, District 11
Honorabie Greig Smith, District 12
Mr. John Wickham, Office of the Chief Legislative Analyst
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Exhibits

: Map of Current and Proposed Sphere of Influence
: Map of LA River and Major Tributaries

Map of San Fernando Valley General Land Use and County Land Use

: Map of the Rim of the Valley Corridor

Negative Declaration and Initial Study
Sphere of Influence Amendment Application

. Resolution to Initiate Proceedings to Adopt an Amended Sphere of Influence



Exhibit A: Map of Current and Propoesed Sphere of Influence
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Exhibit B: Map of LA River and Major Tributaries
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Exhibit C: Map of San Fernando Valley General Land Use
: and
County Land Use
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Exhibit D: Map of the Rim of the Valley Corridor
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CITY OF SANTA CLARITA
NEGATIVE DECLARATION

[X] Proposed { ]Final
MASTER CASE NO: MC 05-078

PERMIT/PROJECT NAME:  Sphere of Influence Amendment

APPLICANT: _ City of Santa Clarita
Staff Contact: Kai Luoma, AICP, Senior Planner
23920 Valencia Bivd.
Santa Clarita, CA 91355

PROJECT LOCATION: The South Santa Clarita Sphere of Influence Amendment Area is located in
the unincorporated area of the County of Los Angeles between the southern
boundary of the City and Interstate 5 beginning on the north at the City’s
boundary and extending south to within approximately % mile of the
Interstate 5/State Route 14 interchange. Assessor Parcel Numbers 2827-
028-005 through 008, 010, 014, 019, 020, 900 and 2827-029-004, 008,
012, 016, 900 and 2827-036-001, 004, 006 through 014.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The project is an amendment to the City of Santa Clarita’s Sphere of
Influence to include approximately 595 acres of area in order fo establish the
probable ultimate boundary of the urban service area of the City of Santa
Clarita, A sphere of influence modification is not an annexation, nor does
modification to an adopted sphere initiate annexation proceedings. No
changes to jurisdictional boundaries, regulatory authority, public or privatée
services, tax revenue distribution, or land use would ensue as a result of
adopting the sphere of influence proposed.

Based on the information contained in the Initial Study prepared for this project, and pursuant 1o the
requirernents of Section 15065 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the City of Santa Clarita

[X1City Council [] Planming Commission [ ] Director of Planning and Economic Development

finds that the project as proposed or revised will have no significant effect upon the environment, and that a
Negative Declaration shall be adopted pursuant to Section 15070 of CEQA.

Mitigation measures for this project

[X] Are Not Required [ ] Are Attached [ ] Are Not Attached

Prepared by: Kai Luoma, AICP, Senior Planner
(Stgnature) (Name/Title)

Approved by: Paul Brotzman, Director
{Signature) (Name/Title)

Public Review Period From April 8, 2005 To May 9, 2003,

Public Notice Given On Aprl &, 2005

{X] Legal Advertisement [ ] Posting of Properties [X] Wrtitten Notice

CERTIFICATION DATE:



INITIAL STUDY

SOUTH SANTA CLARITA
SPHERE OF INFLUENCE AMENDMENT

Project Title/Master Case Number:

Lead Agency name and address:

Contact person and phone number:

Project location:

Applicant’s name and address:

City of Santa Clarita

MC 05-078 - An application to the Los Angeles County
Local Agency Formation Commission to Initiate
Proceedings for an Amendment to a Sphere of Influence,
pursuant to the Cortese-Knox Local Government
Reorganization Act of 1985 (Title 5, Division 3,
commencing with Section 56000 of the California
Government Code).

City of Santa Clarita

-23920 Valencia Blvd., Suite 300

Santa Clarita, CA 91355

Kai Luoma, AICP, Senior Planner

City of Santa Clarita Department of Planning &
Economic Development

(661) 255-4330

The South Santa Clarita Sphere of Influence
Amendment Area is located in the unincorporated area
of the County of Los Angeles between the southern
boundary of the City and Interstate 5 beginning on the
north at the City’s boundary and extending south to
within approximately % mile of the Interstate 5/State
Route 14 interchange. Assessor Parcel Numbers 2827-
(028-005 through 008, 010, 014, 019, 020, 900 and
2827-029-004, 008, 012, 016, 900 and 2827-036-001,
004, 006 through 014.

City of Santa Clarita

Department of Planning & Economic Development
23920 W. Valencia Blvd., Suite 300

Santa Clarita, CA 91355



South Santa Clarita SOI An,_ .dment Initial Study
{MC05-078)

General Plan designation: The 595-acre Sphere of Influence (SOI) Amendment

Area is located in unincorporated County of Los
Angeles. County land use designations include: HM
(Hillside Management), TC (Transportation Corridor),
W (Watershed), and Urban 3 (6.7 to 15 du/ac) under the
Los Angeles County’s Santa Clarita ValIey Areawide

General Plan, as shown in Figure 1.

Zoning: | The subject site is currently located in unincorporated
County of Los Angeles. The site is currently zoned as
A-2-1 pursuant to Los Angeles County Zoning Code as

shown in Figure 3.

Description of project and setting:  The City is proposing to amend its existing sphere of
influence to include the 595-acre site. Existing uses
within the project site are described more fully as part of

the introduction that follows.

Surrounding land uses: The site abuts the City’s boundaries and is located
immediately east of Interstate 5 and south and west of
the City in unincorporated County of Los Angeles (see
Figure 2). The property to the north and east is
developed and undeveloped large lot residential in City
of Santa Clarita, The area to the south of the site is

largely undeveloped area with steep topography.
abuts the site to the west.

Other public agencies whose Local Agency Formation Commission
approval is required: Los Angeles County
700 North Central Avenue, Suite 350
Glendale, CA 91203

A INTRODUCTION

The City of Santa Clarita is proposing to amend its existing Sphere of Influence (SOI) to include .
the 595-acre area which abuts the current City limits to the north and east. As shown in Figures
2 and 3, the subject site is generally located in an area between the southern boundary of the
~ City and Interstate 5. The SOI amendment would extend the City’s SOI to generally match the
watershed ridge which physically separates the Santa Clarita and San Fernando Valleys

A sphere of influence is a plan for the probable, ultimate municipal boundaries and service area
of a local agency, as determined by the LAFCO. Upon adoption of a sphere of influence, it is
used by the LAFCO as a factor in making determinations and decisions over which it has
authority and jurisdiction. Government Code Section 56427 provides that each LAFCO shall
adopt a sphere of influence for each local agency under that LAFCO’s jurisdiction. Section
56428 provides that any local agency may request an amendment or revision o an adopted



South Samta Clarita SOl An_. _dment Initial Study
(MC05-078)

sphere of influence or urban service area. The City of Santa Clarita’s sphere of influence was
originally determined and adopted by the LAFCO in 1989 and was essentially coterminous with
the City’s incorporation boundary and encompassed approximately 46.7 square miles. In 2000, a
SOI amendment was approved by the LAFCO, which extended the SOI beyond City limits to the
north and east. The City’s SOI has been amended various other times, including the 1,300-acre
Golden Valley Ranch SOI amendment and annexation, the 60-acre Towsley Canyon SOI
amendment and annexation, and the 520-acre Whitney Canyon SOI amendment and annexation.

The project evaluated under this initial study is a reguest to modify the City of Santa Clarita’s
existing sphere of influence boundary. If approved, the proposed sphere of influence would
encompass an additional approximately 595 acres as described above in the initial study’s
“project location” description. ‘

It should be noted that a sphere of influence modification is not an annexation, nor does
modification to an adopted sphere initiate annexation proceedinigs. No changes to jurisdictional
boundaries, regulatory authority, public or private services, tax revenue distribution, land use
designations or zoning would ensue as a result of adopting the sphere of influence proposed.
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FIGURE 1 ~ SOUTH SANTA CLARITA SOI AMENDMENT AREA EXISTING
COUNTY LAND USE DESIGNATIONS
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FIGURE 2 - SOUTH SANTA CLARITA SOl AMENDMENT AREA
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South Santa Clarita SOI A, sment Initial Study
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FIGURE 3 - EXISTING ZONING IN AND AROUND SITE
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EXISTING SETTING

The SOI amendment area is currently located wholily within the County of Los Angeles.

A site survey of the area was conducted by City of Santa Clarita staff to provide a more complete
description of existing conditions within the area. In addition, staff reviewed aerial photographs
of the entire area taken in August 2004. The majority of the site is undeveloped and contains
natural grassland, trees, and other flora. The topography consists of moderately to substantially
steep hillsides and ridgelines. In addition, the following uses were observed:

The Old Road (traveling southbound)

Mobile Home Park — The Crescent Valley Mobile Home Park is located roughly ¥ mile
south of Towsley Canyon. This park consists of 81 mobile units and a recreation center.
The property is situated alongside The Old Road with moderately dense vegetation
buffering residences from the highway. '

Single Family Residence (SFR) — The next structure accessible from The Old Road is a
single family residence located approximately % mile south of the mobile home park. In
order to reach the main structure visitors must drive up a narrow tree lined road
(unpaved), which leads to the house. It is important to note that there is a second road,
Medford Avenue, which links the SFR with residents living in the northemn part of the
site.

Wildwood Canyon Road

Residential Estates — There are two (2) large residential estates located off of Wildwood
Canyon Road. In order to reach the estates, visitors must gain access through a private
gate. The area is largely rural and picturesque by most standards, i.e., tree shrouded
roads, equestrian trails, expanses of green intermingled with a lush, rustic landscape.
Aerial maps indicate that the homes may be accessible via Medford Avenue.

Grazing Area — Aerial maps show a large clearing located just east of the residential

- estates, It appears to be used for animal grazing, most likely goats. The clearing is

accessible via a private road.

Miscellaneous

Towers — various cellular, electric and water towers are located within the site. All are
accessible via trail or road.

Allowable County Development Density

The subject site is located within unincorporated Los Angeles County. The site is currently
zoned as A-2-1 pursuant to Los Angeles County Zoning Code. A-2-1 zoning allows for
development of up to 1 dwelling unit per acre. Current zoning would allow for development of
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up to 595 dwelling units within the subject area, however, development would be llmlted to that
permltted with the underlying general plan designation discussed below.

The County land use designations for the site include TC (Transportation Corridor) and W
(Watershed) in limited areas. The 81-unit mobile home park has a County designation of Urban
3, which allows 6.7 to 15 dwelling units per acre. The remainder and majority of the site is
designated HM (Hillside Management). The HM designation would limit development in areas
with slopes of over 50 percent to 1 dwelling unit per 20 acres. In areas with slopes of less than
50 percent, development would be limited to 1 dwelling unit per 2 acres. The County’s current
© land use designations are estimated to allow for development of up to 290 dwelling units within
the site.

THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT
This Tnitial Study and resulting Negative Declaration (ND) for the SOI amendment have been

prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the
Guidelines for the Environmental Quality Act (Guidelines).

Approach Used In Preparing the CEQA Checklist

The preparation of this initial study focused solely on the potential environmental impacts of the
proposed SOI Amendment for the following reasons:

» The project is not associated with an existing or planned annexation. It is strictly an
amendment to the City’s SOL The SOI amendment does not include any change in
jurisdictional boundaries: the site remains under the jurisdiction of the County. The SOI
amendment does not alter any development potential that already exists on the site, nor
does it give the City any jurisdiction over development of the property.

» The SOI amendment is not related to any proposed development on the site. Therefore,
this initial study does not consider the impacts of speculative development projects that
may be proposed on the project site through municipalities having no jurisdiction over
the site. Any such speculative development proposal would be processed by the
municipality to which the development application was submitted. The municipality
having the principal responsibility for approving the proposed development project would
also act as lead agency in preparation of the appropriate environmental document (CEQA
Guidelines 15367). It is the lead agency’s responsibility to determine the direct or
reasonably foreseeable indirect environmental impacts of such a project. As the City is
the lead agency of only the SOI amendment, potential lmpacts related only to the SOI
amendment are evaluated.

It should also be pointed out that Section 15064(d)(3) of the CEQA Guidelines states that
when considering indirect physical changes that are subject to environmental review,
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“an indirect physical change is to be considered only if that change is a reasonably
foreseeable impact which may be caused by the project. A change which is
speculative or unlikely to occur is not reasonably foreseeable."

Consistent with this CEQA section, the City need only evaluate indirect impacts “caused
by the project”. The project is the SOI amendment and, therefore, only reasonably
foreseeable indirect impacts caused by the amendment are evaluated. Because the
amendment will not give the City any jurisdiction over the site, any developments
proposed at the site are not stibject to the City’s environmental review.

Because no development is associated with or proposed as part of the City’s SOI
amendment, there can be no direct physical change to the environment. Because the
County retains full jurisdiction over the site and all existing County general plan and
zoning designations will continue to be applicable, there can be no reasonably
foreseeable indirect environmental impacts of the proposed SOI amendment.

e The SOI amendment has no affect on jurisdictional boundaries and does not give the City
jurisdiction over the site. In addition, there will be no change in any public services
Future development proposals on the site would be outside the City’s jurisdiction and
remain in the County’s. The provision of the public services in the area will continue to
be the responsibility of the County. It is, therefore, not reasonable to conclude that the
City’s SOI amendment would resuli in any direct or foreseeable indirect physical change:
on the environment. .

Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan EIR

The County of Los Angeles prepared a Final Environmental Impact Report for the Santa Clarita
Valley Area Plan Comprehensive Update in May 1990. The State Clearinghouse Number is
89010293. The subject site is located in the Plan area. This County-prepared EIR includes the
subject site and is referenced in this document. A copy of this FEIR is located in the offices of
the City of Santa Clarita Planning and Economic Development Department.

The EIR states that it evaluates the impacts of development of the entire year 2010 housing unit
projections. It also states that impacts from all existing and anticipated development based on
the Land Use Policy Map were included.

The County of Los Angeles Land Use Policy Map designations for the site include TC
(Transportation Corridor) and W (Watershed). The 81-unit mobile home park has a County
‘designation of Urban 3, which allows 6.7 to 15 dwelling units per acre. The remaining majority
of the site is designated HM (Hiliside Management). The entire site has been zoned A-2-1
(Heavy Agriculture), which allows for development of up to 1 dwelling unit per acre.

By applying the land use designations and zoning to the properties that make up the subject site,
the County bestowed upon the properties the nght to develop them with a use and at a density
that is consistent with the general plan and zoning. The existing designations and zoning perrnit
various agricultural-associated uses “by right”. In addition, the land use designations and zoning
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also permit residential development “by right”. The right to develop the site consistent with the
General Plan/zoning has already been granted by the County. The potential development of the
site consistent with the development rights granted by the general plan was taken into
consideration during the comprehensive update of the Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan. The
potential environmental impacts of such development were evaluated in the EIR prepared and
adopted for the Area Plan Update.

Due to the fact that the proposed SOI amendment makes no changes to jurisdictional boundaries,
regulatory authority, public or private services, tax revenue distribution, land use, or zoning it
cannot and will not have an environmental impact beyond what has been evaluated and certified
in the County’s EIR. In fact, because no development or future development is proposed or
foreseen as part of this SOI amendment, environmental impacts, if any, would be substantially
- less than those evaluated in the County’s EIR Furthermore, as this document concludes, the City
has determined that no environmental impacts will occur as part of this proposal.

B. ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project,
involving at least one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” or a "Potentially
Significant Impact Unless Mitigation Measures Incorporated” as indicated by the checklist
on the following pages.

[] Aesthetics [] Agriculture Resources [1  Air Quality -

[1 Biological Resources [{] Cultural Resources {1 Geology /Soils

{] Hazards & Hazardous i1 Hydrology/ Water [ ] Land Use / Planning
Materials Quality '

[] Mineral Resources [] Noise [1 Population/ Housing

[] Public Services 1 Recreatfon [] Transportation/Traffic

[1 Utilities / Service Systems | ] - Mandatory Findings of Significance

C. DETERMINATION:

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

[X] 1 find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the
environment, and a NEGATIVE D_ECLARATION will be prepared.

10
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(]

[l

t]

t!

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the
project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

I find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact” or
"potentially significant unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one
effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable
legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier
analysis as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is
required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately
in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and
(b} have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE
DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the
proposed project, nothing further is required.

Prepared by:

Kai Luoma, AICP Date:

Signature/ Title Senior Planner
Approved by:

Paul Brotzman, Date:

Signature/Title Director, Planning & Economic

Development

11
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D. EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:

Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact
Impact ~ with Impact

Mitigation
I. AESTHETICS -- Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? (1 [ [] [X]
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, Q] i1 [ [X]
but not limited to, primary/secondary ridgelines,
trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings
within a state scenic highway?
¢) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or [ ] 1] 1] X]
quality of the site and its surroundings?
d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare that il [] [] [X]
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the
area?
&) Other [] [] [] [X]

II. AGRICULTURE RESOURCES: In determining whether impacts to agricultural
resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California
Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the .
California Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on
agriculture and farmland. Would the project:

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or [] ] 1] [X]
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural -
use? :

b) Conflict with existing zonihg for agricultural use, or  [] i1 {1 (X}
a Williamson Act contract?

¢) Involve other changes in the existing environment [] 1] 11 X3
which, due to their location or nature, could result in
conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use?

d) Other [] [1 [] [(X]

12
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Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact
Impact ‘with Impact
Mitigation

III. AIR QUALITY -- Where available, the significance criteria established by the
applicable air quality management or air pollution control district may be relied upon
to make the following determinations. Would the project:

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the [] [] [] [X]
applicable air quality plan? '

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute [] (] 0 X3
substantially to an existing or projected air quality ‘
violation?

¢) Result in a cumulatively considerable net mcrease of i1 1 11 iX]

any criteria pollutant for which the project region is
non-attainment under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard (including releasing
emissions that exceed quantitative thresholds for
0ZO0ne precursors)?

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant  [] [] [] (X}
concentrations? '

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial (1 i1 [1] [X]
numntber of people?

f) Other [] L) t] X}

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESQURCES -- Would the
project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or  [] £] {1 [X]
through habitat ' modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status
species in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

13
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Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian L] [] [] X]
habitat or other sensitive natural community
identified in local or regional plans, policies,
-regulations or by the California Department of Fish
and Game or US Figh and Wildlife Service?

¢) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally i1 [] '] [X]
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to,
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other
means?

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any  [] [1 [] (X1
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species
or with established native resident or migratory
wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native
wildlife nursery sites?

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances [] £] [} (xX1.
protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance? Oak trees?

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat [] ] il [X]
Conservation Plan, Natural Commuriity
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional,
or state habitat conservation plan?

g) Other ' {] L] [] X]

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES -- Would the
project:

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the [] [] [ [X]
- significance of a historical resource as defined in
'15064.57 : '

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the [] [ ] [X]

significance of an archaeological resource pursuant
to '15064.57

14
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Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
¢} Directly or indirectly destroy or impact a unique [] [} 1 [X]
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic :
feature?
d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred [ ] ] [1] X1
outside of formal cemeteries?
e) Other [] L] L] [X]
V1. GEOLOGY AND SOILS — Would the project:
a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial [} [1 [] (X1
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or
death involving:
i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as [] [1 (1 X]
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Farthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the
State Geologist for the area or based on other
substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to
Division of Mines and Geology Special
Publication 42.
ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? [1] [1 [] [X]
itf) Seismic-related ground failure, including ] i [l [X]
liquefaction?
iv) Landslides? | [ [] [] [X]
b) Result in substantial wind or water soil erosion or [ ] ] [] [X]
the loss of topsotl, either on or off site?
c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, [] [] [] X3

or that would become unstable as a result of the
project, and potentially result in on- or off-site
landslide, lateral spreading, subsxdence liquefaction
or collapse?

15
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Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18- {1 [] {1 [Xj
1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1997), creating
substantial risks to life or property?

¢) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the [] [] (] [X]
use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal
systems where sewers are not avatlable for the
disposal of wastewater?

f) .Changé in topograbhy or ground surface relief [ ] 1] 1] '[X]
features?

g) Earth movement (cut and/or fill) of 10,000 cubic (1 (1] [ X
‘yards or more? ‘ ‘

h) Development and/or grading on a slope greater than [] 1] 1] [X]
10% natural grade?

i) The destruction, covering or modification of any  [] [1 [1 (X]
unique geologic or physical feature?

j) Other {] [] L] [X]

VIIL. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS - Would the project:

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the {1 M [ iXj
environment through the routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials?

b} Create a signifitant hazard to the public or the. {] [] [1 xXi
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset
and accident conditions involving explosion or the
release of hazardous materials into the environment
(including, but not limited to oil, pesticides,
chemicals, fuels, or radiation)?

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or  [] il [1 [X]
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed
school?

16
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Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of [1] [ ] i1 X3
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result,
would it create a significant hazard to the public or
the environment?

) For a project located within an airport land use plan | ] 173 [1] [X]
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within
two miles of a public airport or public use airport,
would the project result in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project area?

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, [ ] [l [l [xi
would the project result in a safety hazard for people '
residing or working in the project area?

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere [] [1] {1 [X]
with an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?

! h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of  [] 7 [] (X1
loss, injury or death involving wildland fires,

mcluding where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized

areas or where residences are intermixed with

wildlands?

1) Exposure of people to existing sources of potential i1 11 1 {X]
health hazards (e.g. electrical transmission lines, gas
lines, oil pipelines)?

j) Other o [] [] 1 X

VIIL. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY - Would the
project:’ '

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste [] [ [] [Xi
discharge réquirements?

17
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Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or  [] {1 £] (X1

interfere substantially with groundwater recharge '

such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer

volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table

level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby

wells would drop to 2 level which would not support

existing land uses or planned uses for which permits

have been granted)?

c¢) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the [ ] [] [1] [X1
site or area, including through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river, in a manner which would
result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-
site?

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of [ ] [] i (X]
the site or area, including through the alteration of
the course of a stream or river, or substaniially
increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a
manner which would result in flooding on- or off-
site?

e) Create or contribute runoff water which would [] i1 [] [X]
exceed the «capacity of existing or planned

stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial
additional sources of polluted runoff?

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? [] £] -] x1

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as [ ] [1 ] X1
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or
Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard
delineation map?

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures [] ] {1 X3
~ which would impede or redirect flood flows?

i} Expose people or structures to a significant risk of  [] {1] [ X}

loss, injury or death involving flooding, including
flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?

18
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Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
J) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? [1 | ] [1 (X1
k) Changes in the rate of flow, currents, or the course  [] [] [1 (X]
and direction of surface water and/or groundwater?
1) Other modification of a wash, channel creek or river? ] i1 [1 X1
1) Impact Stormwater Management? ] [1] 1 X
i} Storm water system discharges from areas for [] | [] {] [X]
materials storage, vehicle or equipment fueling,
vehicle or equipment maintenance (including
washing), waste handling, hazardous materials
handling or storage, delivery areas or loading
docks, or other outdoor work areas?
ii) Significant environmentally harmful increase in (] | (] i] X]
the flow rate or volume of volume of storm water
runoff? -
ili) Significant and environmentally harmful [] [r 1] [X]
increases in erosion of the project site or
surrounding areas?
iv) Storm water discharges that would significantly [ ] [] [1] [X]
impair the beneficial uses of receiving waters or
areas that provide water quality benefits (e.g.
riparian corridors, wetlands, etc.)
v) Cause harm to the biological integrity of [] [] [] [X]
drainage systems and water bodies?
vi) Does the proposed project include provisions for [ ] [] ] [Xi

the separation and reuse of materials?

IX. LAND USE AND PLANNING - Would the
project:

19
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Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
a) Disrupt or physically divide an established [] 11 1 Xi
community (including a low-income or minority
community)?
b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, [} [] [ [X]
~ or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the
project (including, but not limited to the general
plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect?
¢) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation [] ] (] (Xj
plan, natural community conservation plan, and/or
policies by agencies with jurisdiction over the
project?
d) Affect a Significant Ecological Area (SEA)? [1 (1] (] X3

- X. MINERAL AND ENERGY RESOURCES - Would the project:

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral {1 0 [] [X]
resource that would be of value to the region and the
residents of the state?

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally [] 0] I (X3
important mineral resource recovery site delineated
on a local general plan, specific plan or other land
use plan?

d) Use nonrenewable resources in a wasteful and [] [1 [] [X]
inefficient manner? -

XI. NOISE - Would the project result in:
a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels [} 1] [ (X1
in excess of standards established in the local '

general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable
standards of other agencies?

20



South Santa Clarita SOl Amenument Initial Study

(MC05-078)
Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive [ ] [ 1] xXi
groundborne vibration or groundbome notse levels?
¢} A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise [ ] [] [] [X]
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing
without the project?
d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in [ ] ] [] [X]
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above o
levels existing without the project? '
€) For a project located within an airport land use plan [} (1] [] [Xi
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within .
two miles of a public airport or public use airport,
would the project expose people residing or working
in the project area to excessive noise levels?

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, [ ] [] (] [X]
would the project expose people residing or working :
in the project area to excessive noise levels?

XII. POPULATION AND HOUSING - Would the project:

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, [] (] (] [X]
either directly (for example, by proposing new '
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example,
through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, [] [l (1 X
necessitating the construction of replacement

housing elsewhere (especially affordable housing)?
c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating | ] 11 1] X3

the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

XIII. PUBLIC SERVICES

21
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Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation

a) Would the project result in substantial adverse

" physical impacts associated with the provision of
new or physically altered governmental facilities,
need for new or physically altered governmental
facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts, in order to
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or
other performance objectives for any of the public
services:

i) Fire protection? [] [] [] (X}
if) Police protection? (] [1 1 X
i) Schools? [] [ [ X
iv) Parks? [] {) {1 (X]
XIV. RECREATION -

a) Would the project increase the use of existing [] (] [1] X3
neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial physical
deterioration of the facility would occur or be
accelerated?

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or [] i) (] (X]
require the construction or expansion of recreational
facilities which might have an adverse physical

~ effect on the environment?

XV. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC - Would the project:

a} Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in [} (1 [] [X]
relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of '
the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase
in either the.number of vehicle trips, the volume to
capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at
intersections)?
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Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact
Impact - with Impact
Mitigation
b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level  [] {] 1] [X]
of service standard established by the county
congestion management agency for designated roads
or highways?
c} Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including [} [] [] [X]
either an increase in traffic Jevels or a change in
location that results in substantial safety risks?
d) Substantially increase hazards due fo a design feature [ ] [] [] X1
(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or -
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?.
¢) Result in inadeqqate emergency access? 1] L] [] {X]
f) Result in inadequate parking capacity? 1 £ £ (X1
g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs [ ] ] [] [X]
supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus
turnouts, bicycle racks)? '
h) Hazards or barriers for pedestrians or bicyclists? I ‘} ‘ i [] [X]

XVI. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS - Would the project:

aj Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the  [] [ (1 Xl
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?

b) Require or result in the construction of new water or Il [ i] (Xj
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental effects?

¢) Require or result in the construction of new storm [ ] ] ] [X]
water drainage facilities or expansion of existing
_facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?
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Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the [ ] [] [] X]
project from existing entitlements and resources, or
are new or expanded entitlements needed?

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater [] [1] [] (X]
treatment provider which serves or may serve the '

" project that it has adequate capacity to serve the
project’s projected demand in addition to the
provider’s existing commitments?

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted |} [ [ [X]
capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste
disposal needs?

g) Comply with federal, state, and loéal statutes and (] 1] 1] [X]
regulations related to solid waste?

XVIL. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE.

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the [] ] [] Xy

quality of the environment, substantially reduce the
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or
wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal
community, reduce the number or restrict the range
of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate
important examples of the major periods of
California history or prehistory?

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually  [] [] [] (X1

limited, but cumulatively considerablie?
("Cumulatively
considerable" means that the incremental effects of a
project are considerable when viewed in connection

- with the effects of past projects, the effects of other
current projects, and the effects of probable future
projects)?
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Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
¢) Does the project have environmental effects which [ ] ] (] Xi

will cause substantial adverse effects on human
beings, either directly or indirectly?
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E. DISCUSSION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND/OR EARLIER ANALYSIS:

Section and Subsections

Evaluation of Impacts

L. AESTHETICS

(a) — (e) No Significant Impact

The sphere of influence proposed by the City of Santa Clarita is
solely a plan for the future municipal boundaries and service area of
that local agency. No changes to existing jurisdictional boundaries,
regulatory authority, public or private " services, tax revenue
distribution, or land use would ensue as a result of adopting the
sphere of influence proposal. No development is being proposed as
part of the project, nor could be as the site remains the jurisdiction of
the County of Los Angeles. Because the site will remain under the |
jurisdiction of the County, no development potential beyond what
currently exists and was evaluated by the County’s EIR prepared for
the Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Comprehensive Update could
occur. Any such development would remain under the purview of
the County. Therefore no negative environmental impacts to
aesthetics are anticipated with the SOT amendment.

No mitigation is required.

II. AGRICULTURE
RESOURCES

(a) — (d) No Significant Impact

The sphere of influence proposed by the City of Santa Clarita is
solely a plan for the future municipal boundaries and service area of |
that local agency. No changes to existing jurisdictional boundaries,
regulatory authority, public or private services, t{ax revenue
distribution, or land use would ensue as a result of adopting the
sphere of influence proposal. No development is being proposed as
part of the project, nor could be as the site remains the jurisdiction of
the County of Los Angeles. Because the site will remain under the
jurisdiction of the County, no development potential beyond what
currenitly exists and was evaluated by the County’s EIR prepared for
the Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Comprehensive Update could
occur. Any such development would remain under the purview of
the County. Therefore no negative environmental impacts to

aesthetics are anticipated with the SOI amendment.

Because the project does not propose jurisdictional changes or
changes to land use or zoning designations on properties, the
modifications to the applicant’s sphere of influence boundary will not
result in the conversion of Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
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Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmliand), as shown on the maps

prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program
of the California Resources Agency to non-agricultural uses. The
project will not conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or
conflict with a Williamson Act contract, nor will the project involve
other changes in the existing environment which could result in
conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use. No impacts to
agricultural resources are anticipated.

No mitigation is required.

HI. AIR QUALITY

(a) - (f) No Significant Impact

A sphere of influence is a planning tool or guide for the probable,
ultimate physical boundary and municipal service area of a local
governmental .agency. The proposal to modify the City of Santa
Clarita’s current sphere of influence boundary will not create
negative impacts to air quality within the Santa Clarita Valley.

No development is being proposed in conjunction with the proposal
to modify the existing sphere of influence boundary. Therefore, the
project will not violate any air quality standard or contribute to an
existing or projected air quality violation. The project will not
expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, nor will the project create
objectionable odors.

Because the proposal consists solely of modifications to an existing
sphere of influence boundary and does not propose any specific or
general development, no: negative. environmental impacts. to air
quality are anticipated. No mitigation is required.

IV. BIOLOGICAL
RESOURCES

(a) — (g) No Significant Impact

A sphere of influence is a planning tool or guide for the probable,
ultimate physical boundary and municipal service area of a local

governmental agency. The proposal to modify the City of Santa

Clarita’s current sphere of influence boundary will not negatively

impact biological resources within the Santa Clarita Valley.

The project proposes modification to an existing sphere of influence
boundary for the City of Santa Clarita, and does not propose
development. Therefore, the proposal will not result in impact to
endangered, threatened or rare species or their habitats, including but
not limited fo plant, fish, insect, animal, and/or bird habitats. The
proposal does not propose the removal of oak trees, will not affect

-any wetland habitat or blueline stream, and will not create negative

impacts to wildlife dispersal or migration corridors.
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The proposal includes an amendment to the City of Santa Clarita’s
current sphere of influence boundary, and does not propose
development, Therefore, no negative environmental impacts to
biological resources are anticipated. No mitigation is required.
V. CULTURAL (a) - () No Significant Impact
RESOURCES

A sphere of influence is a planning tool or guide for the probable,
ultimate physical boundary and municipal service area of a local
governmental agency. The proposal to modify the City of Santa
Clarita’s current sphere of influence boundary will not negatively
impact cultural resources within the Santa Clarita Valley.

Because no development is being proposed by the applicant, the
project does not have the potential to disturb paleontological or
archaeological resources, does not have the potential to cause a
physical change which would affect unique ethnic cultural values,
will not restrict existing religious or sacred uses within the project

| boundary or beyond, nor will it affect a recognized historical site.

The applicant’s project consists solely of modifications to an existing
sphere of influence boundary, and does not propose development.
Therefore, no negative environmental impacts to cultural resources
are anticipated. No mitigation is required.

VI. GEOLOGY AND
SOILS

(a) — (j) No Significant Impact .

A sphere of influence is a planning tool or guide for the probable,
ultimate municipal boundary and municipal service area of a local
governmental agency. The proposal to modify the City of Santa
Clarita’s current sphere of influence boundary will not create

| physical changes to the geology of the Santa Clarita Valley.

No unstable earth conditions or changes to geologic substructures
will result ag part of this proposal. Modifications to the applicant’s
current sphere of influence boundary will not create disruptions,
displacements, compaction or over covering of soils, will not change
topography or ground surface relief features, will not result in the
destruction, covering or modification of any unique geologic or
physical features of the area, and will not increase wind or water
erosion of soils (either on or off the project site).

The southern California area is prone to earthquake activity, and
therefore the residents of the area are currently exposed to geologic
hazards. Modification to the applicant’s sphere of influence

28




South Santa Clarita SOI Amendment Initial Study

(MCO5-078)

boundary will not increase the already-existing exposure of people or
property to geologic hazards, such as earthquakes, landslides,
mudslides, ground failure, or similar hazards.

Modification to the applicant’s current sphere of influence boundary
will not create changes in deposition, erosion, or siltation of soils,
will not modify any wash, channel, creek or river, and will not
involve the movement of earth materials. The project does not
propose development of any sort, and therefore will not involve
development and/or grading on slopes greater than 25% natural
grade, and will not involve development within any Alquist-Priolo
Special Studies zone. '

No negative environmental impacts to geology are anticipated due to
the proposed modification of the applicant’s sphere of influence
boundary, and therefore no mitigation is required.

VII. HAZARDS AND
HAZARDOUS
MATERIALS

(a) — (j) No Significant Impact

A sphere of influence is a planning tool or guide for the probable,
ultimate physical boundary and municipal service area of a local
governmental agency. The proposal to modify the City of Santa
Clarita’s current sphere of influence boundary will not create hazards
within the Santa Clarita Valley nor will the project involve the use,
storage, or transfer of hazardous materials.

The sphere of influence amendment does not include development
proposals. Therefore, the project will not result in a risk of accidental
explosion or release of hazardous substances (including oil,
pesticides, chemicals or radiation), will not interfere with an
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan, and will not
create any health hazard or potential health hazard. Since no
development is being proposed, the sphere of influence amendment
will not increase fire hazards in areas with flammable brush, grass, or
trees.

Certain portions of the residential population in the Santa Clarita
Valley are currently exposed to potential health hazards, such as
electrical transmission lines, gas lines, and oil pipelines. The
applicant’s proposal to modify an existing sphere of influence
boundary will not increase the currently-existing exposure of certain
populations to potential health hazards as listed above.

Because the applicant’s project consists solely of modifications to an
existing sphere of influence boundary, and does not include

development proposals, no negative environmental impacts related to
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hazards are anticipated. No mitigation is required.

ViII. HYDROLOGY
AND WATER
QUALITY

(a) — (i) No Significant Impact

A sphere of influence is a planning tool or guide for the probable,
ultimate physical boundary and municipal service area of a local
governmental agency. The proposal to modify the City of Santa
Clarita’s current sphere of influence boundary will not create changes
to water within the Santa Clarita Valley.

Because the project consists solely of changes to the applicant’s
current sphere of influence boundary, no changes in water absorption
rates, drainage patterns, or the rate and amount of surface runoff will
occur. The project will not expose people or property to water-
related hazards (such as flooding), will not create new or alter
existing water discharge into surface waters or other alterations of
surface water quality (e.g. temperature, dissolved oxygen, or
turbidity), nor will the project create changes in the amount of
surface water in any water body.

Modifications to the City of Santa Clarita’s current sphere of
influence boundary will not change water currents, or the course of
direction of water movements. The project will not change the
quantity of ground waters, either through direct additions or
withdrawals, or through interception of an aquifer by cuts or
excavations, or-through substantial loss of groundwater recharge
capability. :

The project’s proposal to modify the applicant’s current sphere of
influence boundary will not aiter the direction or rate of flow of
groundwater, impact groundwater quality, or create a substantial
reduction in the amount of groundwater otherwise available for
public water use.

No. negative environmental impacts to.water are anticipated due to
the proposed modification of the applicant’s sphere of influence
boundary, and therefore no mitigation is required.

IX. LAND USE AND
PLANNING

(a) — (d) No Significant Impact

The sphere of influence proposed by the City of Santa Clarita is a
plan for the future municipal boundaries and service area of that local
agency. No changes to General Plan land use designations or zoning,
either within the County of Los Angeles or the City of Santa Clarita,
would occur as a result of adopting the proposed sphere of influence
boundary. Therefore, the project will not conflict with general plan
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designations or zoning, nor will the project be incompatible with
existing land use in the City or County.

| No environmental plans or policies will be altered due to

modifications of the City’s currently-existing sphere of influence

boundary, nor will changes occur to jurisdictional authority.

California Government Code Sections 65919-65919.12 do regulate

interagency referrals, and dictate that the planning review area for a

city includes the area within the sphere of influence of that city.

Therefore, an increase to the City’s sphere of influence area would

formalize a procedure for referral by the County to the City of
proposed actions, and for comment upon proposals, within the
unincorporated area. If the City and the County do not reach mutual

agreement upon a procedure for referrals, the procedures prescribed
by Chapter 4.4 of the California Planning, Zoning and Development .
Laws (see government code sections listed above) will prevail.

Although procedures for interagency referrals would change, the
currently-existing jurisdictional authority for projects within the
unincorporated area would remain with the County of Los Angeles.
Therefore, the project will not conflict with applicable environmental
plans or policies adopted by agencies with jurisdiction over the
project, as no changes to either jurisdictional authority or applicable
policies/plans will occur due to modifications of the City’s ex1st1ng
sphere of influence boundary.

The proposed modification to the City’s sphere of influence boundary
will not disrupt or divide the physical arrangement of established.
communities. A sphere of influence does not necessarily result in
annexation of land into the City of Santa Clarita. Twenty-five
annexations into the City have occurred since the City's
incorporation, all of which were driven by property owners: the
City’s policy is to annex properties whose owners initiate such
proceedings, and changes fo that policy are not anticipated.
Annexation proceedings are currently governed by the Cortese-Knox
Act, with such act limiting annexations not supported by a ma_]onty
of the property owners involved. The Cortese-Knox act also requires
annexing properties not wholly under City ownership to have a
contiguous boundary with the City. Therefore, no disruption or
division to the physical arrangement of established communities is

| anticipated.

Because the project does not propose changes to land use or zoning
designations on properties, the modifications to the applicant’s sphere
of influence boundary will not result in the conversion of Prime

Farmiand, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance
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(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources
Agency to non-agricultural uses. The project will not conflict with
existing zoning for agricultural use or conflict with a Williamson Act
contract, nor will the project involve other changes in the existing
environment which could result in conversion of Farmland to non-
agricultural use. No impacts to agricultural resources are anticipated.

Because the project proposes modifications to the City of Santa
Clarita’s existing sphere of influence boundary, and does not propose
changes to general plan designations, zoning designations or land
use, no negative environmental impacts to land use are anticipated,
and therefore no mitigation is required.

X. MINERAL AND
ENERGY
RESOURCES

(a) -~ (d) No Significant Impact

The sphere of influence proposed by the City of Santa Clarita is a
plan for the future municipal boundaries and service area of that local
agency. No development is being proposed with this project, and
therefore no negative environmental impacts to energy and mineral
resources are anticipated.

The sphere of influence proposal does not include modifications to
existing energy conservation policies. Therefore, the project will not
conflict with adopted energy conservation plans. The project will not
result in the use of nonrenewable resources in a wasteful and/or
inefficient manner, nor will the project result in the loss of
availability of a known mineral resource that would be of future
value to the region and the residents of the State.

The project consists of modifications to the City of Santa Clarita’s
current sphere of influence boundary, and does not include any
development proposals. No negative environmental impacts fo
energy and/or mineral resources are anticipated. No mitigation is

required.

XI. NOISE

(a) — (f) No Significant Impact

The sphere of influence proposed by the City of Santa Clarita is a
plan for the future municipal boundaries and service area of that local
agency. No development is being proposed with this project, and
therefore no negative environmental impacts to noise are anticipated.

Because no development is being proposed, the project will not result
in increases to existing noise levels, nor will the project expose
people to severe noise levels or vibration.
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The applicant’s proposal to modify an existing sphere of influence
boundary will not result in negative environmental impacts related to
noise. Mitigation measures are not required.

XI1. POPULATION
AND HOUSING

(a) - (¢) No Significant Impact

The project proposes to modify the City of Santa Clarita’s existing
sphere of influence boundary, in order to identify the probable,
ultimate municipal boundary of the municipality. No jurisdictional
changes will result, and therefore the populations of affected
jurisdictions will not be modified as a result of this proposal.

The proposed project will not modify regional or local population
projections, which are currently provided by the Southern California
Association of Governments (SCAG) for the North Los Angeles
County area. No official regional or local population projections will
be exceeded. ‘

The project will not create a net loss of jobs, as the proposal seeks
only to modify the current sphere of influence boundary for the City
of Santa Clarita. No loss of jobs is anticipated.

The project will not displace existing housing, especially affordable
housing, as the proposal to modify the sphere of influence boundary
will not modify existing housing stock.

No negative environmental impacts to population and housing are
anticipated due to the proposed sphere of influence boundary
modification, and therefore no mitigation is required.

XIHI1. PUBLIC
SERVICES

(a) No Significant Impact

The sphere of influence proposed by the City of Santa Clarita is a
plan for the future municipal boundaries and service area of that local
agency. It does not change jurisdictional boundaries nor provision of
public services. No development or change in public services are
being proposed with this project, and therefore no negative
environmental impacts to public services are anticipated.

The City of Santa Clarita currently provides a full range of urban
services to the residents within its corporate limits. These services
are rendered directly by the City, indirectly through various contracts
and agreements with other agencies, or by service providers doing
business in the city and Santa Clarita Valley. The City has contracted
with the County of Los Angeles for certain services, Contracting for
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services has proved to be an effective method of providing service
provisions for newer municipalities and is widely used throughout the
California.

The City of Santa Clarita has contracted with the Los Angeles
County Sheriff’s Department for police service and the Los Angeles
County Fire Department for fire and paramedic service within its
municipal boundaries. These agencies also serve the surrounding
unincorporated area of Los Angeles County. No negative 1mpacts to
fire or police protection are anticipated.

Elementary school service is provided throughout the Santa Clarita
Valley by four districts: the Castaic Union Elementary Scheol
District, the Saugus Union Elementary School District, the Newhall
Elementary School District, and the Sulphur Springs Elémentary
School District. Secondary and high school educational services are
provided by the William S. Hart Union High School District for the
Santa Clarita Valley. The school districts mentioned above have
individual boundaries that run irrespective to the current municipal
boundaries. None of the school district boundaries or services would
be modified as a result of the City’s proposed sphere of influence
amendment, and therefore no negative impacts to school services are
anticipated.

In 1991, the City developed its first Capital Improvement Program
(C.LP) plan. The C.I.P. provides a guide for short- and long-range
capital acquisition and development, is updated annually, and has
been implemented by the City over the last eight years. Individually
developed as a plan of action to properly maintain the existing
infrastructure in a sound physical condition, the C.LP also provides
for new facilities to support future development and growth within
the City limits. Infrastructure maintenance within the unincorporated
area of the Santa Clarita Valley will remain the responsibility of Los
Angeles County if the applicant’s sphere of influence amendment is
approved.

Currently, full planning, building, parks and recreation, engineering
services, and infrastructure maintenance are provided by the City to
its residents, No changes to these services provided are anticipated
due to the proposed modifications to the City of Santa Clanta’s
sphere of influence boundary.

When Santa Clarita’s ability to deliver services is jurisdictionally or
otherwise constrained, the City has joined the planning efforts of
public and private service providers. City and school district officials
work together, and the City involves itself in coordinating with Los
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Angeles County on circulation planning and infrastructure
improvements in the City and unincorporated areas. Joint traffic
modeling efforts between the City and the County are already in
place, with both jurisdictions operating jointly under the Santa Clarita
Valley Consolidated Traffic Model.

It should be noted that most existing service infrastructure and
facilities in the Santa Clarita Valley are located within the City of
Santa Clarita. State and regional transportation routes are adjacent to
the City and many secondary highways converge and intersect in the
City, then radiate out to the canyons and communities beyond.
Water, sewer, power, gas, communication, and other utility lines
follow a similar pattern. County service facilities, including the
Santa Clarita Valley Civic Center, are located in the City of Santa
Clarita, as are many state and federal offices.

The sphere of influence proposed by the applicant will not modify
existing public services. No negative impacts related to public
services are anticipated, and therefore no mitigation is required.

X1V, RECREATION

(a) - (b) No Significant Impact

The sphere of influence proposed by the City of Santa Clarita is a
plan for the future municipal boundaries and service area of that local
agency. There will be no change in jurisdiction or public services
provisions. No development is being proposed with this project, and
therefore no negative environmental impacts to recreation are
anticipated.

Because no development is being proposed as part of this project, the
modifications to the City of Santa Clarita’s existing sphere of
influence boundary will not result in an impact upon the quantity of
existing recreation opportunities.

The proposed sphere of influence amendment will not result in
changes to jurisdictional authority, and therefore the quantity of parks
and recreation services provided within the amended sphere area
would remain under the direct influence of the County of Los
Angeles. The proposal will therefore not result in an impact to the
quantity of existing recreation opportunities currently provided
throughout the Santa Clarita Valley.

The City of Santa Clarita’s proposal to amend their existing sphere of
influence boundary will not create a negative environmental impact
to recreation. Mitigation measures are not required. :
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XV, (a)—-(h) No Significant Impact
| TRANSPORTATION /
TRAFFIC The sphere of influence proposed by the City of Santa Clarita is a

{ plan for the future municipal boundaries and service area of that local

agency. No development is being proposed with this project, and
therefore no impacts to transportation and/or mrculauon are
anticipated.

Since the project is not proposing any development, no increased
vehicle trips or traffic congestion will occur. The project will not
create hazards to safety from design features (e.g. sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses. The project will not
create inadequate emergency access or access to nearby uses, nor will
the proposal create insufficient parking capacity within the project
area or elsewhere. ' :

No hazards or barriers for pedestrians or bicyclists will be created
due to the proposal to modify the City of Santa Clarita’s current
sphere of influence boundary. The project will not conflict with
adopted policies supporting alternative transportation, and will not
create a disjointed pattern of roadway improvements.

Because the project consists of modifications to an existing sphere of
influence boundary, does not propose development, and does not
change existing policies or jurisdictional authority, no negative
impacts to transportation and/or circulation are anticipated.
Mitigation measures are not required.

XVI. UTILITIES AND
SERVICE SYSTEMS

(a) — (g) No Significant Impact

A sphere of influence is a planning tool or guide for the probable,
ultimate physical boundary and municipal service area of a local
governmental agency. There will be no change in jurisdictional
authority or provision of public services, utilities, or service systems.
The proposal to modify the City of Santa Clarita’s current sphere of
influence boundary will not negatively impact utilities within the
Santa Clarita Valley.

Because the proposal is limited to modifying the existing sphere of
influence, and does not propose development, the project will not
create a need for new systems or supplies, or substantial alterations to
the following: power or natural gas, communications systems, local
or regional water treatment or distribution facilities, sewer or septic
tanks, storm water drainage, solid waste disposal, or either local or
regional water supplies.
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Most existing service infrastructure and facilities in the Santa Clarita
Vailey are located within the City of Santa Clarita. State and
regional transportation routes are adjacent to the City and many
secondary highways converge and intersect in the City, then radiate
out to the canyons and communities beyond. Water, sewer, power,
gas, communication, and other utility lines follow a similar pattern,
and are extended by the applicable utility companies to serve
unincorporated areas as development occurs.

The proposal to modify the existing sphere of influence boundary
will not create negative environmental impacts to utilities. No
mitigation is required.

XVII. MANDATORY
FINDINGS OF
SIGNIFICANCE

(a) — (¢) No Significant Impact

No_Physical Change In the Environment - Since there is no |
annexation or development proposal associated with the South Santa
Clarita SOI amendment, no direct physical change in the
environment will result from the proposed SOI amendment.
Similarly no indirect physical change in the environment would
result, since no development proposal which would result in the
direct alteration of the physical environment, which would then in
turn produce indirect effects, is associated with the amendment.
Furthermore, no jurisdictional changes will occur. The County
retains full jurisdiction over the site. Any future development on the
site would be under the purview of the County.

CA\Temp\Temporary internet Files\OLK153\Initia} Study - SOLdoc
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Wong, Joyce

From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Greetings,

Wong, Joyce

Tuesday, April 26, 2005 12:39 PM

Dan Palmer (dpalmer@patmerinvestments.com); Jerold Neurman
(jneuman@allenmatkins. coom)

Hall, Carlyle W.

Draft Las Lomas letter to Santa Clarita re proposed SOl amendment and ND

Carlyle asked me to email you the attached draft letter to Santa Clarita on his behaif for your review and approval. Once
you have approved this draft, it will be ready to be sent as a working draft fo the Los Angeles City Attorneys. Then, the
working draft will need further edits before we send it to Santa Clarita with the exhibits attached. Carlyle also suggests that
Las Lomas consider preparing two supporting dectarations -- a first one by Dan Palmer that describes how much money
Las Lomas has already spent on the Project, and a second one by an EIR planner from the Las Lomas Project consulting
team to detail the planning concerns and environmental issues as summarized at pp: 10-12 of this draft letter. Please
emait or.call me with any comments or suggested edits.

Regards,
Joyce

05-04-26 CWH
letter Santa Clar...

Jovce W. WonG, Esq.

ARIN GuMP STRaUSS HAUER AND FELD LLP
2029 CENTURY Parx EasT, Suite 24C0
Los ANGELES, CA 90067

CIRECT TEL.: 31 0-728-3241

DIRECT FaX,: 310-728-2241
JWONG{ZAKINGUMP, COM

WWW AKINGLUME COM




CARLYLE W. HALL, JR.
tel: 310.728,3242

fax. 310.728.2242
cwhall@akingump.com

May 8, 2005
VIA OVERNIGHT MAIL

Santa Clarita City Council
City of Santa Clarita
23920 Valencia Boulevard
Santa Clarita, CA 91355

Re: Master Case Number MC05-078 (Sphere of Influence Amendmentf’Negatlve
Declaration); City Council Meeting May 10, 2005

Dear Council Members:

This firm represents the Las Lomas Land Company (“Las Lomas™), developer of the Las
Lomas Specific Plan project (the “Las Lomas Project™), which proposes annexation of the
Project area into the City of Los Angeles. The 555-acre Las Lomas Project site is situated in a
presently unincorporated area between Santa Clarita to the north and Los Angeles to the south.

During 2003-2004, this firm also represented Las Lomas in a Superior Court litigation
brought by Las Lomas under the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA") challenging
certain discretionary actions by Santa Clarita — the approval of a proposed Sphere of Influence
Amendment, Annexation and a Pre-zoning — that were designed to initiate and implement Santa
Clanta’s controi over the Las Lomas Project area. That CEQA litigation resulted in the Superior
Court’s April 13, 2004 writ of mandate ordering Santa Clarita to set aside its discretionary
actions, because Santa Clarita had improperly approved those actions based on a mere Negative
Declaration (“ND”). The Court specifically ordered Santa Clarita to piepare a full
Environmental Impact Report (“EIR™) in any further processing of discretionary actions seeking
to gain control and authority over the Las Lomas Project area. Now, despite the Superior
Court’s decision and mandate, Santa Clarita is proposing to process, based on yet another mere
ND and without the mandated EIR, one of the same discretionary approvals that the Court had
previously set aside - the sphere of influence amendment.

This letter explains how Santa Clarita’s CEQA environmental processing of the newly
proposed Sphere of Influence Amendment blatantly flies in the face of the 2004 Superior Court
order, thus running a serious risk of placing Santa Clarita and its Council members m contempt
of that order, Indeed, the current ND is largely a carbon copy of the ND that Judge Dzintra
Janavs ruled legally inadequate in the 2003-2004 Court proceedings, and it repeats the same
fundamental errors that rendered Santa Clarita’s earlier environmental review fatally defective.
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A brief summary of the earlier proceedings, juxtaposed against the current proceedings, easily
demonstrates the profound errors that Santa Clarita is again making.

BACKGROUND

A. In Mid-2002, Los Angeles Launched Its Administrative Proceedings to
Establish Jurisdiction and Gain Control over the Las Lomas Project Area.

In June 2002, Los Angeles circulated a Notice of Preparation (“NOP”) of an “EIR” for
the Las Lomas Project. The NOP plainly indicated that Las Lomas was requesting, infer alia,
the following discretionary actions by Los Angeles: Sphere of Influence Amendment,
Annexation, General Plan Amendment, Zone Change and Specific Plan approval. Through these
requested discretionary actions, Los Angeles would first gain control over the Las Lomas Project
area, and then would provide entitlements for a requested mixed use project proposing 5,800
dwelling units, 2.3 million square feet of office/research and development, a 300-room hotel,
225,000 square feet of retail uses, 250,000 square feet of community facilities (including public
schools), and 285 acres of open space. (See Exhibit A — Los Angeles” June 27, 2002 NOP
materials.)

Responding to the NOP, Santa Clarita submitted detailed comments demanding that Los
Angeles’ EIR evaluate a host of environmental issues. The Santa Clarita City Council then
adopted a resolution proclaiming that “any development in the Las Lomas Project area will have
a significant environmental impact...,” and alleged, among other matters, that any development
could result in potentially significant impacts to the subject parcel’s Significant Ecological Area
and its wildlife corridor resources, cultural resources, wetlands, steep slopes, earthquake fault -
lines and wildland fire hazard areas. (See Exhibit B — Santa Clarita’s August 9, 2002 comments
on Los Angeles’ NOP, Exhibit C —Santa Clarita City Council Resolution No. 02-175 dated
December 10, 2002; see also Exhibit I — the Superior Court’s April 13, 2004 Statement of
Decision, at p. 3 [citing the above-quoted Santa Clarita City Council resolution statement].)

B. In J.ate-2002, Santa Clarita Launched Administrative Proceedings to
Implement Its Own Rival Proposal to Gain Control over the Las Lomas
Project Area.

In December 2002, Santa Clarita decided that it would like to gain control over the Las
Lomas Project area and downzone it dramatically, thereby preventing anything close to the
intensity of development proposed by Las Lomas. Accordingly, Santa Clarita proposed to
undertake the following discretionary actions: a Sphere of Influence Amendment, an Annexation
and a Pre-zone. (See Exhibit D — Santa Clarita’s December 17, 2002 ND, at p. 1, 2 [providing its
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proposed project description including a sphere of influence plan amendment].) These actions
were proposed for an 825-acre area that included the proposed 555-acre Las Lomas Project
parcel. (See Exhibit E — Santa Clarita Planning and Building Services’ December 10, 2002
agenda report to the City Council, at pp. 1-2, 5; see also Exhibit D, at p. 2.) Repudiating its own
. earlier representations that any development within the Las Lomas Project area would
necessarily have significant environmental impacts, Santa Clarita proposed to take these
discretionary actions based on a mere ND, rather than a full EIR. In fact, Santa Clarita’s ND
repeatedly took the position that its proposal to gain control over the Las Lomas Project area was
not “linked” to any particular development proposal; that Las Lomas’ development proposal
pending before the Los Angeles decision-makers was purely speculative; and that, absent a
particular development proposal by Las Lomas fo Santa Clarita, no development at the site was
“reasonably foreseeable” and, consequently, no impacts of such development had to be
evaluated. (See Exhibit F — Santa Clarita’s February 4, 2003 ND.)

For its part, Las Lomas duly informed Santa Clarita that it “intends to promptly and
diligently develop the Las Lomas site regardless of what jurisdiction may govern the site....
Consequently, site development is not only foreseeable, it is imminent.” (See Exhibit G —
February 25, 2004 comment letter from Allen Matkins, on behalf of Las Lomas, regarding Santa
Clarita’s proposed ND.} Nonetheless, on February 25, 2003, Santa Clarita approved the
proposed discretionary actions based on its mere ND, and forthwith presented its actions to the
Los Angeles County Local Agency Formation Commission (“LAFCo”) for its consideration and
approval.

C. In the 2003-2004 CEQA Litigation Proceedings, Judge Dzintra Janavs
Determined that Santa Clarita Must Prepare a Full EIR Before Re-initiating
Any Efforts to Control the Las Lomas Project Area.

Throughout the ensuing CEQA litigation, Las Lomas argued to the Superior Court that
Santa Clarita’s abbreviated ND took a prohibited “piecemeal” approach toward the Las Lomas
Project. Rather than looking at “the whole of the action” and preparing an EIR “at the earliest
stage,” as CEQA requires, Santa Clarita was seeking to “chop{] a large project into many little
ones — each with a minimal potential impact on the environment” in order to avoid full
‘environmental review through an EIR. (See Exhibit H — excerpts from Las Lomas’ Opening
Brief, citing, infer alia, Bozung v. Ventura County LAFCo (1975) 13 Cal.3d 263 and Rural
Landowners Ass'n v. Lodi City Council (1983) 143 Cal.App.3d 1013.) As Las Lomas argued,
Santa Clarita could not “de-link” its proposed discretionary approvals seeking Santa Clarita’s
jurisdiction and control over the subject parcel from the Las Lomas Project itself, because that
development project is reasonably foreseeable, irrespective of which jurisdiction ultimately gains
control over the Project area. (See id. at pp. 14 to 21.) (Las Lomas hereby incorporates by
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reference the entire administrative record and court file from the 2003-2004 CEQA litigation
proceedings.)

Superior Court Judge Dzintra Janavs agreed entirely with these CEQA arguments put
forward by Las Lomas. The Court’s April 13, 2004 Statement of Decision ruled that the
administrative record contained “substantial evidence to support a fair argument that {Santa
Clarita’s] actions may have significant environmental impacts.” As Judge Janavs noted, Santa
Clarita had explicitly conceded that “any development in the Las Lomas Project area will have a
significant environmental impact,” and Santa Clarita’s comments on Los Angeles’ NOP had
enumerated an extensive list of potential environmental impacts. Further, future development of
the site by Las Lomas was, in fact, “reasonably foreseeable” no matter which jurisdiction
ultimately gained control over the subject parcel. (See Exhibit I — the Superior Court’s April 13,
2004 Statement of Decision, at p. 3.)

As noted above, Judge Janavs therefore mandated Santa Clarita to set aside its February
2003 discretionary approvals relating to obtaining control over the unincorporated area that
included the Las Lomas Project site, and ordered Santa Clarita to prepare a full EIR “in any
subsequent processing” of those discretionary approvals. (See Exhibit J -~ Final Judgment and
Writ of Mandate.)

D. In 2002-2005, Los Angeles Undertook Processihg of its Area-wide Sphere of
Influence Application.

Meanwhile, in November 2002, Los Angeles began processing an area-wide Sphere of
Influence Application that. proposed to encompass the remaining unincorporated areas within the
San Fernando Valley within Los Angeles’ sphere of influence. (See Exhibit K ~ November 14,
2000 Los Angeles City Council motion.) As eventually released to the public, this Los Angeles
Sphere of Influence Application encompassed fully 19,242 acres, or slightly more than 30 square
miles. According to Los Angeles, this proposed sphere of influence would generally “follow the
natural ridgeline of the San Gabriel and Santa Susana Mountains, so that the Los Angeles River
watershed generally would be placed into Los Angeles’ sphere of influence.” (See Exhibit L ~
April 6, 2005 Staff Report and ND, at p. 2.)

With respect to the Las Lomas Project parcel, neither the Los Angeles staff report nor
Los Angeles” ND for its Sphere of Influence Application explains the reasons for where the line
is drawn. It appears from the map attached to the Los Angeles’ ND, that, where the line crosses
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the Las Lomas parcel it approximates in some ways the ridgeline, although that is not clear.
(See id. at p. 10.)!

Notably, a December 15, 2004 front-page news article in the Daily News reported that
certain Santa Clarita and Los Angeles officials had held a series of behind-closed-doors meetings
and “quietly cut a deal” that would split the Las Lomas Project parcel between the two cities.
According to the Daily News article, the new sphere of influence line would be drawn between
the two cities so that Los Angeles would obtain approximately 25 percent of the land and Santa
Clarita would obtain approximately 75 percent of the land. The article further described how the
proposed sphere of influence boundaries would intentionally block Las Lomas’ development as
proposed by Las Lomas’ 2002 entitlements request, which is still being processed by Los
Angeles. (See Exhibit M —~ December 15, 2005 Daily News article.)

Las Lomas believes that Los Angeles’ ND for its proposed Sphere of Influence
Application is iegally deficient, at least as it relates to the Las Lomas Project parcel. Either all of
the Las Lomas parcel should be placed into Los Angeles’ proposed sphere of influence, so that
Las Lomas can continue efficiently planning out its project infrastructure requirements and
mitigation measures, or none of the Las Lomas parcel should be included in Los Angeles’
proposed sphere. This way, any decision on the location of the sphere of influence boundaries as
they overlay the Las Lomas Project parcel would be made in connection with, and in
consideration of, Los Angeles’ other actions on the pending Las Lomas Project entitlements
requests. These important decisions about the future jurisdictional control over, and
development of, the Las Lomas Project area should be made only affer all appropriate, relevant
environmental data has been gathered and full CEQA analysis has been completed with respect
to the subject parcel, and they should not be prematurely made at this point in time based solely
on a “back-room deal.”

E. Santa Clarita Has Now Begun Processing Its Own Las Lomas Proeject Parcel-
Specific Sphere of Influence Application,

Rather than joining Las Lomas in critiquing the inadequate environmental data and
analysis upon which Los Angeles now proposes to extend its sphere of influence northward
within the Las Lomas Project parcel, Santa Clarita also now proposes to extend its own sphere of

' Although the Los Angeles staff report prepared in connection with its pending Spheres of Influence
Amendment Application specifically identifies the Las Lomas Project area, it does not provide any textual or other
analysis of the potential environmental impacts that may result from drawing the sphere of influence plan
boundaries across the middle of the subject parcel.
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influence southward within the Las Lomas Project parcel. According to Santa Clarita’s recently
© released April 8, 2005 ND, Santa Clarita is now processing a 595-acre parcel-specific Sphere of
Influence Application that would essentially complete the other side of the Daily News-reported
“back-room deal.” Notably, the area in question is the same area where Santa Clarita had
previously sought to extend its sphere of influence, annex and pre-zone, based on a mere ND
(i.e., the February 2003 ND invalidated by Judge Janavs), instead of a full EIR. Yet Santa
Clarita’s current ND does not even mention the Superior Court’s order commanding it to prepare
a full EIR, as required by CEQA. Nor does Santa Clarita attempt to develop a new approach or a
new rationale for its proposed sphere of influence action based on a mere ND. The reader of the
ND perceives an unfortunate sense of déja vu, encountering the same rejected rationale that the
proposed sphere of influence plan amendment action initiating Santa Clarita’s jurisdictional
control over the subject area “is not related to any proposed development on the site.” The
current Santa Clarita ND again advises that it does not need to consider or evaluate “the impacts
of speculative development projects that may be proposed on the project site through
municipalities having no jurisdiction over the site.” Santa Clarita’s ND simply resurrects the
same previously invalidated “party line™: no “reasonably foreseeable impacts” will supposedly
ensue from its discretionary approval, and the proposed sphere of influence boundary change
“cannot and will not” have any foreséeable new environmental impacts. (See Exhibit N ~ Santa
Clarita’s April 8, 2005 ND, at pp. 8, 9, 10, 26,27, 28, 29, 30, 32, 33, 35, 36, 37.)

L As with the Previously Invalidated Discretionary Approvals Proposing to Initiate
Santa Clarita’s Jurisdictional Authority over the Las Lomas Project Area, Santa
Clarita’s Recently Proposed Sphere of Influence Amendment Is Subject to CEQA,
and, Because Its Approval Will Involve Important Planning Issues and May Have
Significant Environmental Impacts, a Fuil EIR Must Be Prepared.

Under the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Reorganization Act of 2000 (the “Act”),
LLAFCo decisions approving proposed sphere of influence plans for particular areas continue to
have profound influénce on the way the affected areas are likely to develop. Under section
56076 of the Act, a sphere of influence plan constitutes the LAFCo’s “plan for the probable
physical boundaries and service area of a local agency.” Importantly, section 56375.5 requires
that every LAFCo decision relating to changes of organization, including proposed annexations
by cities, “shall be consistent with the spheres of influence” of the pertinent local agencies.

In determining the appropriate sphere of influence plan for a given area, the LAFCo must
follow policies that are designed to “promote the logical and orderly development within the
sphere.” (Section 56425(a).) When an area is proposed to be placed within a city’s sphere of
influence, the affected city and county representatives must meet to reach agreement on how,
prior to actual annexation by the city, the county will make its future land use decisions (e.g,
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zoning and other development standards) in that portion of the unincorporated area in a manner
that “reflects the concerns of the affected city” and that “promotes logical and orderly
development within the sphere.” (Section 56425(b).) Once that agreement is approved by the
LAFCo, the city and county must adopt it, and, thereafter, “any development approved by the
county within the sphere shall be consistent with” the agreement. (Section 56425(c).) 1f no such
agreement is reached, the LAFCo must implement its own planning policies regardmg the
sphere. (Section 56425(d).)

Recognizing the key importance of the sphere of influence plan, the Act dictates that,
before the LAFCo approves or amends any such plan, the LAFCo must make specific factual
determinations regarding the following:

(1) The present and planned land uses in the area, including agricultural and open-
space lands.

2) The present and probable need for public facilities and services in the area.

(3) The present capacity of public facilities and adequacy of public services that the
agency provides or is authorized to provide.

4) To the extent they are relevant, the existence of any social or economic
communities of interest in the area.

(Section 56425(e).)

Furthermore, when the LAFCo initially prepares, and then later updates, its sphere of
influence plan for an area, it must conduct a “service review of the municipal services” being
provided within the county, particularly within the affected area, with respect to the following:

(1) Infrastructure needs and deficiencies.

(2) Growth and population projections for the affected area.
(3) Financing constrainf&s and opportunities.

{(4) Cost aVoidahce opportunities.

(5) Opportunities for rate restructuring.

{6) Opportunities for shared facilities.
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(7) Government structure options.
(8) Evaluation of management efficiencies.
(9) Local accountability and governance.

(Section 56430(a).) This service review must be completed before the LAFCo acts upon a city’s
sphere of influence amendment application. {Section 56430(c).)

Because these sphere of influence amendment issues have important environmental and
planning implications, the Act expressly provides that, whenever a city requests that the pertinent
sphere of influence plan be amended, the LAFCo cannot consider the request without “first
complying with {CEQA].” (Section 56428(b).)

In City of Livermore v. LAFCo of Alameda County (1986) 184 Cal.App.3d 531, the Court
of Appeal required that a full EIR be prepared in connection with a sphere of influence
proceeding and explained the importance of CEQA compliance in connection with LAFCo
sphere of influence decisions. In that case, a LAFCo’s sphere of influence guidelines had
provided generally that existing and future urban development belongs in cities, making it
difficult for special districts to extend their service areas to proposéd urban development in the
unincorporated areas. A private developer proposed an urban development project, “Las
Positas,” in the unincorporated area near Livermore’s boundaries. As here, Livermore sought to
extend its sphere of influence boundaries into the proposed Las Positas development area, but the
LAFCo rejected its application. The LAFCo then modified the former sphere of influence
guidelines by deleting the former urbanization-in-cities policy, thereby facilitating future
development of Las Positas within the unincorporated area.

The Court ruled that a full EIR was required before the LAFCo could properly take these
sphere of influence plan actions. The Court explained:

The sphere of influence guidelines influence LAFCo decisions about development
plans and future growth of cities and service areas. The guidelines play a part in
determining whether growth will occur in unincorporated areas and whether
agricultural land will be preserved or developed. They may change the focus of
urban development by promoting county plans over city plans. These pofential
effects will certainly impact the environment. It is true that the precise effects are
difficult to assess at this stage, but it is because impact is so easily foreseen that
the revisions just be considered a project under CEQA. ‘
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As to the argument that the revisions are not a tangible physical activity, CEQA and its
guidelines focus on the ultimate impact of a project, not on whether the project is tangible
or intangible. The CEQA f[guidelines] already include actions that are not physical
activities.... Just as the amendment of a general plan will influence the future growth and
development of cities, so too will the sphere of influence guideline revision have such an
effect.... The “act or decision” we review here is not the decision that the project may or
may not have a significant environmental impact, but the decision that it can or cannot be
fairly argued that the project may have a significant environmental impact. ...

In Muzzy Ranch Co. v. Solano County Airport Land Use Commission (2005) 125
Cal. App.4th 810, 826-830, the Court of Appeal recently reiterated that CEQA requires EIRs be
prepared early in the decision-making process — in that case, at the point in time when an airport
land use plan was adopted by an Airport Land Use Commission ("ALUC”). There, the ALUC
had adopted its plan that would preclude jurisdictions surrounding an airport from approving
residential development in a large area that would potentially be exposed to high noise levels
from aircraft using the airport. In ruling that the ALUC’s decision was subject to CEQA, the
appellate court explained that the approved plan had the potential to displace housing
development outside the affected area, a potential that was not so “speculative or remote” that it
could not be considered a “reasonably foreseeable” consequence of the ALUC’s new plan. The
ALUC’s plan was “a necessary step in the chain of events” that “set in motion a process and can
be expected to carry some authority.” The Court found the Livermore decision about sphere of
influence plans to be directly on point, because the sphere of influence guidelines “play a part in
determining” where growth will occur, even though the precise effects might be difficult fo
assess. The critical factor must be to preclude a “piecemeal environmental review” by which
initial decisions about an overall project are approved early without adequate environmental
review. .

Precisely these important CEQA considerations led Judge Janavs to rule in the earlier
Superior Court proceedings regarding the Las Lomas Project area that Santa Clarita must prepare
a full EIR before it can undertake further discretionary actions to obtain jurisdiction and control
over the subject area, Thesé rulings, of course, are res judicata as to the Las Lomas Project area
and Santa Clarita’s actions, because Santa Clarita did not appeal the Superior Court’s final
judgment. ‘
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I1. Without Adequate Evaluation Under CEQA of How the Sphere of Influence
Boundaries Would Impact the Environment Generally and the Las Lomas Project
In Particular, Santa Clarita’s Proposed Sphere of Influence Plan Amendment Is
Premature, and Will Greatly Prejudice Las Lomas.

Since 2002, Las Lomas has been cooperating with Los Angeles to prepare a draft EIR in
support of the required discretionary actions by Los Angeles and the LAFCo to bring about the
Las Lomas Project. Las Lomas has expended fully $ *** million in fees to the environmental
consultants who are assisting in preparing the draft EIR, and has paid $ *** in processing fees
directly to Los Angeles. Today, Las Lomas still fully intends to develop the Las Lomas Project
or whatever lessér development entitlements may finally be granted to it by whichever
governmental authority is ultimately awarded long-term jurisdiction and control over the Las
Lomas Project area.

As the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Reorganization Act’s provisions relating to sphere
of influence amendments dictate and as Judge Janavs has commanded, Santa Clarita must
comply with CEQA and prepare a full EIR before it considers where the sphere of influence
boundary should be drawn over the Las Lomas Project area. This full EIR should gather all
relevant data and information, and should evaluate the ways that the government control over the
Las Lomas Project area, including where the sphere of influence boundary lines are proposed to
be drawn, may influence the nature and intensity of development, as well as the ability of the
developer and the governing city to deliver urban services and to formulate and implement
mitigation measures in connection with that development.

More study is needed on a host of environmental issues, but, presently, Santa Clarita’s
ND provides essentially no information and analysis relating to these matters. A few examples
suffice.

. Like Los Angeles’, Santa Clarita’s ND and accompanying staff report focus
almost exclusively on stating a few obvious platitudes about the watershed
implications of drawing the sphere of influence plan boundary at the ridgeline
across the Las Lomas Project parcel and else where.

. Watershed should be a factor in drawing a sphere of influence boundary line, but
it is certainly not the only factor. Traffic and other important environmental
issues must also be considered. Absent comprehensive traffic mitigation
measures, the traffic that the Las Lomas project will generate on the 70 to 75
percent of the land that is north of the watershed line will overwhelmingly flow
south into the City of Los Angeles. Los Angeles Department of
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Transportation representatives have informed Las Lomas representatives that the
great majority of the traffic expected to be generated by Las Lomas will be
southbound, requiring extensive mitigation within the Los Angeles. Certainly,
L.os Angeles will have the greater impacts from any unmitigated traffic generated
by the Las Lomas project, and Los Angeles should have direct authority and
control over the boundaries of the Las Lomas Project area, so that it can more
directly monitor and implement traffic mitigation measures that will address
project-related traffic.

The proposed Las Lomas elementary school and one of the two proposed high
school academies are on the north side of the watershed line, while the other
proposed high school academy is on the south side of the watershed line.
Dividing these schools by a sphere of influence line would lessen the school
district’s ability to coherently plan for facilities, construction and operations.

The proposed Las Lomas industrial center and hotel are to be located in the
northern portion of the project area. If Santa Clarita obtains jurisdiction and
control over that area and pursues its long-standing plans to approve only ultra-
low density single family residential land uses, the thousands of jobs and millions
of dollars in taxes annually that would be generated by these important project
components would be lost.

LAFCo as well as both Santa Clarita and Los Angeles have long-standing
traditions of respecting landowner requests not to be split into multiple
jurisdictions. The landowners of the Las Lomas Project area unanimously desire
annexation to Los Angeles, and not to Santa Clarita, either in whole or in part.

Several existing and proposed major public infrastructure systems presently
straddle the watershed line, including: the existing MTA commuter line tunnel
and the proposed MTA station; the existing high pressure gas lines; the existing
California aqueduct; the existing Sunshine Canyon landfill; the proposed wildlife
corridors that Las Lomas is presently designing with the assistance of the Santa
Monica Mountains Conservancy; the existing high tension power lines and the
proposed realignment; the existing and proposed internal access roads; the
proposed freeway improvements providing access both to the proposed park and
ride multi-modal transit station and to the project site; the existing and proposed
hiking and equestrian trails meander across the watershed line several times.
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» In part for these reasons, existing jurisdictional boundaries in the vicinity do not
follow the exact watershed line, but rather weave around these major systems and
features, generally avoiding dividing any single land ownership into multiple
jurisdictions.

In summary, in formulating a sphere of influence boundary, the watershed line is but one
among numerous significant considerations: wildlife issues, regional infrastructure issues,
demographic issues, economic development issues, ownership patterns that do not mirror the
natural features, and fiscal issues, just to name a few. The purpose of a sphere of influence plan
is to integrate environmental and planning information on all such major issues, before making
the decision on how these governmental jurisdictions and service areas should be shaped.

For reasons that appear to be explained by the desire to implement the reported “back-
room deal,” Santa Clarita now proposes to amend its sphere of influence to obtain 70 to 75
percent of the Las Lomas Project area within its boundary, leaving the remainder to Los Angeles.
Whether the figure is 100 percent or something less, however, Santa Clarita is still proposing to
act prematurely, once again before the necessary EIR data gathering and analysis are completed.
This is directly contrary to Judge Janavs’ order that Santa Clarita can proceed with discretionary .
approvals to initiate and implement its control over the Las L.omas Project parcel only after Santa
Clarita has first completed a full EIR.

CONCLUSION
Santa Clarita cannot act on the currently proposed Sphere of Influence Amendment

~ Application without first preparing a full EIR. Any attempt to proceed without an EIR will be
directly flying in the face of Judge Janavs’ April 13, 2004 mandate.

Very truly yours,

Carlyle W. Hall, Jr.

Enclosures
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CF 00-2208) instructing the City Planning Department, with assistance from the Chief

Legislative Analyst, to prepare an application to the Local Agency Formation

Commission of the County of Los Angeles to amend the boundaries of the sphere of
influence for the City of Los Angeles pursuant to the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local
Government Reorganization Act of 2000 . The sphere of influence is the geographic
area in L.os Angeles County that is determined to be the probable, ultimate physical
boundaries and service area for the City of Los Angeles. The current boundary of the
sphere for the City of Los Angeles is coterminous with the incorporation limits, as

shown on Exhibit A.

BOUNDARY RECOMMENDATION

The requested northern boundary of the proposed sphere of influence amendment
follows the natural ridgeline of the San Gabriel and Santa Susana Mountains. Staff

recommends that the boundary of the sphere be expanded to include the areas

near

Dayton Canyon between the Ventura County Line and the City of Los Angeles on the

west, north along the Ventura County line to the ridgeline of the Santa Susanna
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Mountains, turning east following the ridgeline of the Santa Susana Mountains (west of
the 405 Freeway) to the limits of the City of Santa Clarita at the Sierra Highway. The
boundary then follows the limits to the south and then east, and continues to follow the
ridge line eastward to the boundary of the Angeles National Forest before turning
southward following the boundary of the National Forest and the unincorporated areas
to a terminus south of Little Tujunga Road. In some areas, these proposed boundaries
follow the current boundary with deviations to include unincorporated areas between
the City of Los Angeles and Ventura County and between the City of Los Angeles and
the Angeles National Forest. Along the northern segment, the border was chosen to
include unincorporated areas in the San Fernando Valley that are south of the natural
ridgeline of the Santa Susana Mountains as shown on Exhibit B. Slight modifications
were made to account for ownership of parcels. The ridgeline separates the San
Fernando valley from the Santa Clarita Valley and defines the northern edge of the
drainage basin for the San Fernando Valley. Water flowing from the southern face of
the ridge feeds the Los Angeles River and the valley aquifer. Municipal services that are
gravity driven such as sewer service can be provided more efficiently by the local
agency located downward from the ridge.

Portions of the Los Angeles River watershed that are in the proposed sphere of
influence help mitigate flooding, maintain water quality and quantity, recycle nutrients,
and provide an important habitat for plants and animals. The City Council established
the LLos Angeles Ad Hoc River Committee in June 2002 to focus on major revitalization
efforts for the Los Angeles River including opportunities for parks, trails, recreation,
nature, neighborhood identity, jobs, community development, tourism, and civic pride.
One of the guiding principles for the Los Angeles River is viewing the river as an
important natural resource with emphasis on the ecology of the river, flood
management, and sustainability. Encompassing the watershed for the Los Angeles
River in the sphere of influence for the City of Los Angeles is both logical and
paramount to the continued success of revitalization efforts.

The Los Angeles River watershed is an important boundary on which to base the
Sphere of Influence as it directly impacts the delivery of a wide range of services related
to stormwater and water quality. Rain that falls within the unincorporated portions of the
Los Angeles River watershed eventually passes through the City of Los Angeles. Any
activities that generate water-borne poliutants regulated by the State will affect the City.
The City of Los Angeles settled two lawsuits, in 2002 and 2003, related to State
requirements concerning TMDL requirements in stormwater flows. Voters in 2004
passed a $500 million bond to address stormwater needs and general environmental
enhancements. Providing the City a Sphere of Influence over this area improves the
City's ability to provide stormwater management services o the area and ensures more
efficient, direct management responsibility for any pollutants that occur throughout the
Los Angeles River watershed because there wouid be fewer governmental agencies
with responsibility for that area.

DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT AREA

The proposed amendment area for the City’s sphere of influence covers 19,242 acres,
or slightly more than 30 square miles. Major ridgelines of the transverse Santa Susana
Mountain Range are to the north and west, and metropolitan communities of the
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Los Angeles Basin are to the south. Portions of Ventura County adjacent to the
amendment area contain parklands, agricultural land uses and scattered single-family
residences. Sunshine Canyon Landfill is adjacent to the area on the north. The project
area is contiguous to portions of Council Districts 3, 12, 7 and 2 and community plan
areas of Canoga Park — Winnetka - Woodland Hills - West Hills, Chatsworth - Porter
Ranch, Granada Hills — Knollwood, Northridge, Sylmar, and Sunland - Tujunga -
Shadow Hills - Lakeview Terrace - East La Tuna Canyon.

The land uses in the northern San Fernando Valley within the City of Los Angeles are
classified mainly as Open Space or Minimum Residential with some Very Low and Low
density Residential in the Porter Ranch area, as shown on Exhibit C. The land in the
proposed amended area is designated by the County General Plan primarily as Non-
Urban and Open Space. There are rural communities near Little Tujunga Road, and
north of the 118 near the current western city border. Deerlake development has been
approved north of the rural community of Twin Lakes. A small acreage of commercial
and industrial developments exist at intersection of Interstate 210 and State Highway
118. Major arterial roads in the proposed amendment area include interstate 5,
Interstate 405, Interstate 210, State Highway 14, State Highway 118, and Little Tujunga
Road. Metrolink runs through the proposed area between Interstate 5 and State
Highway 14.

Mountain ridges of varying heights, canyons, and flat land define the topography of the
proposed amendment area. It is largely undeveloped land and is within the Santa
Monica Mountains Conservancy Zone~—Rim of the Valley Trail Corridor, a system of
natural lands that shelters wildlife and extends recreational opportunities in the San
Fernando and San Gabriel Valley areas, as shown on Exhibit D. The northwestern
portion of the proposed sphere of influence contains a Significant Ecological Area
(SEA) as defined and delineated in conjunction with the Land Use and Open Space
Elements of the County General Plan.

Major tributaries for the Los Angeles River originate on the southern slopes of the
Santa Susana Mountains within the proposed sphere of influence for the City of Los
Angeles. These include the Santa Susana Wash, Browns Canyon Wash, Limekiln
Canyon Wash, Wilbur Creek, Aliso Canyon Wash, and Bull Creek. The headwaters of
the Los Angeles River are in the Simi Hills, formed by Chatsworth Creek, Dayton
Canyon Wash, Bell Creek and Calabasas. These tributaries provide an important
habitat for plants and animals.

Recreation areas containing hiking, biking and equestrian trails are adjacent to and
within the proposed amendment area. Parks include: Bell Canyon Park, Knapp Park,
Roscoe-Valley Circle Park, Chatsworth Nature Preserve/Reservoir, Chatsworth Oaks
Park, Rocky Peak Park, Michael D. Antonovich Regional Park at Joughin Ranch,
Brown's Canyon Park, Moonshine Canyon Park, Limekiin Canyon Park, Porter Ridge
Park, O'Melveny Park, Santa Clarita Woodlands Park, Stetson and Wilson Canyon
debris basins, Wilson Canyon Park, and Veterans Memorial County Park. The Angeles
National Forest is north of the proposed sphere east of the 405 freeway.
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PURPOSE OF THE SPHERE OF INFLUENCE

A sphere of influence is a planning tool or guide for the probable, ultimate physical
boundary and municipal service area of a local governmental agency. In general, the
purpose of a sphere of influence is to:

1. Facilitate orderly growth in the unincorporated areas adjacent to a city;

2. Coordinate property development standards, and encourage timely provision of
adequate and essential services, such as parks, recreation, and flood control
and, if urbanization of unincorporated areas occurs, streets, sewer, water, solid
waste disposal, and police and fire protection;

3. Promote cooperative planning between the city and county, various public/private
service entities, maijor landowners, and facilitate proper implementation of their
respective general or master plans;

4, Assist all government agencies and private entities in any planning and
scheduling for extension of their facilities and services to assure it will be done
in a logical, orderly, and economical manner, thus avoiding expensive and
unnecessary duplication of effort; and

5. Promote, assist, and enhance property owners’ ability to plan comprehensively,
and with reasonable assurance for the ultimate use and development of their
lands.

IMPACT OF THE SPHERE AMENDMENT

Historically, the City of Los Angeles has provided services to the proposed amendment
area. The ridgeline of the Santa Susana Mountains and the Angeles National Forest
provide natural dividing lines between Los Angeles and the jurisdictions to the north.
The City has an extensive network of police, fire, sanitation, and other services in
operation adjacent to this areas and logically would provide the most effective service to
these areas. The Los Angeles Police Department provides police service, and the Los
Angeles City Fire Department provides fire and paramedic service within the municipal
boundaries and also serve the surrounding unincorporated area of Los Angeles.

An expansion of the City's sphere of influence would formalize a procedure for the
County to refer proposed actions and proposals for unincorporated areas to the City for
review and comment. It is imperative that the City have a role in any proposals for
development of upstream areas since increased urbanization would tax the carrying
capacity of the Los Angeles River by decreasing permeable area, resulting in a rise in
inflow peaks and volumes into the river. Several of the tributaries that are in the sphere
amendment area are currently classified in the 500 year flood plain. The City has a
need to assure adequate flood protection, reduce the velocity of storm water and runoff,
and keep stormwater poliution levels below the total maximum daily loads.

An amended sphere of influence would allow the City of Los Angeles review authority
for projects located inside Los Angeles County, outside of the City Limits, but within the



Amendment to the SO | 5

sphere area. Even though procedures for interagency referrals would change, the
existing jurisdictional authority for projects within the unincorporated area would remain
with the County of Los Angeles. No environmental plans or policies will be altered due
to modifications of the City's sphere of influence boundary, nor will changes occur to
jurisdictional authorities. An Initial Study was prepared and it was determined that
amending the sphere of influence would have no environmental impacts. A Negative
Declaration was published for the amendment to the sphere of influence and is
included as E£xhibit E.

Amending the boundary for the sphere of influence will have no effect on
development—it will be neither easier nor harder. The primary effect of the boundary
change will be to establish which government entity is the logical service provider.
Becoming part of the sphere of influence does not change any processes or
procedures. Any impact would come if an area is annexed, which can be requested
without the amended sphere. Currently, unincorporated areas are governed by Los
Angeles County; if annexed to the City of Los Angeles, they would be governed by the
regulations and processes of the City. Any territories to be annexed would be pre-
zoned. In the pre-zoning process, the City is required to comply with the California
Environmental Quality Act and follow the same procedures and allow the same public
comment as for a change in zone.

Although an expanded sphere of influence would facilitate processing reqguests for
annexation from property owners and residents of inhabited areas, modification to a
sphere of influence is not an annexation, nor does modification to an adopted sphere
initiate annexation proceedings. No changes to jurisdictional boundaries, regulatory
authority, public or private services, tax revenue distribution, or land use would ensue
as a result of adopting a sphere of influence. The proposed area to be included in the
amended sphere of influence of the City of Los Angeles will remain as part of the
unincorporated portion of the County of Los Angeles. Future uses must be consistent
with the General Plan and Zoning of Los Angeles County. A requirement of
Government code Section 56425 is that any land included within the sphere of
influence of the City of Los Angeles must be consistent with all parts of the General
Plan for Los Angeles. No one part takes precedence. Land Use designations and
zoning for the City of Los Angeles are assigned if and when the land in the sphere is
annexed.

Because no development is being proposed as part of this project, the modifications to
the City of Los Angeles’s existing sphere of influence boundary will not result in a direct
impact upon open space. Parks and recreation services provided within the amended
sphere area would remain under the direct influence of the County of Los Angeles. The
proposal will therefore not result in an impact to the quantity of existing recreation
opportunities currently provided throughout the San Fernando Valley. Decisions on
development or providing open space will depend on ownership of the land and the
desires of the owner within established regulatory requirements.
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ROLE OF LAFCOs

LAFCOs exercise both regulatory and planning functions. They are responsible for
annexations and detachments of territory to and/or from cities and special districts,
incorporations of new cities, formations of new special districts, and consolidations,
mergers, and dissolutions of existing districts. In addition, LAFCOs must review and
approve contractual service agreements, determine spheres of influence for each city
and district, and may initiate proposals involving district consolidation, dissolution,
establishment of subsidiary districts, mergers, and reorganizations {combinations of
these jurisdictional changes).

The major planning task of LAFCOs is the establishment of a sphere of influence for
each local agency in its jurisdiction. Prior to 2000, the State of California approved the
formation of many new local government agencies, often with little forethought as to the
ultimate governance structures in a given region. Lack of coordination and adequate
planning led to a multitude of overiapping, inefficient jurisdictional and service
boundaries, and to the premature conversion/loss of California’s agricultural and open-
space lands. The Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Act established Local Agency Formation
Commissions as the regulatory agencies with countywide jurisdiction. Their purpose
was to discourage urban sprawl, while encouraging orderly and efficient provision of
services such as water, sewer and fire protection.

In considering an application to amend a local agency Sphere of Influence, LAFCOs
must consider and make written determinations with regard to the following factors:

1. The present and planned land uses in the area, including agricuitural and open
space lands;
2. The present and probable need for public facilities and adequacy of public

facilities and services in the area;

3. The present capacity of public facilities and adequacy of services that the agency
provides or is authorized to provide; and

4. The existence of any social or economic communities of interest in the area, if
the commission determines that they are relevant to the agency.

Upon adoption, LAFCOs use a sphere of influence as a factor in making determinations
and decisions for proposals concerning cities or special districts and adjacent territories
over which LAFCO has authority and jurisdiction. LAFCOs coordinate the orderly
development of a community by reconciling the differences between city and county
plans so that the most efficient urban service arrangements are created for the benefit
of area residents and property owners.

LAFCO requires consistency with city general plans in adopting or amending a sphere
of influence. The Commission, when establishing spheres of influence, considers joint
City/County Specific Plans and factors such as density policies, development
standards, geology, and future use. LAFCO also considers fiscal impacts of proposed
sphere amendments. LAFCO has sole responsibility for establishing a city’s sphere of
influence. Further, LAFCO is not required to establish a sphere that is greater than the
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city’s existing boundaries. Spheres of influence for cities and special districts may
overlap when both agencies expect to provide service to the area.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The Los Angeles Department of City Planning recommends that the City request an
amendment to the boundaries of the sphere of influence for the City of Los Angeles as
shown on Exhibit A attached hereto. Accordingly, it recommends that the City Council
approve the application to the Local Agency Formation Commission of the County of
Los Angeles to amend the sphere of influence pursuant to the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg
|Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000, included as Exhibit F and adopt the
Resolution included as Exhibit G.

cc:  Honorable Wendy Gruel, District 2
Honorable Denis Zine, District 3
Honorable Jack Weiss, District 5
Honorable Tony Cardenas, District 6
Honorable Alex Padilia, District 7
Honorable Cindy Miscikowski, District 11
Honorable Greig Smith, District 12
Mr. John Wickham, Office of the Chief Legisiative Analyst



Exhibit A: Map of Current and Proposed Sphere of Influence
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Exhibit B: Map of LA River and Major Tributaries
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Exhibit C: Map of San Fernando Valley General Land Use
and
County Land Use
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Exhibit D: Map of the Rim of the Valley Corridor
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Exhibit E: Negative Declaration and Initial Study



CITY OF LOS ANGELES
OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK
ROOM 395, CITY HALL
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90012

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT

rrorose0 NEGATIVE DECLARATION

(Articte V- City CEQA Guidelines)

LEAD AGENCY COUNCHL. DISTRICTS
LOS ANGELES CITY PLANNING DEPARTMENT chi2, CD7,andCD2
PROQJECT TITLE CASE #

Change of Organizafion or reorganization pursuant to the Cortese-Knox-Herizberg Local Reorganization ENV-2004-7108-ND
Act of 2000 (Title 5, Division 3, commaencing with Section 56000 of the California government Code) CF-00-2206

relative to an amendment to boundaries of the Sphere of Influshce for the City of Los Angeles.

“Sphere of Influence per CF-00-2206"

PROJECT LOCATION

The proposed Sphere of Influence amendment area is located in north Los Angeles County, outside the existing limits of the City of %.os Angeles. The
general boundaries of the sphere are west to east, unincorporated areas near Dayton Canyon northward along the Venlura County line to the ridge line
of the Santa Susanna Mountains, luming eastwardly along the ridge line of the Santa Susanna Mountains to the limits of the City of Santa Clarita at the
Sierra Highway, and following the fimits to the south and then east, and continuing to follow the ridge line eastward to and along the boundary of the
Angeles National Forest, and turning southward to a terminus south of Little Tujunga Reoad. The project area is served by Interstate 5, interstate 405,
Interstate 210, State Highway 14, State Highway 118, and Litlle Tujunga Road. Undeveloped National Forest lands tie to the east of the proposed
sphere boundary, To the south is the City of Los Angeles, whose northern boundary is developed primarily with single family residential dwellings to the
west of Inferstate 5, and light industrial development to the east. West of the proposed project area is the County of Ventura, developed with agrcultural
uses and scattered single family dwelling units. To the northwest of the project area are the undeveloped Santa Susanna Mountains that separale the

San Fernando and Simi Valleys.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project is a plan for modification to the adopted sphere in order to establish the probable ultimate physical boundaries and urban service area of
the City of Los Angeles. The plan reflects the most efficient provision of future services including police, fire and utilities, and establishes who would
have responsibility to provide such services. H is not an annexation nor initiation of annexation proceedings and does not change jurisdictional
boundaries, regulatory authorlty, public or private services, tax revenue disiribution, or fand use. The proposed project covers 19,242 acres, or slightly
more than 30 square miies.

NAME AND ADDRESS OF APPLICANT IF OTHER THAN CITY AGENCY

FINDING:

The City Pianning Department of the City of Los Angeles has proposed that a mitigated negative declaration be adopied for this project
because the miligation measure(s) outlined on the attached page(s) will reduce any potential significant adverse effects to a level of
insignificance.

SEE ATTACHED SHEET(S0 FOR ANY MITIGATION MEASURES IMPOSED.

Any written commentis received during the public review perfod are attached together with the responses of the Lead City Agency. The
project decisionmaker may adopt this mitigated negative declaration, amend i, of require preparation of an EIR. Any changes made should
be supported by substantiai evidence in the record and appropriate findings made

THE INITIAL STUDY PREPARED FOR THIS PROJECT IS ATTACHED.,

NAME OF PERSON PREPARING THIS FORM TITLE TELEPHONE NUMBER

M. Susan Whisnant Planning Assistant {818) 374-5044
ADDRESS ‘ SIGNATURE {Official) DATE

Los Angeles Department of City Planning Daniel M. Scolt, Senior City Planner

6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, Room 351 November 18, 2004
Van Nuys, CA 80401 ) (7 S QJ%Q,

Exhibit E




CITY OF LOS ANGELES

OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK
ROOM 615, CITY HALL
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90012

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT

INITIAL STUDY
AND CHECKLIST

(Article ¥V - City CEQA Guidelines)

LEAD CITY AGENCY COUNCIE DISTRICTS DATE
Los Angeles Department of City Planning Co12, CD7,and CD 2 November 18, 2004
RESPONSIBLE AGENCIES

Los Angeles County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO)

PROJECT TITLE/NG. CASE NG,

Change of Organization or recrganization pursuant to the Cortese-Knox-Herizberg Local | ENV-2004-7108-ND
Reorganization Act of 2000 (Title 5, Division 3, commencing with Section 56000 of the | CF-00-2206
Catifornia government Code) relative to an amendment o boundaries of the Sphere of
Infiience for the City of L.os Angeies.

Sphere of influence per CF-00-2206

PREVIOUS ACTIONS CASE NO. W DOES bave significant changes from previous actions,

L) DOES NOT have significant changes from previous actions,

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: .
The project is a plan for modification to the adopted sphere in order to establish the probable uliimate physical boundaries and urban service area of
the City of Los Angeles. The plan reflects the most efficient provision of future services inciuding police, fire and wilities, and establishes who wouid
have responsibility to provide such services. Itis net an annexation nor initiation of annexation proceedings and does not change jurisdictional
boundaries, regulatery authority, public or private services, tax revenue distribution, or land use. The proposed project covers 18,242 acres, or slightly
more than 30 square miles.

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING:

The project area is comprised of mountain ridges of varying heights, canyons and flat land. it is open space developed with approximately 740 single
family dweliing units and multi-family dwellings that serve a population of approximately 1,550 persons including approximately 806 voters {according to
the 2000 Los Angeles County Demographic prepared by the Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning).

PROJECT LOCATION

The proposed Sphere of Influence amendment area is kcated in north Los Angeles Counly, cutside the existing limits of the City of Los Angeles. The
general boundaries of the sphere are west {o east, unincorporated areas near Dayton Canyon northward along the Ventura County line to the ridge line
of the Santa Susanna Mountains, tuming easlwardly along the ridge fine of the Santa Susanna Moundzins to the imits of the City of Santa Clarita at the
Sierra Highway, and following the limits to the south and then east, and continuing to follow the ridge line eastward to and along the boundary of the
Angeies National Forest, and turning scuthward to a terminus south of Little Tujunga Road. The project area is served by Interstate 5, Interstate 405,
Interstate 210, State Highway 14, State Highway 118, and Little Tujunga Road. Undeveloped National Forest lands lie to the east of the proposed
sphere boundary. To the south is the City of Los Angeles, whose northern boundary is developed primarily with single family residential dwellings to the
west of Inferstate 5, and light industrial development to the east. West of the proposed project area is the County of Ventura, developed with agricultural
uses and scattered single family dwelling units. To the northwest of the project area are the undeveloped Santa Susanna Mountains that separate the
San Fernando and Simi Valleys.

PLANNING DISTRICT STATUS;
Chatsworth Porter Ranch, Northridge, Granada Hills-Knollwood, Sylmar, Sunland- O PRELIMINARY
Tujunga Lakeview Terrace- Shadow Hills-East La Tuna Canyon QO PROPOSED
W ADOPTED: 7/14/1883, 7/10/1996, 8/6/1887 11/18/1807
EXISTING ZONING MAX. DENSITY ZONING

Land use designations would foliow the County of Los Angeles
General Plan as follows:: N1 {Non-urban 1), N2 {(Non-utban 2: 0.5t0 |n/a
1.0 dwelling units per acre), U1 {Urban 1: 1.1 fo 3.3 dwelling units per
acre), Urban 2 (Urban 2: 3.4 to 6.6 dweliing units per acre), U3
{Urban 3: 6.7 to 15.0 dwelling units per acre), U4 (Urban 4: 15.1 to 40
dweliing units per acre), C (Commerclal), M {Industrial}, RR (Resort
recreational), W (Flood way and flood plains: Special Management
Area, and S (Significant Ecologicat Area (SEA): Special Management
Area), :
PLANNED LAND USE & ZONE MAX. DENSITY PLAN QO DOES CONFORM TO PLAN
No change in land use and zoning.

iz U DOES NOT CONFORM TO PLAN




PLANNED LAND USE & ZONE MAX. DENSITY PLAN LI DOES CONFORM TO PLAN
No change in land use and zoning.

h/a O DOES NOT CONFORM TO PLAN
SURROUNDING LAND USES PROJECT DENSITY
Undeveloped National Forest lands, single family residential M NO DISTRICT PLAN
dweliings, light industrial development, agricultural lands, n/a

Sunshine Canyon {andfill.

o DETERMINATION (To be completed by Lead Agency)

On the basis of this initia} evaluation:

M ! find that the pmposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION
will be prepared.

(3! find that although the proposed project couid have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be a significant effect in
this case because revisions on the project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE
DECLARATION will be prepared.

{31 find the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is
required.

Q| find the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially significant uniess mitigated” impact on the
environment, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier docurent pursuant {o applicable legal standards, and
2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on earlier analysis as deseribed on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.

33 1 find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the envirenment, because all potentially significant
effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b)
have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that eariier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, inciuding revisions or mitigation
measuyres that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.

D el Sesw

Daniel M. Scott Senior City Planner
SIGNATURE TITLE

EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:

1) A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are adequately supported by the
information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each question. A “No Impact” answer is
adequately supported if the referenced information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to projects
like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A “No Impact” answer should be
explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g., the project will not
expose sensitive receptors to pollutants based on a project-specific screening analysis).

2) All answers must take accowunt of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, cumulative as
well as project-ievel, indirect as well as divect, and construction as well as operational impacts.

3) Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the checklist answers must
indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less that significant with mitigation, or less than significant,
“Potentially Significant Impact” is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If
there are one or more “Potentially Significant Impact” entries when the determination is made, an EIR is required.

4y - “Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the incorporation of a
mitigation measure has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact” to “Less Than Significant Impact.”
The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less
than significant level (mitigation measures from Section XVII, “Barlier Analysis,” cross referenced).



6)

7

8)

9)

a) Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review.
b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the scope of and
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and state whether such effects

were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis.

c) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are “Less Than Significant With Mitigation Measures Incorporated,” describe
the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from the earlier document and the extent to which they

address site-specific conditions for the project,

Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for potential impacts {e.g.,
general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared or outside document should, where appropriate,

include a reference to the page or pages where the staternent is substantiated

Supporting Information Sources: A sources list should be attached, and other sources used or individuals contacted should be

cited in the discussion.

This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free o use different formats; however, lead agencies should normally
address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project’s environmental effects in whichever format is

selected.

The explanation of cach issue should identify:

a) The significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and
b) The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the Impact to less than significance.

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one impact that is a
“Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

0 Aesthetics 0 Hazards & Hazardous Materials
0 Agricultura] Resources 0 Hydrology/Water Quality

O Air Quality {0 Land Use/Planning

0 Biological Resources 0O Mineral Resources

£ Cultural Resources 0 Noise

0 Geology/Soils U Population/Housing

0 Public Services

0 Recreation

O Transportation/Traffic

0 Utilities/Service Systems

Q Mandatory Findings of Significance

INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST (To be completed by the Lead City Agency)

W BACKGROUND

PROPONENT NAME
City of Los Angeles

PHONE NUMBER
(818) 374-5069

PROPONENT ADDRESS
6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, Room 351
Van Nuys, CA 91401-2709

AGENCY REQUIRING CHECKLIST
Los Angeles Department of City Planning

DATE SUBVHTTED
November 18, 2004

PROFOSAL NAME (If Applicable)
Sphere of Ifluence per CF-00-2206




W ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

{Explanations of all potentially and less than significant impacts are
required to be attached on separate sheets)

I. AESTHETICS. Would the project:

a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic visia?

b. Substantially damage scenic rescurces, including, but not fmited
to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings, or other locally
recognized desirable aesthetic natural feature within a city-
designated scenic highway?

¢. Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of
the site and its surroundings?

d. Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?

1. AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES. In determining whether
impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental
effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land
Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the
California Depariment of Conservation as an optional model to use
in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. Would the
project:

a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of
Statewide Importance, as shown on the rmaps prepared pursuant o
the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California
Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?

b. Conflict the existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Willtamson
Act Contract?

¢. Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to
their location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to
non-agricultural use?

II. AIR QUALITY. The significance criteria established by the
South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) may be
relied upon to make the following determinations. Would the
project result in: '

a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the SCAQMD or
Congestion Management Plan?

b. Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an
existing or projected air quality violation?

Potentially Significant  Unless Mitigation  Less Thar Significant

Impact

0

O

Potentially Significant

Tncorporated

Impact

Mo Impact



c¢. Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria
poitutant for which the air basin is non-attainment {ozone, carbon
monoxide, & PM 10) under an applicable federal or state ambient
air quality standard?

d. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial poilutant
concentrations?

e. Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of
people?

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

a. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through
habitat modification, on any species identified as a candidate,
sensitive, or special status species in locat or regional plans,
polictes, or regulations by the California Department of Fish and
Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service ?

b. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other

sensitive natural community identified in the City or regional plans,
policies, regulations by the California Department of Fish and
Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service ?

¢. Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands
as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but
not limited to, marsh vernal pool, coastal, etc.} Through direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?

d. Interfere substantially with the movernent of any native resident
or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native
resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native
wildlife nursery sites?

e. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting
biological resources, such as tree preservation policy or ordinance
(e.g., oak trees or California walnut woodlands)?

f. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation
Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved
local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES: Would the project:

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in significance of a historical
resource as defined in State CEQA. §15064.57
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b. Cause a substantial adverse change in significance of an
archaeological resource pursuant to State CEQA §15064.57

¢. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource
or site or unique geologic feature?

d. Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of
formal cemeteries?

Vi. GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project:

a. Exposure of people or structures to potential substantial adverse
effects, including the risk of loss, injury or death invelving :

i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most
recent Alguist-Priolo Barthquake Fault Zoning Map 1ssued by the
State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence
of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special
Publication 42.

ti. Strong seismic ground shaking?

iii. Seismic-related ground faiture, including liquefaction?
iv. Landslides?

b. Result in substantial soi! erosion or the loss of topsoil?

c. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that
would become unstable as a result of the project, and potential
result in on- or off-site landstide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
Hauefaction, or collapse?

d. Be located on expansive soil, ag defined in Table 18-1-B of the
Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or

property?

e. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic
tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are
not available for the disposal of waste water?

VII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS, Would
the project:

a. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous
materials

Potentially Significant  Unless Mitigation Less Than Significant
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b. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment
through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions
involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment?

¢. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of
an existing or proposed school?

d. Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section
£5962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard fo the
public or the environment?

e. For a project located within ap airport land use plan or, where
such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public
airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety
hazard for peopie residing or working in the project area?

f. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the
project result in a safety hazard for the people residing or working
in the area?

g Iropair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted
emergency tesponse plan or emergency evacuation plan?

h. Expose people or structures to & significant risk of loss, injury or
death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are
adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with
wildlands?

VIII. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Would the
proposal result in:

a. Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirernents?

b. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with
groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in
aquifer volume or a Jowering of the local groundwater table level
(e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to
a level which would not support existing land uses or planned land
uses for which permits have been granted)?

¢. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or
area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or
river, in a manner which would result in substantial erosion or
siltation on- or off-site?

Potentially Significant
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d. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattera of the site or
area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or
river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff
in an manner which wouk! result in flooding on- or off site?

e. Create or coniribute runoff water which would exceed the
capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or
provide stbstantial additional sources of polluted runoff?

f. Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

g Place housing within a 100-year fiood plain as mapped on
federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or
other flood hazard delineation map?

h. Place within a 100-year flood plain structures which would
impede or redirect flood flows?

i. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, inquiry
or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the
failure of a levee or dam?

j. Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

IX. LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the project:

a. Physically divide an established cormunity?

b. Conflict with applicable iand use plan, policy or regulation of an
agency with jurisdiction over the project (including but not lmited
to the general plan, specific plan, coastal program, or zoning
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?

c¢. Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural
community conservation plan?

X. MINERAL RESOURCES, Would the project:

a. Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that
would be of value to the region and the residents of the state?

b. Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral
resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific
plan, or other land use plan?

Potentially Significant  Unless Mitigation  Less Than Significant
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XI. NOISE. Would the project:

a. Bxposure of persons to or generation of noise in level in excess
of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance,
or applicable standards of other agencies?

b. Exposure of people to or generation of excessive groundborne
vibration or groundborne noise levels?

¢. A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the
project vicinity above levels existing without the project?

d. A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the
project?

¢. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where
such a pian has not been adopted, within two miles of a public
airport or public use airport, would the project expose people
residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?

f. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the
project expose people residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels?

XII. POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the project:

a. Induce substantial population growth in an area either directly
(for example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly
(for example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?

b. Displace substantial numbers of existing housing necessitating
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

¢. Displace substantial numbers of people necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

XIIL PUBLIC SERVICES., Would the project result in
substantial adverse physical impacts agsociated with the provision
of new or physically altered governmental facilities, construction of
which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to
maintain aceeptable service ratios, response times or other
performance objectives for any of the public services:

a. Fire protection?

b. Police protection?
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Trpact

a

Unless Mitigation
Incorporated

O

Impact

W

Mo Tmpact



¢. Schools?
d. Parks?

e. Other governmental services (inchuding roads)?

XIV. RECREATION.

a. Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and
regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial
physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated?

b. Does the project include recreational facilities or require the
construction or expansion of recreational facilities which might
have an adverse physical effect on the environment?

XV, TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION. Would the
project:

a. Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the
existing traffic foad and capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a
substantial increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the volume
to ratio capacity on roads, or congestion at intersections)?

b. Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service
standard established by the county congestion management agency
for designated roads or highways?

¢. Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an
increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results in
substantial safety risks?

d. Substantially increase hazards to a design feature (e.g., sharp
curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)?

e. Result in inadequate emergency access?
f. Result in inadequate parking capacity?

g. Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting
alternative transportation {e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)?
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XVI. UTILITIES. Would the p%'Dj ect: Potentiaily SignificantPotentiaily Significant Less Than Significant
! ' Impact Unless Mitigation Impact No Inypact

Incorporaled

a. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable a 0 0 ]
Regional Water Quality Control Board?

b. Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater | 0 0 ]
treatrnent facilities or expansion of existing facitities, the

construction of which could cause significant environmental

effects?

¢. Require or result in the construction of new stormwater drainage 3 0 | [ ]
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of
which could cause significant environmental effects?

d. Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from A 0 ) [ ]
existing entitlements and resource, or are new or expanded
entitlements needed?

e. Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider 0 0 | ]
which serves or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity

to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s

existing comymitments?

f. Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to QO | O ]
accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs?

g. Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations ) ] N |
related to golid waste?

XVil. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE.

a. Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the [N O 0 ]
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of fish or wildlife

species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-

sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community,

reduce the nurmber or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant

or animal or eliminate important examples of the major periods of

California history or prehistory?

b. Does the project have impacts which are individually limited, but ] | [N [ |
cunulatively considerable?

("Cumnlatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of

an individual project are considerable when viewed in connection

with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current

projects, and the effects of probable future projects).

¢. Does the project have environmental effects which cause M 0 | ]
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or
indirectly?



@ DISCUSSION OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION (Attach additional sheets if necessary)

The list of impact categories and subcategories were prepared pursuant to the public Resources Code and the California Environmantal Quality Act
{CEQA). [Please see the following sections of the Public Resources Code and CEQA Guidelines: Public Resources code section 21082.2 (Significant
effect based on substantial evidence, not public controversy or speculation), CEQA sections 15062 (Inital Study), 15064 (Determining the Significance
of Environmental Effects Caused by a Project), 15085 (Mandatory Findings of Significance), 15070 (Decision to Prepare a Negative or Mitigaled
Negative Declaration; ND/MND), 15071 {Contents {of ND/MNDY) and 15047 {Consideration and Adoplion of a Negative Declaration or Mitigated
Negative Declaration)]

The Public Resources Code and CEQA Guidefines explicitly indicate “substantial evidence” as a basis for determining the significance of impacts on
the envirornment caused by a Project. Pubiic Resources code section 21082.2 {(¢) stales - "argument, speculation, unsubsiantiated opinion or narrative,
evidence which is clearly inaccurate or errongous, or evidence of social or econamic impacts which do not contribute to, or are not caused by, physical
impacts on the environment, is not substantial evidence. Substantial evidence shall include facls, reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts, and
expert opinion supported by facts.” Public Resources Code section 21082.2 (b) states - “The existence of public controversy over the environmental
effecis of a project shall not require preparation of an environmental impact report if there s no substantial evidence, in light of the whole record before
the lead agency, that the project may have a significant effect on the environment” (also see CEQA Guidelines sections 15382 and 15384).

Furthermore, the determination fo prepare a Negative or Mitigated Negative Declaration (ND/MND) or an Environmental Impact Report (EIR} is reached
by the examination of certain facts and supporting data, which clearly support the method of disclosure (.e. ND/MND, EIR)}, alternatives, and mifigation
of environmenial impacts. The following criteria must be evident when an EIR is required by the Lead Agency {CITY OF LOS ANGELES) per CEQA
Guidelines section 15065 (Mandatory Findings of Significance); a project will have a significant effect if it will:

Substantially degrade environmental quality

Substantially reduce fish or wildlife habitaf.

Cause a fish or wildlife habitat to drop below self-sustaining levels.

Threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community.

Reduce number, or restrict range of a rare, threatened, or endangered species.

Eliminate important examples of major periods of California history or prehistory.

Achieve short-term goals to the disadvantage of iong-term goals.

Result in environmental effects that are individually imited but cumulatively considerable.

Result in environmentatl effects that will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings.

" 5 & + & 4 0 = e

PREPARED BY TITLE TELEPHONE # DATE

M. Susan Whisnant Planning Assistant (818) 374-5044 November 2004
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Exhibit F: Sphere of Influence Amendment Application



LOS ANGELES SPHERE OF INFLUENCE AMENDMENT APPLICATION
(Pursuant to the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act
of 2000, Division 3, Title 5 Commencing with Section 56000,
of the Government Code}

TO: LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION
County of Los Angeles
Room 383, Hall of Administration
500 West Temple Street
Los Angeles, California 90012

DESIGNATION OF PROPOSAL: Amendment to Sphere of Influence
AFFECTED CITY/DISTRICT: City of Los Angeles
RELATED JURISDICTIONAL CHANGES: None

GENERAL LOCATION OF PROPOSAL: The proposed Sphere of Influence amendment
area is located in north Los Angeles County, outside the existing limits of the City of Los
Angeles. The general boundaries of the sphere are west to east, unincorporated areas
near Dayton Canyon northward along the Ventura County line to the ridge line of the
Santa Susana Mountains, turning eastwardly along the ridge line of the Santa Susana
Mountains to the limits of the City of Santa Clarita at the Sierra Highway, and following the
limits to the south and then east, and continuing to follow the ridge line eastward to and
along the boundary of the Angeles National Forest, and turning southward along the limits
of the City of Los Angeles to a terminus south of Little Tujunga Road.

THOMAS GUIDE PAGE(S): LA County: 480, 481, 482, 499, 500, 503, 504, 529,
559, 4640, 4641,4642
Ventura County: 367, 479

PROPOSAL INITIATED BY: X Resolution _ _ Landowner/Voter Petition
APPLICANT: City of Los Angeles

6262 Van Nuys Blvd., Room 351
Van Nuys, CA 91401-2709

SIGNED:

Daniel M. Scott, Senior City Planner
TELEPHONE: (818) 374-5069
DATE: May 4, 2005
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.

THE SUBJECT AREA

A, GENERAL DESCRIPTION

1.

1.

Acres or square miles: 18,242 acres or slightly more than 30
square miles.

Maior highways and streets serving the area: The proposed
area is served by Interstate 5, Interstate 405, Interstate 210, State
Highway 14, State Highway 118, and Little Tujunga Road.

Topography: Mountain ridges of varying heights; canyons and flat
land make up the general topography of the area.

Physical boundaries):
Santa Susana Mountain ridge line,

- B. POPULATION AND HOUSING

Estimated population: The estimated population for the proposed
Sphere of Influence outside of the City limits is approximately 1,550
persons.

Number of registered voters: Approximately 800 voters.
(2000 Los Angeles County Demographic Profile Prepared by the
Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning)

Number and type of dwelling units: The area within the proposed
Sphere of Influence outside the incorporated city limits contains
approximately 740 single-family and multi-family dwelling units. The
area contains housing that is primarily single family dwelling units.

C. LAND USE AND ZONING

1.

Existing land use in the subject area: The existing land uses in
the subject area are open space, with scattered single- family
homes and multi-family homes.

Planned land use designations in the surrounding area:

Land use designations will not change as a result of the amendment.
The County of Los Angeles General Plan covers the area included
within the proposed amendment area to the sphere of influence. The
designations include: N1 (Non-urban 1), N2 (Non-urban 2: 0.5 t0 1.0
dwelling units per acre), U1 (Urban 1: 1.1 fo 3.3 dwelling units per
acre), Urban 2 (Urban 2: 3.4 to 6.6 dwelling units per acre), U3 (Urban

3:6.7 to 15.0 dwelling units per acre), U4 (Urban 4: 15.1 to 40 dwelling

units per acre), C (Commercial), M (Industrial), RR (Resort
recreational), W (Floodway and floodplains: Special Management
Area), and S (Significant Ecological Area [SEA]: Special Management
Area).



i THE PROPOSAL

A. Reasons for initiation of this proposal: The Sphere of Influence Study was
prepared by the City of Los Angeles to plan for plan for the probable ultimate
physical boundaries and urban service area of the a potion of the northern
border of the City of Los Angeles. It is presented as an informational and
advocacy tool to assist members of the Local Agency Formation Commission
(LAFCO) in making their determinations pursuant to Government Code
Section 56076.

B. Alternate courses of action: Alternate course of action are denial of the
proposed sphere and continuation of the of the current sphere with a border
coterminous with the limits of the City of Los Angeles.

C. Services and/or costs to residents or landowners in the area:

Services and/or costs to residents or landowners in the area would not be
increased, reduced, or eliminated as a result of this proposal.

D. Terms or conditions requested as part of this proposal:

Standard LAFCO conditions are anticipated and acceptable.
lIl. GENERAL
A. Names and addresses of persons, organization or agencies known to
you who may be opposed to this proposal:
Carlyle W, Hall, Jr, for Las Lomas
Akin Gump Strauss Hauer & Feld
2029 Century Park East, Suite 2400
Los Angeles, CA 90067-3012
{(310) 728-3242
B. Names and addresses of persons who are to receive notice of hearang,

staff report, and minutes:

City of Los Angeles, Planning Department
c/o Susan Whisnant, Planning Assistant
6262 Van Nuys Blvd. Room 351

Van Nuys, CA 91401-2709

John Wickham, CLA
City Hall 255

200 North Spring Street
Los Angeies, CA 90012



Dale Thrush, CD 2

City Hall 475

200 North Spring Street_
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Tom Henry, CD 3

City Hall 450

200 North Spring Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dan Rosales, CD 7

City Hall 465

200 North Spring Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Kevin Keller, CD 11

City Hall 415

200 North Spring Street
l.os Angeles, CA 90012

Phyllis Winger, CD 12
City Hall 405

200 North Spring Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

CAWINNT\Profiles\swhisnan\Desklop\Sphere Package 3-30 .wpd




Exhibit G: Resolution to Initiate Proceedings to Adopt an
Amended Sphere of Influence



Resolution No.

A RESOLUTION OF THE APPLICATION BY THE
CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES,
STATE OF CALIFORNIA,
REQUESTING THE LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION OF THE COUNTY
OF LOS ANGELES TO
INITIATE PROCEEDINGS TO ADOPT AN AMENDED SPHERE OF INFLUENCE FOR,

AND AS PROPOSED BY, THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES.

WHEREAS, the City of Los Angeles desires to initiate proceedings pursuant fo the
Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000, Division 3,

commencing with Section 56000 of the California Government Code;

WHEREAS, this proposal is consistent with the spirit and intent of sections 56427 and

58428 of the California State Code;

WHEREAS, the territory proposed fo be included in this sphere of influence is set forth

in Exhibit “A”, attached hereto and by this reference incorporated;

WHEREAS, the City has prepared and adopted a comprehensive general plan for the

City and generally all the territories within the proposed sphere of influence area;

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of L.os Angeles conducted a public meeting on

(insert date) pursuant to applicable law, to consider the proposed sphere of inﬂuence;

Exhibit G



WHEREAS, the reasons for this proposed sphere of influence are as follows:

3.

Facilitate orderly growth in the unincorporated areas adjacent to the City of
Los Angeles;

Coordinate property development standards and encourage timely
provision of adequate and essential services such as streets, sewer, water,
police and fire protection, parks and recreation, flood control, and solid
waste disposal, as urbanization of unincorporated areas occurs;

Promote cooperative planning between the City of Los Angeles and the
County of Los Angeles, various public/private service entities, and major
landowners, and so facilitate proper implementation of their respective
general or master plans;

Assist all government agencies and private entities in planning and
scheduling the logical, orderly, and economic extension of their facilities
and services, thus avoiding expensive and unnecessary duplication of
effort;

Promote, assist, and enhance property owners’ ability to plan
comprehensively, and with reasonable assurance, for the ultimate use and

development of their lands; and

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Los Angeles, California, has considered all

evidence, oral and documentary, and is advised in the premises.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the City Council of the City of Los

Angeles, California, does hereby determine and find as follows:



Section 1. This resolution is hereby adopted and approved by the City Council, and the
Local Agency Formation Commission of the County of Los Angeles is hereby requested
to initiate proceedings to adopt an amended sphere of influence as mapped in Exhibit
“A”, which is incorporated herein by this reference, according to the terms and conditions
stated above, and in the manner provided by the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local

Government Reorganization Act of 2000,

Section 2. The City Council hereby directs and authorizes the City Clerk of the City of
Los Angeles to file a certified copy of this resolution with the Executive Officer of the

Local Agency Formation Commission of the County of Los Angeles.

Section 3. The City Clerk shall certify the adoption of this resolution.

PASSED, APPROVED, AND ADOPTED this day of , 2005.

James K. Hahn, Mayor

ATTEST:

J. Michael Carey, City Clerk

STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES )
CITY OF LOS ANGELES )

I, J. Michael Carey, City Clerk of the city of Los Angeles, do hereby certify that the

foregoing Resolution was duly adopted by the City Council of the City of Los Angeles.



Pending Record Preview _ _ Page 1 of 1

File Number
00-2206

Last Changed Date

04/08/2005

Title

SPHERE OF INFLUENCE - PORTIONS OF SAN FERNANDO VALLEY
Initiated by

Bernson Mover 2000 / Galanter

Subject

Motion - The City of Santa Clarita recently submitted a sphere of influence application to the
lLocal Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) that claims portions of the San Fernando Valley,
LAFCO wiil soon consider Santa Clarita's proposal. The City has indicated to LAFCO that the
Santa Clarita sphere should not include any part of the San Fernande Valley, and that the
southern boundary of the sphere should be drawn at the crest of the San Gabriel and Santa
Susanna mountains.

The City of Los Angeles sphere of influence is currently coterminous with the City boundary,
though large areas of the San Fernando Valley remain unincorporated. The City should appiy to
LAFCO for a sphere that includes these unincorporated and largely undeveloped areas.

The intent of a sphere of influence is to determine the most efficient provision of services,
including police, fire, and utilities. The City of Los Angeles clearly has the greatest ability to
provide these services and more to the unincorporated areas of the San Fernando Vailey.
Shouid these areas ever develop, the City wouid have responsibility to provide services and
should have some influence over how these development decisions are made.

THEREFORE MOVE that the City of Los Angeles submit an application to LAFCO for a Sphere of
Influence that includes the unincorporated portions of the San Fernando Valley.

FURTHER MOVE that the Council direct the City Planning Dept with assistance from the Chief of
Legisiative Analyst to prepare an application to LAFCO for a Sphere of Influence and report
back to the P&LUM Comt within 45 days.

REFER TO COUNCIL FILE 05-0671

Council District

Date Received
11/07/2000
File History

11-7-00 - This day's Council session

11-7-00 - File to Calendar Clerk for placement on next available Council agenda
11-14-00 - Council Action - Motion ADOPTED

11-20-00 - File in files

ack | Edit |

btbns lHnolovl-lefidata/Pendine Preview.cfm?check=00-2206&Document=108443 04/08/2005



J. MICHAEL CAREY . TY OF L’OS ANGEL‘E““’ ; Office of the

City Clerk . CALIFORNIA ' CITY CLERK
5 Council and Public Services
Room 615, City Hall
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Council File Information - {213) 486-5703
General Information - (213) 485-5705
Fux: (213) 847-0636
Fax: (213) 485-8944

FRANK T. MARTINEZ

Exgcutive Qfficer

When making inquiries
relative to this matter
refer to File No.,

RICHARD J. RIORDAN HELEN GINSBURG

Chief, Council and Public Services Division

00-2206 MATOR . )

noi
November 16, 2000
Honorable Richard Riordan, Mayoxr Office of Administrative
Council member Bernson and Research Services
Council member Galanter City Attorney
Planning Department Planning and Land Use Menagement
Chief Legiglative Analyst Committee Clerk, Attn: J. White

RE: SUBMITTING AN APPLICATION TO THE LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSICON
(LAFCO) FOR A SPHERE OF INFLUENCE THAT INCLUDES THE UNINCORPORATED
PORTIONS OF THE SAN FERNANDO VALLEY

At the meeting of the Council held November 14, 2000, the following
action was taken:

Attached report adopted ... ... .ttt e e e e
Attached motion (Bernson - Galanter) adopted.............c..c.... X
Attached resoclution adopted () ... . ittt et s s emnan
MEYOr CONCUT U, & it i ittt e e it ettt et e e e e e e e e e
FORTHWITH. . .ttt et ettt et et e eeeeeee e neeenn e
Ordinance adopLed. « vt it ittt et et e e e et e e e e
Ordinance NUIMDET . . ittt e ettt e et ettt et e e e et e aee et
Effective date............ e e e e e e e e e

Mayor vetoed........... .. ..., e et e e e e e e
Ay Or AR TOVEA . . i it it e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e
Mayor failed to act - deemed approved............ e,

City Clerk
crm

steno\002206

AN EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY - AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER Recyclalie and mada kom fecycled wasle, ‘%Ofé



MOTION

The City of Santa Clarita recently submitted a sphere of influence application to the Local
Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) that claims portions of the San Fernando Valiey.
LAFCO will soon consider Santa Clarita’s proposal. The City has indicated to LAFCO that the
Santa Clarita sphere should not include any part of the San Fernando Valley, and that the
southern boundary of the sphere shouid be drawn at the crest of the San Gabriel and Santa
Susanna mountains. '

The City of Los Angeles sphere of influence is currently coterminous with the City
boundary, though large areas of the San Fernando Valley remain unincorporated. The City should
apply to LAFCO for a sphere that includes these unincorporated and largely undeveloped areas.

The intent of a sphere of influence is to determine the most efficient provision of services,
including police, fire, and utilities. The City of Los Angeles clearly has the greatest ability to
provide these services and more to the unincorporated areas of the San Fernando Valley. Should
these areas ever develop, the City would have responsibility to provide services and should have
some influence over how these development decisions are made.

I THEREFORE MOVE that the City of Los Angeles submit an application to LAFCO for
a Sphere of Influence that includes the unincorporated portions of the San Fernando Valley.

I FURTHER MOVE that the Counciil direct the City Planning Department with assistance
from the Office of the Chief Legislative Analyst to prepare an application to LAFCO for a Sphere
of Influence and report back to the Planning and Land Use Management Committee within 45

days.
Presented by: C_M_‘QM\

Hal Bernson
Councilman, 12" Distrigt

Seconded by:
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COUNCIL VOTE
14-Nov-00 10:42:14 AM, #5

Items for which Public Hearings Have Not Been Held - Items 7-21
Voting on Item{s}: 12-21

Roli Call

BERNSON Yes
CHICK Yesg
FEUER Yes
GALANTER ~ Absent
GOLDBERG Absent
HERNANDEZ Absent
HOLDEN Absgent
MISCIKOWSKEI ' Yes
PACHECO ‘ Yesg
PADILLA Yeg
RIDLEY-THOMAS Yea
*SVORINICH Yes
WACHS _ Yeg
WALTERS Yesg
FERRARO Absgent

Pregent: 10, Yesgs: 10 No: 0



