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TO THE COUNCIL OF THE 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

Your 

reports as follows: 

FILE NO. 05-0671 

PLANNING AND LAND USE MANAGEMENT Committee 

Yes No 
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 (SOl) 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 (Bernson - 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 SOl for the City of Los Angeles, pursuant to the 
Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000, and as shown in the Apri16, 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 ofthe 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 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 ridgelineofthe Santa 
Susana Mountains as shown in Exhibit B of the April 6, 2005, City Planning Department 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 SOl 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 SOl, 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 (SOl) 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 reported that 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 to 
amend the boundaries of the SOl for the City of Los Angeles pursuant to the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local 
Government Reorganization Act of2000. The SOl is the geographic area in Los Angeles County that is determined 
to be the probable, ultimate physical boundaries and service area forthe 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 Fernando 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: 

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 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. 

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 quality. 

Councilmember Grieg Smith representing a portions of the San Fernando Valley spoke in support of the proposed 
SOl, 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. 
Council member 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 Councilmember 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 that time 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 Lomas project 
that the SOl is in reaction to-- and designed to stop the Las Lomas project. He suggested that legally that is not 
possible, and suggested that the Local Agency Formation Commission ofthe County project cannot consider land 
uses as part of the SOl process. Other comments made by Council member Smith are contained in Council file 
No. 05-0671. 

Council member Alex Padilla, who also represents portions of the San Fernando Valley in the City, also spoke in 
support of the SOl, as amended, and agreed with Council member 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 SOl 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 SOl, 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 Los 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 SOl, 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 SOl, 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 ofthe Planning Department, as submitted in the April6, 2005, report 
and Resolution. 

MEMBER 
REYES: 
CARDENAS: 
WEISS: 

BG:bg 
CDs 2, 3, 7, 12 

VOTE 
YES 
YES 
ABSENT 

Respectfully submitted, 
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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 to 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 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. 

i'"!l rlltlll 
PASSED, APPROVED, AND ADOPTED this /0 day of~· 2005. 

ATTEST: ~ ~ "'2~ 
Frank &rtlfleZ: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. 



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 Absent 
GARCETTI Yes 
GREUEL Yes 
HAHN Yes 
LABONGE Yes 
LUDLOW Absent 
MISCIKOWSKI Yes 
PARKS Absent 
PERRY Yes 
REYES Yes 
SMITH Yes 
VILLARAIGOSA Absent 
WEISS Yes 
ZINE Yes 
*PADILLA Yes 
Present: 11' Yes: 11 No: 0 
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DATE: April 6, 2005 ~7 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Honorable Ed Reyes 
Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
Los Angeles City Council 

Con Howe 
Director of Planning 
Los Angeles Department of City Planning 

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 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 

Public Counter & Construction Services Center 
LOS ANGELES: 201 N. FIGUEROA STREET, ROOM 400 
VAN NUYS: 6262 VAN NUYS BL VO., SUITE 251 
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(213) 482-7077 
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Amendment to the SOl 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 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 Exhibits A and 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 
Los 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 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. 

3 

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, 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 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; 

4 

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 
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 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 pollution 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 
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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 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. 
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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). 

6 

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 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 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, an9 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. 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 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, Council District 7 
Honorable Cindy Miscikowski, Council District 11 
Honorable Greig Smith, Council District 12 
Mr. John Wickham, Office of the Chief Legislative Analyst 

7 
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Exhibits 

A. Informational Map of Current and Proposed Sphere of Influence 
B. Map of LA River and Major Tributaries 
C. Map of San Fernando Valley General Land Use and County Land Use 
D. Map of the Rim of the Valley Corridor 
E. Negative Declaration, Initial Study, Addendum and Letters 
F. Sphere of Influence Amendment Application with Official Map 
G. Resolution to Initiate Proceedings to Adopt an Amended Sphere of Influence 

with Official Map of Current and Proposed Sphere of Influence 
H. Additional Information Relating to Environmental Clearance and Finding 
I.. 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) 



Current & Proposed 
Sphere of Influence 

=~c- Current Sphere of Influence 
(SOl) I City Boundary 

Proposed Addition to the 
Sphere of Influence 

nn;mgj Las Lomas Project Site 

~ San Fernando River 
\...-V Basin/Ridgeline 

L----11 National Forest 

Santa Clarita 

Streets, Freeways, and Water Features 
Copyright {c) 2003 Thomas Brothers Maps, Inc 

Informational map only -see Exhibit F, 
Sphere oflnfluence Amendment 
Application for a copy 

of the map to be submitted to LAFCO. 

Exhibit A 
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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 



City of Los Angeles 

San Fernando Valley 
General Plan Land Use 

Residential 

Minimum 

Very Low Density 

Very Low I 

Very Low U 

Low Density 

Low! 

Low II 

Low Medium Density 

Low Medium I 

Low medium II 

Medium Density 

- High Medium Density 

- High Density 

- Very High Density 

Commercial 

Neighborhood Commercial 

- Limited Commercial 

- General Commercial 

- Community Commercial 

- Regional Commercial 

Industrial 

Commercial Manufacturing 

- Umited Manufacturing 

- Light Manufacturing 

- Heavy Manufacturing 

Parking 

Open Space, Public Facilities 

-Open Space 

- Public Facilities 

==- City Boundary (PLN) 

D Proposed Addition to 
Sphere of Influence ... 

N 

0;. -c:::c~-==' Miles 

Prepared by the Department ot City Planning 
Systems & GIS Division- September 2004 

NotiO be reproduced without prior wrlnen permission 
of the City of Los Angeles 

Exhibit C 
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Exhibit D: Map of the Rim of the Valley Corridor 



Parklands and Open Space 

M ONIJ:::A 

a Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy 

el~ Mountains Re<reatlon and Conservation Authority 

6 8 9 14 

.LEGEND. 

SANTA MONICA MOUNTAINS CONSERVANCY ZONE ·RIM OF THE VALLEY CORRIDOR county une 

- Proposed Addition to Sphere of Influence 

City Boundary 

Exhibit D 
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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 90012 

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 

PROPOSED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 
(Article V- City CEQA Guidelines) 

- ,, ___ - " ·····--
LEAD AGENCY vvv"v'~ DISTRICTS 

LOS ANGELES CITY PLANNING DEPARTMENT CD 12, CD 7, and CD 2 

PROJECT TITLE CASE# 
Change of Organization or reorganization pursuant to the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Reorganization ENV-2004-71 08-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 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, outs'1de 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 Susanna Mountains, turning 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 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 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 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 Valleys. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The project is a plan for modific.:;ttion 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. 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. 

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(SO 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 decislonmaker 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 Planner 
6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, Room 351 

__D~ s;~ 
November 18, 2004 

Van Nuys, CA 90401 

. . . 
Exh1b1t E 
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LEAD CITY AGENCY 
Los Angeles Department of City Planning 

RESPONSIBLE AGENCIES 

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) 

COUNCIL DISTRICTS 
CD 12, CD 7, and CD 2 

Los Angeles County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) 

PROJECT TITLE/NO. 
Change of Organization or reorganization pursuant to the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local 
Reorganization Act of 2000 (Title 5, Division 3, commencing with Section 56000 of the 
California government Code) relative to an amendment to boundaries of the Sphere of 
Influence for the City of Los Angeles. 
Sohere of Influence oer CF-00-2206 

CASE NO. 
ENV-2004-7!08-ND 
CF-00-2206 

DATE 
November 18, 2004 

PREVIOUS ACTIONS CASE NO. • 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 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, regulate!)' authority, public or private services, tax revenue distribution, or land use. The proposed project covers 19,242 acres, or slightly 
more than 30 s uare 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 dwelling units and multi-family dwellings that serve a population of approximately 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 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 Susanna Mountains, turning 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 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 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 boundal)'. 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 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 ~TATUS: 
Chatsworth Porter Ranch, Northridge, Granada Hills-Knoflwood, Sylmar, SunlandM 0 PRELIMINARY 
Tujunga Lakeview Terrace- Shadow Hills-East La Tuna Canyon OPROPOSED 

• ADOPTED: 7/14/1993,7/10/1996,8/6/1987,11/18/1997 
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 2:0.5 to n/a 
1.0 dwelling units per acre). U1 (Urban 1: 1.1 to 3.3 dwelling unils per 
acre), Urban 2 (Urban 2: 3.4 to 6.6 dwelling units per acre), U3 
(Urban 3: 6.71o 15.0 dwelling units per acre), U4 (Urban 4: 15.1 lo 40 
dwelling 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 
Area). 
PLANNED LAND USE & ZONE MAX. DENSITY PLAN 0 DOES CONFORM TO PLAN 
No change in land use and zoning. 

ria 0 DOES NOT CONFORM TO PLAN 
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SURROUNDING LAND USES PROJECT DENSITY 
Undeveloped National Forest lands, single family residential • NO DISTRICT PLAN 
dwellings, light industrial development, agricultural lands, Sunshine 1/a 
Canyon landfill. 

... 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 DECLARA TJON will be 
prepared. 

0 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. 

0 I find the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMP ACT REPORT is required. 

0 I find the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" or "potentially significant unless mitigated" impact on the 
environment, but at least one effect l) 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 ~ddressed. 

0 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 ElR 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 
SIGNATURE 

EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: 

Senior City Planner 
TITLE 

I) 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 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 wben 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). 

5) 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 ( c )(3)(0). In this case, a brief discussion 
should identify the following: 
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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. 

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. 

6) 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 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. 

9) 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 

0 Agricultural Resources 

0 Air Quality 

0 Biological Resources 

D Cultural Resources 

0 Geology/Soils 

0 Hazards & Hazardous Materials 

0 Hydrology/Water Quality 

0 Land Use/Planning 

0 Mineral Resources 

ONoise 

0 Population/Housing 

0 Public Services 

0 Recreation 

0 Transportation/Traffic 

0 Utilities/Service Systems 

0 Mandatory Findings of Significance 

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

~ BACKGROUND 

PROPONENT NAME 
City of Los Angeles 

PROPONENT ADDRESS 
6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, Room 351 

Van 

... ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

PHONE NUMBER 
(818) 374-5069 

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

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

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

II. 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 Department of Conservation as an optional model to use 
in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. Would the 
project: 

a. Convert Prime Farnuand, Unique Farmland, or Farmland 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? 

c. Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to 
their location or natnre, 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 quality violation? 

Potentially Significa11t 
Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Less Thall Significant 

Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact 

0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 

0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 

0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
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c. Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria 
pollutant for which the air basin is non-attaimnent (ozone, carbon 
monoxide, & PM I 0) 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 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 ofFish 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 ofFish and 
Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

c. 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 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 § 15064.5? 

Potentially Significant 
Potentially Significant Unless Mitigati011 Less Than Significant 

Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact 

0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 

0 0 0 • 

0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 

0 0 0 • 
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b. Cause a substantial adverse change in significance of an 
archaeological resource pursuant to State CEQA § 15064.5? 

c. 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 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? 

iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 

iv. Landslides? 

b. Result in substantial soil 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 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 

Potentially Significant 
Potentially Sig11ificant Unless Mitigation Less Than Significant 

Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact 

0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 

0 0 0 • 

0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 

0 0 0 • 
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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 enviromnent? 

c. 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 Govermnent Code Section 
65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to the 
public or the enviromnent? 

e. 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 airpmt, 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 
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 
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 quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements? 

b. Substantially deplete gronndwater supplies or interfere 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 uses or planned land 
uses for which permits have been granted)? 

c. 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 
Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Less Than Significant 

Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact 

0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 

0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 

0 0 0 • 
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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 maiiDer 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 polluted runoff? 

f. Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? 

g. Place housing within a I 00-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 I 00-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 darn? 

j. Inundation by seiche, tsunami, 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 (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? 

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 
Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Less Than Sigtlificant 

Impact Incorporated lmpact No Impact 

0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 

0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 

0 0 0 • 

0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
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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 levels? 

c. 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 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 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 infrastrocture)? 

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

c. Displace substantial numbers of people necessitating the 
constroction 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? 

b. Police protection? 

Potentially SignificaJltPotcntially Significant Less Than Significant 
Impact Unless Mitigation Impact No Impact 

Incorporated 

0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 

0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 

0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
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c. 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 
constrnction 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 (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 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)? 

Potentially SigllificantPotentially Significant Less Than Significant 
Impact Unless Mitigation Impact No Impact 

Incorporated 

0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 

0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 

0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
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XVI. UTILITIES. Would the project: Potentially Significant Potentially Significant Less Than Significant 
Impact Unless Mitigation Impact No Impact 

Incorporated 

a. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable 0 0 0 • Regional Water Quality Control Board? 

b. Require or result in the constrnction of new water or wastewater 0 0 0 • treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant environmental 
effects? 

c. Require or result in the constrnction of new stOJmwater drainage 0 0 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 0 0 • existing entitlements and resource, or are new or expanded 
entitlements needed? 

e. Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider 0 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 commitments? 

f. Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to 0 0 0 • accommodate the project's solid waste disposal needs? 

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

XVII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE. 

a. Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the 0 0 0 • enviromnent, 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 connnunity, 
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 0 • 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). 

c. Does the project have environmental effects which cause 0 0 0 • 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 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 15063 (Initial Study), 15064 (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; NDIMND), 15071 (Contents (of NDIMND}} 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 narrative, 
evidence 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 substantial evidence. Substantial 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 controversy over the environmental 
effects of a project shall not require 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" (also see CEQA Guidelines 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 method of disclosure (i.e. ND/MND, ElR), alternatives, and mitigation 
of environmental 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 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, 
Eliminate important examples of major periods of California history or prehistory. 
Achieve short-term goals to the disadvantage of !ong~term goals. 
Result in environmental effects that are individually limited but cumulatively considerable. 
Result in environmental effects that will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings. 

PREPARED BY TITLE TELEPHONE# 

M. Susan Whisnant Planning Assistant (818} 374-5044 

DATE 

November 2004 
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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 that 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 period are attached together with the response 
of the Lead City Agency. The project decision-maker may adopt this 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. 

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. 

II. 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. 

Ill. 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 municipal service area of a local 
governmental agency. 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 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 
dispersal or migration corridors. 

V. CULTURAL 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, 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 people or structures to potential substantial 
adverse effects, no increase in soil erosion or loss of topsoil. Since the project is does 
not involve construction, location of the project is not relevant to environmental impacts. 

VII. 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. 

VIII. 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. 

IX. 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, ultimate 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 mineral 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. 

XII. 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 population growth or housing. 

XIII. 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 physically 
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 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 recreation. 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 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 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, 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 physical 
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 
Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, Room 351 
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, Sunland 
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, ifcertain 
documents are not being made available to the public until January 2005 and the 
comment period on this document expires December 27, 2004? 
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? 
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5. 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 ·' · · ·~F 

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 National Forest and the Los 
Padres Forest? 
18. 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 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 publication for the 
comment period 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, 
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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 
questions, etc. is necessary). 

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

Trull~,u:~· { J~ 
~Takata 
Recording Secretary 
Land Use Committee, Chatsworth Neighborhood Council 

9629 Baden Avenue 
Chatsworth, CA 91311 
818 703-1040 



Susan Whisnant 
Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, Room 351 
Van Nuys, CA 90401 
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Responses to Questions from12/14/2004 CNC's Meeting 
Mailed to Teena Tekata and CNC's 

1. 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 will be included on the mailing list for the proposal. 

2. 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 following 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. 

3. 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. 

4. What is the relationship of the Sphere and the lands controlled 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. 

5. 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. 

6. 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. 

7. 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 Blvd., Van Nuys, CA 91401. 

8. Why were these borders chosen? 

The borders were chosen to include unincorporated areas in the San Fernando Valley that are 



south of the natural ridge line of the Santa Susana mountains. Slight modifications take into 
account ownership of parcels that lie on both sides of the ridge. The areas to 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 to 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. 

9. 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. 

10. 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 Angeles? 

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 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 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. 

11. Will the primary effect 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. 



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 to open space are anticipated. 

12. How will this impact open space? 

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 an impact upon open space. 

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 San Fernando Valley. 

13. 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 land and the desires of the owner within established regulatory 
requirements. 

14. 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. 

15. 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. 

16. 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. 

17. 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 



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. 

18. 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 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. 

19. 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 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 
dispersal or migration corridors. 



STATE Of CALIFORNIA-THE RESOURCES AGENCY 

SANTA MONICA MOUNTAINS CONSERVANCY 
RAMIREZ CANYON PARK 
5750 RAMIREZ CANYON ROAD 
MALIBU, CALIFORNIA 90265 
PHONE (31 0) 589-3200 
FAX (31 0) 589-3207 

Susan Whisnant 

Januaty 24, 2005 

Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, Room 351 
Van Nuys, California 90401 

ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER Governor 
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CITY PLANNING 
VAN NUYS 

Proposed Negative Declaration ENV-204-7108: CF-00-2206 
North San Fernando Valley Sphere oflnfluence 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 
Page2 

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 lose 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, 

. ~ 

~~.CHEADLE 
Chairperson 
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May 2, 2005 

Susan Whisnant 
los 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. Whisnant: 

818 "41 1459 p.2 

After reviewing the AprilS, 2004 report re!~arding 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 annexation of the subject areas. Annexation by the City is 
generally perceived as a 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, 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 
los 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 br~ 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 6, 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 Los Angele•s 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 recen1ly approved Deerlake Ranch development project. The 
Save Chatsworth organization seeks to pmserve the rural, equestrian lifestyle unique to communities 
such as Chatsworth, to protect distinctive ~1eographic features and natural topography, and to promote 
responsible development. 

Z/~ 
Vanessa Watters 
President, Save Chatsworth 

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

Save Chatsworth, !no .• 21704 Oevonshlre St., # 133, Chatsworill, CA 9!311 
l'ffl.'I!!.!!.!VeclJatswortb•!!fJI (818) 484-3412 



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): 

PROPOSAL INITIATED BY: 

APPLICANT: 

SIGNED: 

TELEPHONE: 

DATE: 

LACounty:480,481,482,499,500,503,504, 529, 
559' 4640' 4641 ,4642 
Ventura County: 367, 479 

X Resolution LandownerNoter Petition 

City of Los Angeles 
6262 Van Nuys Blvd., Room 351 
Van Nuys, CA 91401-2709 

Daniel M. Scott, Senior City Planner 

(818) 374-5069 

May 10,2005 



I. 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. 

B. 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. 

2. Number of registered voters: Approximately 800 voters. 
(2000 Los An~eles County Demo~raphic Profile Prepared by the 
Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning) 

3. 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 existin~ land uses in 
the subject area are open space, with scattered single-family homes 
and multi-family homes. 

2. 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 to 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 (Fioodway and floodplains: 



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

II 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 to 
Government Code Section 56076. 

B. 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. 

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. 

Ill. 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 Blvd., Suite 800 
Santa Monica, CA 90401 

B. 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 Hall 41 0 
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 90012 

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 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 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. 

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 Planning 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 SOl, an analysis of those impacts is 
not required in order to submit the City's application for SOl 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 to 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 to submit an application to LAFCO for extension of the City's SOl. 
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 SOl. This negative declaration will be forwarded to 
LAFCO, which will have the ultimate determination whether to adopt the negative declaration at 
the time it acts upon the City's application for amendment to the SOl. 

4. The City's SOl application, if granted by LAFCO, does not allow any changes in development 
intensities to the area to be included, which would still 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 SOl application, is separate from the 
determination of whether an EIR is required for the City's application to extend the SOl. The SOl 
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 SOl, and there are no other pending 
applications or activities which would result in environmental changes as a result of the adoption 
of the SOl. For those reasons, the Planning Department has concluded that a negative 
declaration, and not an EIR, is appropriate for the SOl 

The Planning Department recommends that City Council find, based on the whole record before it, 
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 inquiries 
relative to this matter 
refer to File No. 

05-0671 

,~. 

I 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
CALIFORNIA 

JAMES K. HAHN 
MAYOR 

May 6, 2005 

ALL COUNCILMEMBERS: 

Office oftl1e 

CITY CLERK 
Council and Public Services 

Room 395, City Hall 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Council File Information- (213) 978-1043 
General Information- (213) 978-1133 

Fax: (213) 978-1040 

HEJ,EN G~SBURG 
Chief, Council and Public Services Division 

The attached copy· of a Negative Declaration, 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. 2, 3, 7 and 13. 

City Clerk 
crm 

AN EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY- AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER 
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LEAD AGENCY COUNCIL DISTRICTS 

LOS ANGELES CITY PLANNING DEPARTMENT CD 12, CD 7, and CD 2 

PROJECT TITLE CASE# 
Change of Organization or reorganization pursuant to the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg 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 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 
genera! 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 Susanna Mountains, turning eastwardly along the ridge line of the Santa Susanna Mountains to the limits of the C.ity 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 alo~g the boundary of the 
Angeles National Forest, and turning southward 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 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 Valleys. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The project is a plan for modifie(;ltion 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. lt 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, 

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(SO 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 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 Pia~ 
6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, Room 351 

_D~S~ 
November 18, 2004 

Van Nuys, CA 90401 

. . 
Exh1b1t E 



LEAD CITY AGENCY 
Los Angeles Department of City Planning 

RESPONSIBLE AGENCIES 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK 

ROOM 615, CITY BALL 
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90012 

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 

INITIAL STUDY 
AND CHECKLIST 

(Article IV- City CEQA Guidelines) 

COUNCIL DISTRICTS 
CD 12, CD 7, and CD 2 

Los Angeles County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) 

PROJECT TITLE/NO. 
Change of Organization or reorganization pursuant to the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local 
Reorganization Act of 2000 (Title 5, Division 3, commencing with Section 56000 of the 
California government Code) relative to an amendment to boundaries of the Sphere of 
Influence for the City of Los Angeles. 
Sphere of lnftuenceper CF-00-2206 

'--ASE NO. 
ENY -2004-71 08-N!) 
CF-00-2206 

DATE 
November 18, 2004 

PREVIOUS ACTIONS CASE NO. • 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 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 !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 heights, 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 approximately 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 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 Susanna Mountains, turning eastwardly along the ridge line of the Santa Susanna Mountains to the limits of the City of Santa Clarita at the 
Sierra Highway, and fo!!owing 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 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 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 Valleys. 

PLANNING DISTRICT STATUS: 
Chatsworth Porter Ranch, Northridge, Granada Hi!ls¥nollwood, Sylmar, Sunland~ 0 PRELIMINARY 
Tujunga Lakeview Terrace- Shadow Hills-East La Tuna Canyon OPROPOSED 

• ADOPTED: 711411993, 7110/1996, 81611987,1111811997 
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: 0.5 to nla 
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 (Flood way and flood plains: Sped~ I Management 
Area, and S (Significant Ecological Area (SEA): Special Management 
Area). 
PLANNED LAND USE & ZONE MAX. DENSITY PLAN 0 DOES CONFORM TO PLAN 
No change in land use and zoning. 

ria 0 DOES NOT CONFORM TO PLAN 



PLANNED LAND USE & ZONE 
No c~ange in land use and zoning. 

MAX. DENSITY PLAN 

n/a 

SURROUNDING LAND USES PROJECT DENSITY 
Undeveloped National Forest lands, single family residential 
dwe!!ings, light industrial development, agricultural lands, 1/a 
Sunshine Canyon landfill. 

rtl" DETERMINATION (To be completed by Lead Agency) 

On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

0 DOES CONFORM TO PLAN 

0 DOES NOT CONFORM TO PLAN 

• NO DISTRICT PLAN 

• I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARA TJON 
will be prepared. 

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

0 I 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 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. 

0 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 
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 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, Jess 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 earlier document and the extent to which they 
address site-specific conditions 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 to 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 fonnat is 
selected. 

9) 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 Jess 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 Agricultural Resources 

0 Air Quality 

0 Biological Resources 

0 Cultural Resources 

0 Geology/Soils 

0 Hazards & Hazardous Materials 

o Hydrology/Water Quality 

0 Land Use/Planning 

0 Mineral Resources 

0 Noise 

0 Population/Housing 

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

.. BACKGROUND 

PROPONENT NAME 
City of Los Angeles 

PROPONENT ADDRESS 
6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, Room 351 

Van Nuys, CA 91401-2709 
AGENCY REQUIRING CHECKLIST 
Los Angeles Dep.artment of City Planning 
PROPOSAL NAME (If Applicable) 
Sphere of Influence per CF-00-2206 

0 Public Services 

0 Recreation 

0 Transportation/Traffic 

0 Utilities/Service Systems 

0 Mandatory Findings of Significance 

PHONE NUMBER 
(818) 374-5069 

DATE SUBMITTED 
November 18, 2004 



.. 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? 

c. Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of 
the site and its stmoundings? 

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

II. AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES. In detennining whether 
impacts to agricultural resources are significant envirorunental 
effects, lead agencies may refer to the Califomia 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, 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? 

c. Involve other changes in the existing envirorunent 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 detemlinations. 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 
Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Less Than Sig11ificant 

Impact Incorporated hnpac! No Impact 

0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 

0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 

0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 



c. Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria 
pollutant for which the air basin is non-attainment (ozone, carbon 
monoxide, & PM 1 0) 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 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 Department of Fish and 
Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service ? 

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

d. Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident 
or migrat01y fish or wildlife species or with established native 
resident or migratory wildlife conidors, 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 Califomia 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 § 15064.5? 

Potentially Significant 
Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Less Than Sig11ificant 

Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact 

0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 

0 0 0 • 

0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 

0 0 0 • 



b. Cause a substantial adverse change in significance of an 
archaeological resource pursuant to State CEQA § 15064.57 

c. 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 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? 

iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 

iv. Landslides? 

b. Result in substantial soil 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 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 

Pote1ltial!y Significant 
Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Less Than Significant 

Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact 

0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 

0 0 0 • 

0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 

0 0 0 • 



Potentially Significant 
Pote11tially Significant Unless Mitigation Less Than Sig11ificant 

Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact 

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

c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely 0 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 on a list of hazardous 0 0 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 enviromnent? 

e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where 0 0 0 • 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 0 0 0 • 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 0 0 0 • emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

h. Expose people or structures to a significant risk ofloss, injury or 0 0 0 • death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are 
adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intennixed with 
wildlands? 

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

a. Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 0 0 0 • requirements? 

b. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with 0 0 0 • gronndwater 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 plmmed land 
uses for which permits have been granted)? 

c. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or 0 0 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 stom1water drainage systems or 
provide substantial additional sources of polluted 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 1 00-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 conununity? 

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? 

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 
Potentially Significant U!lless Mitigation Less Than Significa11t 

Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact 

0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 

0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 

0 0 0 • 

0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 



XL 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 levels? 

c. A substantial pe1manent 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 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 piivate 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 
fhe construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 

c. Displace substantial numbers of people necessitating the 
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 govennnental facilities, construction of 
which could cause significant envirmnnental 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? 

Potentially SigllificantPotentia!ly Significant Less Than Sigt1ilicant 
Impact Unless Mitigation Impact No Impact 

Incorporated 

0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 

0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 

0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 



c. Schools? 

d. Parks? 

e. Other govemmental 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 load 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 traffic pattems, 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 
altemative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)? 

Pote11tially SiguificantPotentia!ly Significa11t Less Than Significant 
Impact Unless Mitigation Impact No Impact 

Incorporated 

0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 

0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 

0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 



XVI. UTILITIES. Would the project: Potentially SigJJificantPotcntially Significant less Than Significant 
Impact Unless Mitigation Impact No Impact 

Incorporated 

a. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable 0 0 0 • Regional Water Quality Control Board? 

b. Require or result in the conshuction of new water or wastewater 0 0 0 • treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the 
constmction of which could cause significant environmental 
effects? 

c. Require or result in the construction of new stormwater drainage 0 0 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 0 0 • existing entitlements and resource, or are new or expanded 
entitlements needed? 

e. Result in a detennination by the wastewater treatment provider 0 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 commitments? 

f. Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to 0 0 0 • accommodate the project's solid waste disposal needs? 

g. Comply wifh federal, state, and local statutes and regulations 0 0 0 • related to solid waste? 

XVII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE. 

a. Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the 0 0 0 • enviromnent, 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 commm1ity, 
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 0 • 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 ofher current 
projects, and the effects of probable future projects). 

c. Does the project have environmental effects which cause 0 0 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 Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA). [Please see the following sections of the Public Resources Code and CEOA 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 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 narrative, 
evidence 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 substantial evidence. Substantial 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 controversy over the environmental 
effects of a project shall not require preparatlon 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" (also see CEQA Guidelines sections 15382 and 15384). 

Furthermore, the determination to prepare a Negative or M!Ugated 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 (i.e. ND/MND, EIR), alternatives, and mitigation 
of environmental 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 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. 
Eliminate important examples of major periods of California history or prehistory. 
Achieve shortAerm goals to the disadvantage of long-term goals. 
Result in environmental effects that are individually limited but cumulatively considerable. 
Result in environmental effects that wm cause substantial adverse effects on human beings. 

PREPARED BY TITLE TELEPHONE# 

M. Susan Whisnant Planning Assistant (818) 374-5044 

DATE 

November 2004 

C.\WfNNT\Profiles\swlusnan\Desktop\Sphere Package 3~30 .wpd 



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): 

PROPOSAL INITIATED BY: 

APPLICANT: 

SIGNED: 

TELEPHONE: 

DATE: 

LA County: 480, 481, 482, 499, 500, 503, 504, 529, 
559, 4640, 4641 ,4642 
Ventura County: 367, 479 

X Resolution LandownerNoter Petition 

City of Los Angeles 
6262 Van Nuys Blvd., Room 351 
Van Nuys, CA 91401-2709 

Daniel M. Scott, Senior City Planner 

(818) 374-5069 

May4, 2005 

Exhibit F 



I. 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. 

B. 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. 

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

3. 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. 

2. 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 to 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 (Fioodway and floodplains: Special Management 
Area), and S (Significant Ecological Area [SEA]: Special Management 
Area). 



II 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 andlor 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. 

Ill. 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 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 Hall255 
200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 



Dale Thrush, CD 2 
City Hall 4 75 
200 North Spring Street_ 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Tom Henry, CD 3 
City Hall450 
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 90012 

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 



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 I Galanter 

Subject 
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 LAFCO that the Santa 
Clarita sphere should not include 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 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. 
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 Legislative 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= 1 08443&arraypos=2&LastR... 4/28/05 



May3, 2005 

Honorable Eduardo Reyes 
Councilmember 

Fred McHaddad 
14102 Tiara Street 

Van Nuys, CA 91401 
(818)780-0169 

Chair, Planning and Land Use Committee (PLUM) 
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 ("SOl") 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 SOl 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 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 SOl until such time as the Las Lomas project is heard on its 
merits. 

Thank you for your consideration. 



CHATSWORTH NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCil 
P.O. Box 3395, Chatsworth, CA 91313-3395 
(818) 464-3511 www.chatsworthcouncil.org 

Martin A. Wall, 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) Allen Glazer (Chair, Outreach) Christopher Harding Daniel Huffman William Hughes (Chair, Projects) Timothy !mel (Chair, 

Transportation) Charles Knolls Arthur Schlefstein Andre van der Valk Linda van der Valk (Co-Chair, Land Use) 

May4, 2005 

Planning and Land Use Committee 
City Of Los Angeles 

Los Angeles LAFCO 

Gentlemen, 

Re: Sphere of Influence 

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, 

~t!J;~ 
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 Proposal 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. 



I Date 5-IJ-oS 

CJT, F LOS ANGELES SPEAKE! ARD 

Council File No., A~a Item. or Case 

:j:f-.5 ·' 

rovide gener I public comment, or to speak for or against a proposal on the agenda? (A'J=or proposal 
( · ) Against proposal 
( ) General comments 

Business or Organization Affiliation: '/ tJ 

Address: -----1/4-{ ~r-"'L.cfa c::z<d____.:E~t:A. .~/ ~~4..__];~h~1 d,__._. _._#_{,_,_,]LL]__,_,_~~~~'--'-'-'-"'-1-
street City 

Business phone:"bfr3/eD '-(?,LJ(e Representing:-------------------

CHECK HERE IF YOU ARE A PAID SPEAKER AND PROVIDE CLIENT INFORMATION BELOW: D 
Client Name: _____________________________ Phone#: _____ _ 

Client Address:--~=------------=,-----------,;;:=----=------
Street City State Zip 

Please see reverse of card for important information and submit this entire card to the presiding officer or chairperson. 

CIT\ 'F LOS ANGELES SPEAKEF ARD 

Council File No., Agenda Item. or Case No. 

3 

1 wish to speak before the __._6~~-;:;4...:=:'1/Jl'-::· -;-;' r:f'::;::'~£~'-;:::U--:-. _.:_S:":-.-<....-----:--::!-/L{_!. "-~-:::-'-'-Lt_--j' ~'iF----.:..L,-..:::::..._4.::.__j.":..!d:r_CJ.A~--­
Name of City Agency, Department, Committee or Council 

Do you wish to provide general public comment, or to speak for or against a proposal on the agendad For proposal 
c-1. "\ . ( ) Against proposal 

Name: a._{ £' .Q_Q...i) . ( ) Generfl comments 

Business or Organization Affiliation: _!./S::J.t~( """"'ruf~U--±::_C:::::,._,/~<.::J.I.D----<LL~':::!ll',\;:__~~L=~e>~_::a...,-:::::.__/_:t_L;::_7~fJL_ 
Address: __ .._( A.~T;;;t'6'-"-'-3'---"--'~::==__~,_/_£~_,1J-~'--f;;At;'~~~_>!_f'-?-~ilhw:.=/~<fil~L_-,qt_l~.j,_1_;_'2-~--

- . ~ ~ T - ~~ 
Business phone: f { (? o6 7~ f /,. 4' Representing: -S?J:.:::c'"=::..:::/):::,2g_f::r--------------

CHECK HERE IF YOU ARE A PAID SPEAKER AND PROVIDE CLIENT INFORMATION BELOW: D 
Client Name: _____________________________ Phone#: _____ _ 

Client Address:--~;;;;;;------------=,-----------;;:=----=-------
Street City State Zip 

Please see reverse of card for important information and submit this entire card to the presiding officer or chairperson. 



CIT't F LOS ANGELES SPEAKER ~RD 

Council Fil~~ Agenda Item, or Case No. 

r to speak for or against a proposal on the agenda? r rdor proposal 
( ) ,Against proposal 

Name: ( ) General comments 

Business or Organization Affiliation: ~ ...... ,;+-.(,-I-L-""---'<rl-'"''-f-J---'~--""'-'--1;--~'--"-'-'"'0'-'lLi-'-_C~o~.tt--~..J/L-i~-'7LO"'-!-t-
Address: __ ~,~)~:J~~~t~re=~.-=~~-------------------rc"'izy~----------------~st~ru~e--------~Zi~p-----------
Business phone: ----------------- Representing: ----------------------------------------------

CHECK HERE IF YOU ARE A PAID SPEAKER AND PROVIDE CLIENT INFORMATION BELOW: D 
Client Name:------------------------------------------------------- Phone #: __________ _ 

Client Address: ------rn==-----------------------=c--------------------rn:c::c----------co;;::-----------
street Cizy State Zip 

Please see reverse of card for important information and submit this entire card to the presiding officer or chairperson. 

c1n F LOS ANGELES SPEAKEF ARD 

I Date .··~ , 

5;~//os 
Council File No., Agenda Item, or Case No. 

!) 
0 

I wish to speak before the ------:-:-'-~-· _l-:-u--::{11c:'-----::----=----:---:---::-:-~--=------=---:-c--------------------­
Name of City Agency, Department, Committee or Council 

Do you wish to provide general public comment, or to speak for or against a proposal on the agenda? ((::j?For proposal Jl , j /J/'VJ , ( ) Against proposal 
Name: ,~78/i:;) ,f(JJ/Ti-1 J4J ( ) General comments 

Business or Organization Affiliation: ----------------------------------------------------------

Address: ________ ~~-----------------------r~----------------ru=~----~=-----------
street City State Zip 

Business phone: Representing: -----------------------------------------

CHECK HERE IF YO_l:J ARE A PAID SPEAKER AND PROVIDE CLIENT INFORMATION BELOW:~ 
Client Name: C1 tf c{} , f:Wf- {_A-4Ju /;1-- Phone#: ___ _ 

Client Address: ----;::--:c------------------------=,------------------,-.,=------~=----------
street Cizy State Zip 

Please see reverse of card for important information and submit this entire card to the presiding officer or chaimerson. 



c1n F LOS ANGELES SPEAKER ARD 

Council File No., Agenda Item, or Case No. 

I 
Date ,... 

_ .::.::,-'-1-os ~ 

I wish to speak before the _ ____!P'---,l'-:-"'I.J'-'-(Y\-:-="'C=:'-"o'-'.""="":..::..::-'-,_7..:.7-=:est.=-:--::---:----::---::------------­
Name of City Agency, Department, Committee or Council 

Do you wish to provide general public comment, or to speak for or against a proposal on the agenda? (.-{For proposal 
. ( ) Against proposal \< C1 1 L \J 0 rr, c, ( ) General comments Name: 

Business or Organization Affiliation: _ _,C"-'~'-'1-7'/'---'o"-'-r:::_. -'-S"'-"0\'-"r-.'-"-1-'="-'"---"'("'\-"c"'-'r-''ui_;;CA"-----------------

Address: 2l'1l.<:> V (;._ \ ~n C\~ 8 I S.0-n7 o-- C \c,rJ<A 
Street City State 

Business phone: (t I- ISS'- L(]J<:> Representing:-----------------------

CHECK HERE IF YOU ARE A PAID SPEAKER AND PROVIDE CLIENT INFORMATION BELOW: 

Client Name: _____________________________ Phone#: _____ _ 

Client Address: --,=:::--------------;<;:c-----------;=::----~:------
Street City State Zip 

Please see reverse of card for important information and submit this entire card to the presiding officer or chairperson. 

cn(")F ·Los ANGELEs SPEAKEC,ARD 

lr -:::Da-:~-e--'-'1---~-,-~--'{j-1£:?------,1 r-:C:-o-un-c:-i#=Fi:-i3-:-N:-o.-, A-,g-e-nd-a-it-em-, o-r-C-as_e_N_o_. --, 

) For proposal 
) Against proposal 
) General comments 

Zip 

Business phone: --------- Representing:-----------------------

CHECK HERE IF YOU ARE A PAID SPEAKER AND PROVIDE CLIENT INFORMATION BELOW: D 
Client Name: _____________________________ Phone#: _____ _ 

Client Address: --~;;;;;------------r;;;;;----------=::----~------
Street City State Zip 

Please see reverse of card for important information and submit this entire card to the presiding officer or chairperson. 



CIT'V F LOS ANGELES SPEAKER \RD J 
I Date O(o/'/o J Council File No., Agenda Item, or Case No . 

..::1:::/_3 

I wish to speak before the ---;-?;-:-'---;-;::L;:::-;--_:U:::_=-~'(\(\_~:__-----=-:--:----:------------­
Name of City Agency, Department, Committee or Council 

Do you wish to provide general public comment, or to speak for or against a proposal on the agenda? ( 

Name: ty\ \l-\~V ~- G~ (-F!·{!Y)f)t,} · ~ 
) For proposal 
) Against proposal 
) General comments 

Business or Organization Affiliation: __ C-'-~'-'L:,_,__,-:::.-_,(..."-0:::::_7-'-__ \L_c__\.t:'O~·_:\-'-'~"""-''---'(.~~...:L=u~fb::L ________ _ 

Address: _ _::')._'1-~C;;:;;z :;;-'1.!_,_1"'_·_--""G""'.:..:.:"""'C-"'t,.:....Tul"_._/, L:fJ~·.v,~.:::=-=,--!_l~L:'.· ~-::C::::··~-=:C":.c:./t~..;,Cf+J"' /J~l~?-/_L__-=-----
street City State Zip 

Business phone: )( \ lf '3:..w '1 ¥<;1 Representing: --=~=-...:1-::_Pc_ ______________ _ 

CHECK HERE IF YOU ARE A PAID SPEAKER AND PROVIDE CLIENT INFORMATION BELOW: D 
Client Name: ____________________________ Phone#: ____ _ 

Client Address: --o=;;------------;:;;:-:----------,-..,-;--------,:c------
street City State Zip 

Please see reverse of card for important information and submit this entire card to the presiding officer or chairperson. 

CITY ~ LOS ANGELES SPEAKER ,RD 

I Date Council File No., Agenda Item, or Case No. 

I wish to speak before the _ __,/,LU'/M'I~u!'ll!'I"'~·4'-'AA=::!'.,L~L~AA=):___r,:_/)~?<~J?ZL._j~!&Lnc~"'P':~=:.!L/__,_~<(:>!::l-"...,....,""-'-'-' ____ _ 
Name of cJy Agency, Department, Committee¥ Council 

Do you wish to provide general public comment, or to speak for or against a proposal on the agenda? ( ) For proposal 
/' J)4 Against proposal 

Name: S1lf7Jl?J../ W /z){;Jl?)w' ( ) General comments 

Business or Organization Affiliation: _.l<hJ~~EJ=LVf}.~ln)~_6/LLElil(!..~':!.(f,_,H=~~Lr-______________ _ 

Address: --'='-3:.:,3J'=--=-'S~d-:~.a<~~J.._I-__L1./ bLrt?__:_p.[_/ _ ___~{.-d-A-:.J!_ ____ --<.t::;.~_~ft"-'tJStJ'-'7_t_! __ _ 
Street ""'j City State Zip 

Representing: !..A.J /.r;J-'\M ~J 4 · Business phone:.? [3 -J'76-!1Jt212 

CHECK HERE IF YOU ARE A PAID SPEAKER AND PROVIDE CLIENT INFORMATION BELOW: [a 
Client Name: L~rJ L(P-vtJ /av,j 4r Phone #:JJ&~.s7/'-(7i)o 
Client Address: _ _cd~S!,'"J~{:..;l'Ld!r..l.l nAIL •/...z:t __ _,;_f.>.::"l/\~P,~eru~~~w,:::!L ____ ~/-b.:----~at<P '(J(.L!ii-'4-'()L:· ,f-1 __ 

Street City ~tb To 

Please see reverse of card for important information and submit this entire card to the presiding officer or chairperson. 



en F LOS ANGELES SPEAKE \RD 

I Date~ 5 )j)tP I 
Council File No., Agenda Item, or Case No. 

I wish to speak before the --+f---~o.hc>'(A'-"-"!V\'-'=--=-:'-C""-kM'-""''-'"'-'-"'-''::1~>CO=----::-----c--:----::--:c----------­
Name of City Agency, Department, Committee or Council 

Do you wish to provide general public comment, or to speak for or against a proposal on the agenda? ( ) For proposal 
~Against proposal 

Name: C R R. l Y L.. ff l+ A- h. L, ( ) General comments 

Business or Organization Affiliation: _ _,_A-'-'\<'-'-"M'-'-'&1A&f"-"'=r--~""-"-~'-=='-\""~""""'""o._.(___..G--::.QQ1==------------­
Address: _ ___:~~~1'-"0"--'L::_'\___:~=::..:..~=\;----'--'p~~~,Z~IM""&__::~c_::::'Z_:_'iC()=-=---¥~--t'A--~-'--C""'• o;n""'·~s~tb:-"C,_q?t-"'----

Street ~ City State ~ Zip 

Business phone: ~ (l>J /'2- r-3 1.. "i '2. Representing: h (1...6 L \) \M.A4 L 1. • ..J ~ ""~ 
CHECK HERE IF YOU ARE A PAID SPEAKER AND PROVIDE CLIENT INFORMATION BELOW: D 
Client Name: ~liJI. Lo()A8J') L~ Phone#: Jco ~/t.-

--~~~~~~~-~~~~~~r------------ '~oo 

Client Address: --:7...~')-,-:.~:.._;olv"'-'--'-\ _:_S ~--=· =---'(?--="--""~--"""""~'-'-~=~""""=----;;C.O":A--~. ---c;,::-=tJI:L::t-"-ot---
street State Zip 

Please see reverse of card for important information and submit this entire card to the presiding officer or chairperson. 

CIT\ :: LOS ANGELES SPEAKEF \RD 

Council File No., Agenda Item, or Case No. 

f!.v/fJ tt=0 

I wish to speak before the __ _,_f,_k"C"'-'()<L--=-:(Y):-::-'----=----c-:~c-:c----::----c-------------­
Name of City Agency, Department, Committee or Council 

Do you wish to provide general public comment, or to speak for or against a proposal on the agenda? ( ) For proposal 
...,..- /. (X) Against proposal 

Name: --.J &Uv/ /1. t?--vrvJa,/1 ( ) General comments 

I ' // I(;M /YJ 
Business or Organization Affiliation: _,_/7--'-'-,(_j_,_!__..t.LCLt"'-'-'--•,_~_,_a.-,."-'f.'-'-/;:;'-'-'(J-<~.>(---------------------
Address: J?C S. b'wel't20\_ Sf 

Street J 
L/C 

City State 

Business phone: JIJ-6J.J.;(;~ Representing: La r ?d>vled' ~ d:r 
CHECK HERE IF YOU ARE A PAID SPEAKER AND PROVIDE CLIENT INFORMATION BELOW: [2g 
Client Name: La r L&MA r LCJ1.hc/ {2,~ 
ClientAddress: ?-.33 V·ftb:c.e _ S6od5. t?hMct:<-

Street City 

Phone#: 3/0-r-2t-t7M 
' 

Cit 
State 

tft:JYc71 
Zip ' 

Please see reverse of card for important information and submit this entire card to the presiding officer or chairperson. 



CIT = LOS ANGELES SPEAKEr \RD 

Council File No., Agenda Item, or Case No. 

(}$; ~ G7 

I wish to speak before the 

Do you wish to provide general public comment, or to speak for or against a proposal on the agenda? ( ) For proposal 
I . 1\_ A'\ <l'\ ) C:L (~Against proposal 

Name: _ __..\AD..L)_.r-_ _:¥..~-l·yo..::u.G"-P-A L_ ___ :;LL-+--.JQILLAJ\,U,(;=------------ ( ) General comments 
I 

Business or Organization Affiliation: _ __,"T_W=luv.__~(,..:4..~1/.::,._=-_,Q(_,/d...~0'-10>JL!-' :::a...::-\~1 -.::',I-/---J.,A~,,:tZ.,:.72Cl~O,<JC~. -~-------
Address: --r-/r/<J~;;J;:tr?e-;,FF--=C=--'--'G,-'=f=:--~-'j-@a..mo.t.:::!L'----c!c(t,r,ty ~~nJ5.tJW~o~td:.e__~---;o;~=atelL.f'r_~1kip'-=( 3~((~-
Businessphone: <8l"f~'?j'79-f7i? Representing: :fA,1A/ /...~1/).., 'j fR.'I/)HI . .Jr-...j Assc 

CHECK HERE IF YOU ARE A PAID SPEAKER AND PROVIDE CLIENT INFORMATION BELOW: D 
Client Name: ____________________________ Phone#: ____ _ 

Client Address: _0~.----------------;o;;;;:----------ru-::-:::-------o;;;-:------
street City State Zip 

Please see reverse of card for important information and submit this entire card to the presiding officer or chairperson. 

CIT\ LOS ANGELES SPEAKEF .RD 

Council File No., Agenda Item. or Case No. 

3 

1 wish to speak before the P lttl"\'"""<) ~ ~1'\d l.t~ l"f'lC(,nC~e.-V'I\.e.Av+ Q.o M(V)t #e.<L 
Name of City Agency, Department, Comm1 ee or Council 

Do you wish to provide general public comment, or to speak for or against a proposal on the agenda? ( ) For proposal 
. ...-.-: _......,.-- 1, _ ·• ('>'.) Against proposal 

Name: I -e'0{\ 0.. \ Q\...UA.,~ ( ) General comments 

Business or Organization Affiliation: c_V\~~ Ne-.:v. h 6or hood CocLV\0..\. I 
I 

Address: Ll(o'2..9 ~N:\~ fTve... Q~orR C.J\ '1t61 \ 
Street . City . . \ . State . Z~ .. 

Business phone: ~ \ ~ '1o?J--W\0 Representing: C..~.~ ~a.-c~J:xx·hocci C..oo~ \ 
CHECK HERE IF YOU ARE A PAID SPEAKER AND PROVIDE CLIENT INFORMATION BELOW: D 
Client Name:---------------------------- Phone#: ____ _ 

Client Address: ---:o,-c-------------;c::----------=c,....,------,=------
street City State Zip 

Please see reverse of card for important information and submit this entire card to the presiding officer or chairperson. 



CITY LOS ANGELES SPEAKEF RD 
::.:-

Councfl File No., Agenda Item, or Case No. 

3 

1 wish to speak before the __,_\=1_,~="-'N,_,I\Jt..""'+c-'M-l"'-'-"D~\A"'-"-\i-l""O'-----'U"'-I?-"-'~L-!M~PI...,N""~"f-'-"M_..,ruf'-""-'--"-(p,_UA=M-~_,__ _____ _ 
Name Jf City Agency, Department, comrTlittlle or Council 

Do you wish to provide general public comment, or to speak for or against a proposal on the agenda? ( ) For proposal 
()() Against proposal 

Name: .t41L-A~1 )IJO¢(DN. ()gJ;tl;,to · ( ) General comments 

Business or Organization Affiliation: ---t8-+~"-'UA""'-'"'~..,._-J..IIN;,.\I.ll.~"""'"'"""'"'6"'KQ,"-"'~----------------

Address: 2.?? WILf>H"'\212 PJ'O¥~\/Pc'W ~MA MR'N 1c..Y":: e,p.- q\D40\ 
Street city State Zip 

Business phone: (:;10) ~"\Ill·~ Representing: \...M IA2\J\ W. 

CHECK HERE IF YOU ARE A PAID SPEAKER AND PROVIDE CLIENT INFORMATION BELOW: D 
Client Name: ____________________________ Phone#: ____ _ 

Client Address: ---=:c:-:-------------=---------=-,--------=-------
Street City State Zip 

Please see reverse of card for important information and submit this entire card to the presiding officer or chairperson. 



C&LUUL~ ~ 
LA Sphere oflnfluence 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 tbe interest of tbe 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 SOl process! 

• LAFCO rules, as defined by the Cortese-Knox State Law 56076, does not allow zoning 
projects as part of a SOl and considers a SOl 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 tbe 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 SOl context. The official map is 
here today. 

• Finally, I must reiterate---the SOl deals with large areas on our city's border. Even if Las 
Lomas factored into this SOl-which it does not-it would only be 1% of the discussion. 
o The SOl 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 connty unincorporated areas where we currently have no legal standing; 
o Moving forward today gives LA more say in these identified areas. 
o An SOl does not allow LA City to promote building in these areas. 
o Any discussion of Las Lomas is !!ill 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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May3,200S 

Honorable Eduardo Reyes 
Cuuncilmembet 

Mr. Mike Davis 
Tran&cout :Financial 

8405 Pershing Ddve 
Suite301 

Playa Del Rey, CA 902!13-7894 

Chair, Plannlng and Land Use C.ommittee (PLUM) 
200 North Sprillg Sll:'eet 
Los Angeles, CA 90()12 

;X8S 

R.e: Sphere of Influence Amr.nd!IIent Mat 4, 2005 PLUM Agenda Itmn HQ, a 
Dear Couru:ilmember Rc:}'()s: 

We are the owners of tile property indicated on the ptOpQ~~ed City of Los Allgeles 
("City") S~ of lllfl.umce ("SOl") atnt:ndment as the LM Lotnas project. We are writing to 
you bccaUBe of ow: <lOilCCill that the IICtion to be takm by l'LUM and tll.eroafter the City Ccrunoil 
ofthe City ofLos Angel~ to approve the proposed SOl amendment would severely prejudice 
any project whi<:h eould be developed ,.n our property as well as substantially diminish the "lllll¢ 
ofOUI'Iand 

As you are av.'al1:, we have collectively agreed to $ell 0111' properti~ to the Las Lomas 
Land Company ("LLLC") for devel<lplllent of the Las l..on!as project. We have been working 
with LLLC to assi5t in the application and entitlement ptOOeQS for the Las Lox:oas project in the 
City. We have IW:o been before the L<x;aJ Agency Formation Commission to CO!!lmlllli~ate our 
deairl) not to be included in any sphere of influence ame!ldmellt or annexation by dle City of 
Santa Clarita, and bave eommenced a process with tbe County of Loa All,g<lles to oonsolldate our 
pn.>perties into one legal parcel in otder to ~that our interests are evaii.UIIed collectively and 
not on a~ by property basis. 

Tilt value of our property is (l;reotly linked to the ll.Oility to olmlin villi! resoun:es such as 
wat(ll' and power which ia only available on an cxtrentely limited basillf'rolll either the oity of 
Santa Clarita ox Los ~eles County. Far this reason, we are steadfast l!lld resolute in our 
in!l:ntion to annex our ptopertie.o> into th~ City of Los ~Its which has D.lready indicated its 
ability te provide adequate resl)uroes fur devel<1p111mt purposes. 

We believe that any action taken with regan! to OQI' properties prior to a full rcoview and 
analysis of the Las I.omas projeet and r:onsidexatlon ofourrcqueatt!l 11111XlX into tbtl Cityl)fLos 
An,ael~ would prejud~ dle outcmne of our request and severely prejudice our ability to gain a 
!llir hearing em the I'I)O.t!ers we have put before the City. Additionally, we do not understand how 
the City can unllertakc to impact our properties in !his marmer on !he basis of a negative 
declaration when. at the same time it is proeessing a full envitonmenUIJ impact report concerning 

. .1a2.o2t_'1.os 
Ill 002/003 
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these same JilV.P;rties. In ouniew, the pegati..., &i:clm:ation proposed for YQ11f al:ti.on is woetblly 
inadequattl in cleSCtibillg the impact to out PI'OJlertillS ~~nd the environment whicb would retlllt 
fl:on?. the e:J.pan&ion of the City's spbml of intl~e in. the IIWlllcr de!i¢n'bed. 

Finally, we lilt most Ollll'Bged by the fl()t that the aolion ;you are ptQposi.ttg to underlalCe is 
beini ®De punuant to a ''baclo:oom" deal whieh hss b=n mached be~Wem the City ofl.os 
Angeles and the City of Santa Clarita as bas been rc:portcd in bath the Daily Nm and the :t2! 
Angeles Times. We belleve it is reprehensible for any gll'ltl'llnlellt agency to act 111 suob an 
onderbandcd. manner as to atu:mpt to deny the rights of: property OWX!.IIl'!l without allowing them t11 

be beard on the merils oftbeiro:ase or to ailbrd them due process prior to~ the 
outCome of their request 

In this ~egard, we ask that you dimganllhe baekoom deal and either amend the proposal 
to inc lode all of our propcrtiea M Wl: have requested or excl\l&'l all of our properties ftom the 
propoaed SOl until !lllch lime as the Las Lomas project is beard on ltll merits. 

Thal>k you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Tt<W!Ieoast FinancW, Ino;,, 
a QlifCillia cotporatlon 

Byo ati.a:2 
Nll.ale: Cll~tru ~.()!It"! 
"J.'i!le; e~tl!f IV/W'f 

. ~03(.2_03 

Ill 003/003 



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 bonndaries 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 patterns, and a logical boundary pursuant to the Cortese-Knox­
Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of2000 (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 26th day of April, 2005. 

\s\ CAMERON SMYTH 

MAYOR 

ATTEST: 

\s\ SHARON L. DAWSON 

CITY CLERK 



STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES ) ss. 
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 adorted 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 ) ss. 
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 April26, 2005, which is now on file in my office. 

Witness my hand and seal of the City of Santa Clarita, California, this ();fay of 
·24o , zoo.{" 

~<% ~ •. {1u~ 
Sharon L. Dawson, CMC 
City Clerk 

By 
Sus-an~C~o~ffin~an----------------------

Deputy City Clerk 



~ALMI:.H INVES IMENTS, INC. 

May4, 2005 

To whom this may concern: 

My name is Manny Santana and I own various parcels of property adjacent to Mr. Dan 
Palmel"'s Development that'totals over 154 acres. 

These parcels are lo~ted both in Los Angeles County (lnc;lln tile City of Santa Clarita. I 
would very much like to annex all my property lnto the City of Los Angeles. 

I4J 003(003 

I'm aware the City of Sanl:ll Clarita has a sphere of influence on some of my property, In 
no way do I wi$h for them to have a sphere of inf11.1ence on all of my property. 

Should you have any questions, 1 can be reached at the following numbers: 
Pager 661-291-5945 or Cell661-600-3344 

Manuel Santana, Trustee 

- too/too~-·----
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May3,200S · 

Ms. Ghislaine Brassine . 
NewlW! Calgwve 

900 Corporate Centet nrive 
Third Floor · 

Montr:rey Park, California 9'1754 

H11nomble Eduatdo Reyvs 
CO'WICilmember 
Chair, Plilll.liing and Land UsC) Corrtmi:ttee (PLUM) 
200 North Sprin&: Street 
J..os: Angel ... , CA !:10012 

Re: Snhere ofTntl~>.ouoe Amen4J!?,ent. May 4. 2005 PLUM Agenda Iterrt No.3 

Dear Councilmember Reyes: 

We are the ow't\ers o(the mopeny indicatlld on th~ pl'OpQffil. City of l-Os Angeles 
("City'') Sphere of Influence ("SOl") llnleildmeJlt as the Las I.omas proje<;;t. Wo arc 
writing to you because of Ollf coneem that the action to be takc:n by PLUM and thereafter 
the City Council of the City of Los Anseles to appruve the propoaed SOl amendment 
would severelyprejudico :any project which could w ~eloped on Ollf property liS well 
as substlllltially diminish the value ol;' ow; land. · 

As. you are awanl', we have collectively agreed lll sell Outl'l'OPerties 10 the Las 
Lomas Land Company ("LLLC'') for OOvelopmmt of the Las Lamas projcet.. We have 
been woxking with LLLC to assist in the applicalion and entitlement process fbr the Las 
l.omu project in the City. We hsve also been bofure the Local Af.ency Fonnation 
Commimon w c;ollllmllli(>ll1v ow d~ire uot to be ineluded in any sphere of infiuenee 
an"~indmllllt or annexation by the City of Santa Clarita, and have ooiiiiDenced a procel5s 
with the CoWity of Los Angeles to consulidate our properties into one le~al parcel in 
order to insure that our interests arc evalullted collectively and not on a property 'by 
property basis. 

The value of our prt!pm:t)' is directly linked. to the tibilityto obtain vitll1 resou:roes 
su.ch as Wo;ler and powar which is only available on an extremely limired basis from 
eithet tru. city of Santa Clarita or Los Angeles Comity. For thi• RliiSOU, we are steadfast 
and resolute in our intention to IIJinex our propornes Into the City of Los Angeles wbich 
has a.Jrwdy indicated its ability to provide adequate resources f~Jr developmmt purposes. 

I@ VIJCI VV.1 
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We belic:vo that any action talc= with regard to our propemes prior tu a full 
review and arndyois of the Las Lomas project and consideration of our requen to annex 
into the City of los Angelos would prejud&,e tho outcome of our roque.st and $Wetcly 
prejudice Qlll' ability to gain a fair hearing on ibe mattm we have put before the City. 
Ad<litit:~l:lally, we do I!Ot undetstaDCJ. how the City can unde:rtake to impact our propati.es 
i:n !his :amtmer 011 the basis of a neg~~tiv~ dli!Cl.uation when e.t the Sllllle time it is 
proee$Sing a mll environm.ent:ll impa¢t report conem*ns these same properties. ln our 
view, !bb negative decl.aralion pNposed for }'0\ll ~on u woefully inadequ.ate in 
desctibfn& the impact to out properties and the M.vironment which would result IWm the 
expansion of the City's sphere of influence in the manner descnl)ed. 

Finally, we are most outraged by the iBct that the action you. are proposing to 
1104ertake is being dono p~mmt w a "baell:roO:tn" deal wJllch has been reached b11tween 
the City of J..os Angeles and the City of Santa Clarita ru; hila bew reported in both tho 
Pa.ilV News and the Los Anll;Clcs Ti!!l<lS, We believe: it is repriohe:otoible fOt a.1y 
&QYCJlllllMt a~y w act in snob lil'\ undethanded manner as to attempt to deny the ri~ 
of property OVI'mi!r1< wifuout allowing them to be heard Qll the:: merits Of thtit oase or to 
affim!. thetn due pmce$1 prior tQ predete.nnining 1hl' o\lb;Qme of their request. 

1n \hi:~ regaid, we aak. that }'01.1 disregard tilt; baclctoom deal and either am~ the 
ptopMal to include all of Ollr properties M we have re.quested or C'Xclude all of our 
properlieB frOID the proposed SOl wtil such time u the Lu LamlU projc:cl is heard on i!l! 
merits. 

'lba!lk you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Newb2ll Calgrove &mteo 
A CodiComh limited """"'"'"shl .-,.--- p 

I!!J VV.;}( V!J..!J 

•i 
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May3, 200S 

Mr. Qnd Mrs. Mlltoa B. GQffman 
18962 Hame« Street 

Northridee; Cal00roia90293 

Honorable Eduardo lc;yes 
COUII•:Um~ 
ct!r.lr,l''•nning 1111<1 Land IJse Committoo (PL\;"M) 
100 Ncn.·lh Sp!!Ds S~m~ 
l..os Angeles, CA. 900 l:l. 

Re: Stl]We gfl!'lflumu Am.!llldme.ot, M!W 4. 2095 PLUM Aee.~di! Item No. 3 

Dear CoUI!I!l1mem11er Re)'!:s: 
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May3, 2005 

Honorable Eduardo Reyes 
Councilmember 

Carole Bergin 
5216 Corteen Place, Apt.17 

Valley Village, CA 91607 
(818)761-8425 

Chair, Planning and Land Use Committee (PLUM) 
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 ("SOl") 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 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 SOl until such time as the Las Lomas project is heard on its 
merits. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

~'/"?~ 
~ergin 



May 2, 2005 

Susan Whisnant 
Los 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. Whisnant: 

After reviewing the April 6, 2004 report regarding the propos,ed amendment to expand the boundaries 
of the City Sphere of Influence, Save Chatsworth firs' would Hke 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 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, 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 
Los 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 6, 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 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 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' ~ 
President, Save Chatsworth · 

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.om (818) 464-3472 



CHATSWORTH NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCil 
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 Ousheck Jerry England (Chair, Equestrian; Co-Chair, 

Land Use) Allen Glazer (Chair, Outreach) Christopher Harding Daniel Huffman William Hughes (Chair, Projects) Timothy lmel (Chair, 

Transportation) Charles Knolls Arthur Schlefstein Andre van der Valk Linda van der Valk (Co-Chair, land Use) 

May4, 2005 

Planning and Land Use Committee 
City Of Los Angeles 

Los Angeles LAFCO 

Gentlemen, 

Re: Sphere of Influence 

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 1 0 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 Proposal 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. 



AKIN GUMP 
STRAUSS HAUER & FELDLLP 

-------- Attorneys at Law 

VIA HAND DELIVERY 

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

May 3, 2005 

CARLYLE W. HALL, JR. 
tel: 310.728.3242 
fax: 310.728.2242 
cwha!!@akingump.com 

Re: Amendment to Sphere oflnfluence 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 
Los 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 Lomas, 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 

2029 Century Park East I Suite 2400 I Los Angeles, CA 90067-3012/ 310.229.1000 I fax: 310.229.1001 f www.akingump.com 
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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 none 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 after 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, inter 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 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 to 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 is 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 
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, 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, at p. 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 Lomas 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 is 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. 1 0.)1 

' Although the Los Angeles Planning Department's staff report prepared in connection with its 
pending Spheres oflnfluence 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 
cities. 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 7 5 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 Its Own Las Lomas Project Parcel­
Specific Sphere of Influence Application. 

Not surprisingly, given the December IS'h 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 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 over the Las Lomas Project area based on a mere ND. The 
reader of the ND perceives an unfortunate sense of deja 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.) 

I. 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-Hertzherg 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,2 

the Act dictates that, before the LAFCo approves or amends any such plan, it must make specific 
factual determinations regarding the following: 

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

(2) The present and probable needfor publicfacilities 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).) 

2 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 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).) If no such agreement is reached, the 
LAFCo must implement its own planning policies regarding the sphere. (Section 56425(d).) 



AKIN GUMP 
STRAUSS HAUER & FELDLLP 
------ Attorneys at law 

Los Angeles City Council 
May 3, 2005 
Page 8 

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 fitture growth qf 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. 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 

* * * 

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 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 ... 3 

3 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 AL UC' 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. 

II. 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 LAFCo to bring about the 
Las Lomas 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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o 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.· 

o 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. 

o 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. 

o 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. 

o Several existing and proposed major public infrastructure systems presently 
straddle the watershed line, including: the existing MT A commuter line tunnel 
and the proposed MT A station; the existing high pressure gas lines; the existing 



AKIN GUMP 
STRAUSS HAUER & FELDLLP 
------ Attorneys at Law 

Los Angeles City Council 
May3, 2005 
Page 12 

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. 

• 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 largely by a desire to implement the reported 
"backroom 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 
innovative programs that can address these issues. New Caltrans-constructed freeway 
intersections, new MT A 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 Las 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 
jurisdictional 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 
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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 
is 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 
entirety 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 
entitlement 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 its 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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SUBJECI': Notice OfPteparation of a Draft EaYironmenW Impact Report 

Pt.OJECJ' Tm.l! CASE NO. 

Las Lomas Annexation PRoject ENV-2002-3013-EIR 

Pt.OJECJ' AI'PI.ICANT,IF ANY 

Las Lomas Land Company, LLC 

The City of Los Angeles will be the Lead Ageucy and will prepare an environmental impact report for the project 
identified above. We need to know the views of your ageucy IS to the scope and c:ootmt of the environmental 
information which is germane to your ageucy's -statutoly responsibilities in rormectioo with the proposed project. 
Your agency will need to use the EIR. prepmd by this City when COIISidering your permit or otba- approval for the 
project. . 

The project description, location and the probable cnvironmental effects are contained in the attached materials. 

[ ] A copy of the Initial Study is attached 

[I]' A copy of the Initial Study is aot attacbcd. 

Due to the time limits mandated by staie law, your RSpODSO must be SCDt at the earliest poss1ble date but not later 
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above. We will need the name of a contact person in your agency. · 

Note: If tho ResponsJble.or trustee ageucy is a state agency, a copy of this form must be SCDt to the State 
Clcaringbouse in the Office of Planning and Resoan:b, 1400 Tenth Street, SacnuDento, Cal.ifomia 95814. 
A state ldentificatioonumber will be issued by ibe Clearinghouse and should be thel:eafW referenced 011 

all correspondences regarding the project, specifically on the title page of the draft and final EIR. and on 
the Notice of Determination. 
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'"t'V\()..1.\c. f. Zad?PJ6'W. City Planning Associate (213) 978-1355 6/27/02 
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PRE-DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT REQUEST FOR COMMENTS AND 
NOTICE OF PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING 

EIR NQ.: ENV-2002-3013-EIR 

PROJECT NAME: Las Lomas Annexation Project 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: A proposd(i~ex;ilion of. !!D: approximately 555 acre portion of Los 
Angeles County to the City of Us Angeles in corijilnctioil With the development of a mixed-use 
commwrity with approximately 5,800 dwelling writs of tow to very high density, 2,300,000 sf of 
Office/Research & Development, 250,000 sf of Commwrity 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 pedesttian 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 commwrity. 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 discretion&IY actions are being requested: Sphere of Influence, General Plan/Commwrity 
Plan Amendment, Zone Change, Specific Plan, Vesting Tentative Tract Map, Development 
Agreement, US Army Corps ofEngineers Section 404 permit, US Fish and Wildlife Service Permit, 
California Department ofFish and Game Permit, Oak Tree Permit, and CA Regional Water Quality 
Control Board NPDES Permit. 

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

PLANNING ARM: N/A 

CQUNCIL DISTR1CT: N/A 
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23920 ValenAvd. 
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Sanla Clari1a 
California 91355-2196 
Website: www.santa..clarita.com 

August 9, 2002 

Phone 
(661) 259·2489 
Fax 
(661) 259-8125 

Maya Zaitzevsky, Project Coordinator 
City of Los Angeles 
200 North Spring Street; ROom 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

• 

Subject: City of Santa Clarita Comments on the Las Lomas Notice of Preparation 
(NOP) 

Dear Ms. 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. 

Project Description 

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 InJ:luence 
• 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. 

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 PAP!:R 
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• 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 
circulated as part of the Draft EIR by including it in the appendices to the 
EIR: 

Aesthetics 

o General Plan/Community Plan Amendment text; 
o Zoning Request; 
o The Specific Plan; arid, 
o Vesting Tentative Tract· Map 
o Existing and proposed topographic maps 
o A project grading plan demonstrating no import or export of soils 
o Annexation application 
o MTA feasability study (Including cost and lost time for additional 

·stop) 

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. Based on a 
preliminary calculation of densities, from the very limited information contained 
in the prl)ject description, 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% 
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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 Quality 

The Em 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. 

• Analysis of whether project construction and operational emissions would 
result in either: (a) an exceedence or (b) a worsening of an existing 
exceedsnce 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 1·5 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. 
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Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Public Health 

• 

The project site is located along the I'5 corridor in the vicinity of the interchange 
ofl-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 existing state air quality 
standard violation of contribute to a cumulative worsening of a state air 
quality 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 lines. 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 a 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 I ·5, the main connector route between the Santa Clarita and San 
Fernlllldo Valleys. The impact of this additional traffic in the event of a seismic 
event should be evaluated. 

002988 



Las Lomas Notice of Pre!ation 
August 9, 2002 • 
Page 5 of 15 

BioloKical Resources 

As part of the preparation of the EIR, a detailed biological resources assessment 
of the project site should be conducted. The assessment an·d the EIR should 
address the potential of the project, and the project in combination with 

cumulative development to adversely affect sensitive species or habitats, sensitive 
natural communities, rare or endangered plants and animals, wildlife movement 
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 Em 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 
requirements of the three jurisdictions regarding biological resources, including 
Los Angeles County Significant Ecological Area review requirements. 

Cultural Resources 

The Em should include 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 fatalities 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 possibility of Chinese worker burial sites must 
he 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 system. The Em must clearly identify how the project applicant 
proposes to "connect to the MetroLink commuter rail." Any physical alteration of 
the historic tunnel must he 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 tunnel structure in a 
manner that could impact this historic resource. In addition, any changes in 
drainage and runoff must he analyzed to determine if they will further exacerbate 
exisj:ing 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 Placenta 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 determine 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 potential 
landslide issues, including 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. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

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 flooding 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 Em should include an analysis of the project's compliance with and ability to 
comply with current NPDES requirements during both construc;tion 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 Control 
Board specific to, but not limited to, chloride, nutrient, bacteria and trash. 

The Em should evaluate the need for a waste water treatment facility for the 
project. 

The Em 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 Em 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 
jurisdjction of the County of Los Angeles, the land use and planning section of the 
Em 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 located within the City of Santa 
Clarita's Planning Area and abuta the City, the land use and planning section of 
the Em 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. 

Annexation 

Since the project includes a request for annexation to the City of Los Angeles, the 
land use and planning section of the Em should include an analysis 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 aite 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 Em should provide an analysis ofthe factors that the LAFCO must 
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consider in reviewing annexation proposals including, but not limited to, the 
following (Section 56841): 

a. Population, population density, land area and use, per capita 
assessed valuation, topography, natural boundaries, drainage 
basins, proximity to populated areas, and the· likelihood of 
significant growth during the next ten years. 

b. Need fur 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 a.Ild adequacy of services and controls in the 
area and vicinity. 

c. The effect of the proposed annexation and of alternative actions 
on adjacent areas, 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 urba.Il 
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 oflands 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 
biological resource preservation plans, etc. 

The project applicant at the ecoping meeting and the applicant's project literature 
states that the project is consistent with smart-growth principles. The Em 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 de.,.elopment 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 assess the ability of the project to comply with 
interior and exterior residential noise standards. 

Population and Housing 

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 housing forecasts for the area should be 
assessed. 

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 services 
will be provided to the project. · 

The County of loa Angles, the City of loa 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 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 equare footage and design complies 
with applicable facility design standards. 
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Police Protection 

• 
The EIR should clearly explain how and by which 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 police 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 construction of new facilities, the EIR should analyze 
whether site size, configuration and building square footage and design complies 
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 excess of the one echool 
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 echool districts in the area should be consulted as 
to the number of echools 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 having a significant 
unmitigated impact on school services. 

The EIR should include a full analysis of project school demand generation, the 
number of echools required to serve projected demand, and whether the project as 
proposed can meet the school site requirements of the California Department of 
Education. 

The project site is located along the I-5 corridor in the vicinity of the interchange 
ofl-5 with SR-14. As part of either the echool 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 person's 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 si.gnificantly 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 alid 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 Em 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 Mountains 
Conservancy, the City of Thousand Oaks, 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 Em 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 combination with cumulative 
development. 

Transportation and Traffic 

The project dei!Cription must provide a clear and specific description of: 
• Site access 
• Internal circulation routes (para transit 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. 
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• 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 assumptions are 

feasible and realistic. 
• Project and cumulative impacte to City of Santa Clarita roadways and 

intersections. 
• Analysis utilizing the joint City of Santa Clarita/Los Angeles County 

traffic model. 
• Project and cumulative impacte to area freeways, assessed using the 

current Cal trans Traffic Impact Analyeis Guidelines. If freeway impacte 
are identified, or the project includes new freeway connections or ramp 
or other improvemente, the EIR must demonstrate that mitigation is 
feasible and that a method for mitigation construction or implementation 
existe. 

• · Project and cumulative CMP impacte, including a CMP debit and credit 
calculation to determine the impact of the project on the City of Los 
Angeles' ability to meet ite deficiency mitigation requiremente. 

• Project and cumulative impacte to local and regional public transit. 
• Project and cumulative impacte to pedestrian, cyclist and vehicular 

safety. 
• An analyeis of the project's coneistency with the Regional Transportation 

Plan, the Regional Transportation Improvement Program and any 
impacta 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 pointe of interest. 
• Project connection to Metrolink commuter rail. 

As part of the transportation analysis, the Em should detail the specifies 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 Em must demonstrate that Metrolink has been consulted and that 
any Metrolink componente of the project are both feasible and acceptable to 
Metrolink, otherwise any trip 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/jurisdiction, 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 
wa.ter 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 evaluate 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. 

Mitigation Imnacts 

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. 

GrOwth lnducjng Impacts 

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 included 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. 

Alternatives 

The proposed project is located within the City of Santa Clarita's Planning Area 
and abuts the City of Santa Clarita. The Em 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 hillaide 
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 alternative. 

InSumm!lrv 

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. 
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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. 

\f<:l~~<) 
Vincent P. Bertoni, AICP 
Planning Manager 

VPB:kp:ts 

S:pbolcurrent/Loa Angeles City Ptoject/NOP reapoiiJO LTR.doc 

cc: 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 Services/ 
Intergovernmental Relations Officer 
Conal McNamara, 5"' District Planning Deputy for the County of Los 
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 approximately 555-acre portion 
of unincorporated Los Angeles County to the City of Loe Angeles in conjunction with the 
development of a mixed-use community with approximately 5,800 dwelling units oflow to very 
high density. The project elso includes 2,300,000 square feet ol otl:icelresearch and development, 
250,000 square feet of community facilities (including a K-8 school), 225,000 square feet of 
neighborhood 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 lnteretate 5 and west of State Route 14 and is within the geographic 
boundaries of the Santa Clarita Valley; and 

WHEREAS, the applicant, Las Lomas Land Company, is requesting the following 
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 Quality 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; anne:ution; noise; population 
and housing; public services; trails; transportation and trafiic; utilities and service systems; 
mitigation impacts; cumulative impacts; and alternatives; and , 

WHEREAS, any development in the Las Lomas project area will have a significant j 
environmental impact upon the Santa Clarita Valley; and 

WHEREAs, the City of Santa Clarita is the closest municipality to the Las Lomas 
project site. The City of Loe 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 resolve 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 CLAFCO). 

PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED this lOth day ofDecember, 2002. 

MAYOR ~/ 

ATl'EST: 

--~ ,;(_~ 
ClTYCLERK 

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

I, Sharon L. Dawson, CMC, City Clerk of the City of Santa Clarita, do hereby certify thet 
the foregoing Resolution was duly adopted by the City Council of the City of Santa Clarita at 
a regular meeting thereof, held on the lOth day of December, 2002, by the following vota: 

AYES: COUNCILMEMBERS: Weste, Ferry, McLean, Kellar, Smyth 

NOES: COUNCILMEMBERS: None 

ABSENT: COUNCILMEMBERS: None 

)J.ua:._ ,,?Z -~·-
CITY CLERK 

a:pboiCIDTOiltllot anpl" city pn>jec:tleouncil molution of City l!ni.,. oflha Lu Lomu Pn>jectAru 
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MASTER CASE NO: 

PERMIT/PROJ£CT 
NAME: 

APPLICANT: 

LOCATION OF THE 
PROJECT: 

DESCRIPTION OF 
THE PROJECT: 

CITY OF SANTA CLARITA 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

[X] Proposed [ ] Final 

MC 02-474 

Prezone 02-004; Annexation 02-004 

City of Santa Clarita 
Department of Planning and Building Services 
23920 Valencia Blvd., Suite 300 
Santa Clarita, CA 91355 . 
Contact Person: Lisa Hardy, AICP, Senior Planner 

The project site is generally located east of Interstate 5 and west o1 State 
Route 14, adJacent to and outside the southern existing limits of the City 
of Santa Clarita in the unincorporated ansa of County of Los Angeles. 

A proposal for a Prezone for a mostly undeveloped site known as the 
South Santa Clarita Annexation located In unincorporated Los Angeiee 
County. The project site Is cumsntly 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 (Residential 
Estate) on 8.11 acres and RM (Residential Moderate) on 14 acras to 
allow for a sphere of Influence amendment and annexation of the araa. 

Based on the nformatlon contained In the Initial Study prepared. for this projecl. and pursuant to the 
.requirements of Section 15065 of the CaiHomia Environmental Quality NJt (CEQA), the City of Santa 
Clarita . 

[X] City Council [ ] Planning Commission [ ] Director of Planning and Bulldlng ServicM 

finds that the project as proposed or revised will have no significant affect ~upon the environment, and that 
a Negative OGclanstlon shail be adopted pursuant to Section 15070 of CEQA. 

Mitigation measures for this project 

[X] Are Not Required [ 1 Are Attached [ 1 Are Not Attached 

VINCENT P. BERTONI, AICP 

PLANNING MAN~~E~ ~~-. 
Preparedby: ~-~ <m- . 
Approved by: --;_ ~' . . . ....- . 

(Signatul'e) 
·===-~~~========~==~==-===== 

Public Review Period From December 17,2002 to January 8, 2003 
Public Notlce Given On Oacember 17. 2002 

[X] Legal Advertisement [X] Posting of Properties [X] Written Notice 
======= ========--==========-======-===-=·===-=======-======= 
CERTIFICATION DATE: 
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Lead Agency: 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 
(Initial Study Form B) 

CITY OF SANTA CLARITA 

City of Santa Clarita 

Contact Person It Phone Number: Kelvin Parker, Associate Planner 

Master Case or CIP Number: 

Entitlement Type( a): 

Project Introduction: 

Project Location: 

General Plan Designation (a): 

Zoning DeslgnsUon(s): 

City of Santa Clarita Dept. of Planning & Building Services 
( 661 ) 255-4330 

MC 02-474 (PRZ 02-oo4; ANX 02-Q04) 

Sphere of Influence Amendment, Prezone & Annexation 

This CECA-required Initial Study has been prepared for 
the proposed Prezone 02-Q04 for the proposed South 
Santa Clarita AnnexatiOn consisting of approximately 825 
acres located in unincorporated Los Angeles County. The 
project site Is currently designated RE (Residential Estate) 
on 811 acres and AM (Residential Moderate) on 14 acres 
under the City of Santa Clarita General Plan. The proposal 
is to prezone the pr()ject site to City of Santa Clarita RE 
(Residential Estate) designation on 811 acres and AM 
(Residential Moderate) designation on 14 acres to allow for 
a sphere of influence smendment and annexation of the 
area. 

The project site is generally 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 end 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 AM (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 Clarita prezone to 
RE (Residential Estate) and RM (Residential Moderate) 
designations consistent with the City's General Plan. 
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Project Applicant: 
(Name, Address, Phone) 

City of Santa Clarita 
Attn: 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 s~e 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 to the City of Santa Clarita. 

Surrounding Land USN & Setting: The site is located immediately eest of Interstate 5, west of 
the Antelope Valley Freeway (SR 14), just outside the City 
of .. Santa Clarita southem 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 wast. south, and east ara 
undeveloped freeway easements. · 

Other public agencies whose Local Agency Fcrmatlon Commission 
approval Is required, (eg. permits, Los Angeles County 
financing, approval, 700 North Central Avenue, Suite 350 
or participation agreement): Glendale, CA 91203 

2 
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED 
The environmental factors checked below would be affected by this project, involving at least one impact 
that is a "Potentially SlgnlfiCIII1t Impact" or "Potentially Significant Impact Unless Mitigation Incorporated" 
as indicated by the checklist on the following pages. 

[ 1 Land Use and Planning [1 Transportation/ [ 1 Public Services 
Circulation 

[1 Population and Housing [ 1 Biological Resources [ 1 Recreation 

[1 Geological Problems [1 Noise [1 Aesthetics 

[1 Water [1 Hazards [1 Cultural Resources 

[ J Stormwater Management [ l Mandatory Tests of [] Utilities and Service 
& Recycling Significance System 

[1 Air Quality [1 Energy and Mineral 
Resources 

DETERMINATION: 
On the basis of this Initial evaluation: 

[X] 

[] 

[] 

[] 

[] 

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

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 the mitigation measures described on an 
attached sheet have been added to the project. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will 
be prepared. 

I find that the proposed project MAY have a signifiCalrt impact on the environment, and an 
ENVIRONMENIT AL IMPACT REPORT is required. 

I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect(s) on the environment, but at least 
one effect 1) has been mitigated adequately 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. if the effect Ia a "potentially significant impact" or "potentially 
significant unlells mitigated." An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT, but It must analyZe only 
the effects that remain to be addressed. 

I find that although the plllPOsed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there 
WILL NOT be a significant effect in this case because all potentially significant effecte (a) have · 
been anaJyzl!d adequately in an earlier EIR pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been 
avoided or mitlgattd pursuant to that earlier EIR, including revisions or mitigation measures that 
are imJl.Oied upon the project. 

Prepared By; Kelvin Parker 
Associate Planner 

(Signature) 

Approv~,~- _ 
/ ~ . ..· ... 

' .)';. /. . -
,~- - . 

(Signature) 

--------- --- -- ---- -- ·- - ---

(Name/Title) 

Vincent P. Bertoni, AICP 
Planning Manager 

(Name/Title) 
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(Date) 
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: 

P-ly 
Slgnlftcont 

lmpoct 
Polontlally Unlua Lototha> -- .. _ 

Sign~~! ...... No 
lmpoct lnc:cMpCNawd - lmpoct 

I. LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the prcpcul: 

a) Conflict with general plan deaignalion or zoning? { 1 {] { 1 {X] 

b) Conflict with applicable environmental plana or policies { 1 {] {] {X] 
adopted by agencie3 with Jurisdiction o- the prcject'l 

c) Be inoompatl)le with exlatfng land use In the cHy'l { 1 { 1 {] {X] 

d) Disrupt or divide the phyelcal arrangement of an 
established community Onc:tudlng a low-Income or 

t I [ l {] {X] 

minority community)? 

e) Affect a Significant Eoologlcal Arlla (SEA)? l I l I l I {X] 

f) Other: [I t I II {X] 

II. POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the-" 

a) Cumulatively elCC8CKI oflictal ragiottal or local population 
ProjecllOna? 

l I { 1 I I {X] 

b) Create a net foss o!Jcb&? l I !I {] {X] 

c) Displace existing housing, especially affordable l I I I {] {X] 
housing? 

d) Other 11 {I l I {X] 

Ill. GEOLOGIC PROBLEMS. WI the propou~.-in: 

a) Unstable earth COI1dlllon. or In changaa In geologie 
substructurea? 

{] {] {I {X] 

b) Disruptions, claplacementa, compaction or 
overcovering of the ...a? 

I I (] (] {X] 

c) Change in topography or ground surface relief (] l I [) {X] 
features? 

d) The destruction, oovering or modlficalion of any unique II I I (] {X] 
geologie or physiCal feature&? 

e) Any lncre8M In wind or water erosion of aolls, either en (] l I ll {X] 
or off the lite? 

f) Exposure of people or property to geologie hazards l I [I {] {X] 
such as aarthqulkel, landalldes, mudsUdaa, ground 
failure, or elmilar hazards? · 

g) Changaa In dapolitlon~ erotlon or siltation? {] { 1 t I {X] 

h) Other modlflcelion of a wash, channel, creel<, or rlver? [ 1 [ 1 [ 1 (X] 

I) Earth movement (cut and/or fill) of 10,000 cubic yards 
or more? 

{ 1 {] [ 1 [X] 

J) Development and/or grading on a slope greater than [ 1 [I [I [X] 
25% natural grade? 

k) Development within the Alquist-Priolo Special Studies t I l I [I [X] 
Zone? 
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Polonttllly --Potonllllly 1m-UMu Loa thin 
SignifiCant MHigaUon SIQ-nl No 

lmpict liJCOfPQiiMN 1- 1m-I) Othet [] [I [ J [XJ 

IV. WATER. Would 1111 pmpou1""""' In: 

a) Changes In absorptiOn rates, drainage pattems, or the [ J [ J [ J [XJ 
rate and amount of surface runoll? 

b) Elq)Oaure ol people or property to water·related [ J [I [J [XJ 
hazards such u lloodng? 

c) Diseherge Into aurlace watens or other alteration of [J [I [I [XJ 
surface water quality (e.g. tempe<ature, dlaaolv8d 
oxygen, or turbidity) 

d) Changes In the amount of sutlace water In any water [I [ J [I [XJ 
body? 

e) Changes In currenta, or the course of direction of water [I [I [ J [XJ 
movements? · · 

f) Changes In the.= ol ground waters, either [J [I [I [XJ 
through diriiCI or withdrawals, or through 
inten:ap!lon of en aqullar by cuta or e>CCavaUona or 
through eub8tantlalloaa of groundwater recharge 
capabllty? 

g) Altered direction or ra!e ol now of groundwater? [J [] [I [XJ 

h) lmpacls to groundwater quality? [I [I [] [XJ 

I) Substantial reduCIIon In the amount ol groundwater [I [I [} [XJ 
otherwise available lor public water supplies? 

j) Other [I [I [I [XJ 

v. STOAMWATER MANAGEMENT AND RECYCLING. 
Would 1111""""'""' -In: 

a) Storm water eyllllm <lllcltargea !rom areas lor [I [I [} [XJ 
materials slolag8, vehicle or ~rnent fuel~, vehicle 
~maintenance(~ wuhlng. waste 

ng, haaltlou8 materials or storage, 
dellvary 1111111& or loading docks, or - outdoor work 
areu? 

b) Slgnlflcant erl'ilrotiMnlally harmlullncraasa IIi the flow [I [I [I [XJ 
rate or 'IOiumt or volume of atorm walar runoll? 

c) Slgnfllcent and IIMronmentally harmlullnc:reaaea in 
eroalon ol the project lila or surrounding arau? 

[I [I [I [XJ 

d) Stomi water =:r,: that would slgnlflcantly Impair [I [I [I [XJ 
the beneftcfaiUHI .-I'll~ watera or areas that 
Provide water~ benefita e.g .. riparian contdora, 
wetlandl, ele.) . 

e) Causa harm to the biological Integrity of drainage [I [I [I [XJ 
systems and water bodi8tl? 

f) Does the proposed p~ Include provisions for th8 [I [I [] [XJ 
separatiOn and rausa o materials? 

VI. AIR QUALITY. Would tha p<oposal: 

a) Violate any air quality standard or contribute to an [I [I [I [X} 
existing or projected air quality violation? 

5 

-----
003206 



Potonlltlly 
~ 

lmpoct ._,., u- LA .. than 
Sl9nffl .... .. ... - - No 

lmpoct '-IIO'IIod lmpoct lmpoct 
b) EJ<pose 1811811lve receptors to pollutants? [] [ l !I [X] 

c) Create objectionable odOrs? [ 1 [ 1 [) [X] 

d) Other ! I [ 1 [] [X] 

VII. TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION. Would the 
proposal roault In: 

a) lncreaaed vehicle tripe or tralftc congeauon? ! I ! I ! I [X] 

b) Hazarda to aafely from delign features (e.g. aheJ: [ 1 [ l I I [X] 
curves or dangeroua lnteraectlona) or incofnpatl e 
uses? 

c) Inadequate emergency acoeaa or eccess to nearby 
uses? 

[) [ l [I [X] 

d) lnsulffdent pali<ing capacity onaite oi olfslte? I I [ l I I [X] 

e) Hazarda or barriers for pede8triana or bicyl:llala? [ l I I [ l [X] 

f) Conflicts with adopted pollciee supporllng altemative II [) I I [X) 
transportation (e.g. bus slopa, biCycle tliCka)? 

g) Olajolnted pattem ot roadway Improvements [] I I ! I [X] 

h) Other I I [ l [ l [X) 

VIII. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would tho proposal result In 1mpsct1 to: 

a) Endangered, threatened or rare spectea or thlllr [ 1 II I I [X] 
habitats Oncludlng but not llmKed to plants, fish, 
Insects, animals, and blrda)? 

b) Oak trees? I I [] [ l [X] 

c) WeUand habitet or bluetlne stream? [I [] I I [X] 

d) WlldiHe dispersal or mlgreUon corridors? [ 1 [) [) [X] 

e) Other [] I I II [X] 

IX. ENERGY AND MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the propooaJ: 

a) Conflict with adopted energy conservation plana? I I I I ! I [X] 

b) Use nonrenewable resources in a wasteful and I I n [ l [X] 
Inefficient meM8r? 

C) Rasuh In the loss of avallabDhy of a known mineral 
resoull:e that would be of Mure value to the region and 
the residents of the Stata? 

[] I I [ l [X] 

d) Other [ l [) [ l [X] 

X. HAZARDS. Wouldthoproposalinvolve: 

a) A risk of aocldental elqJiosion or release of hazardous 
substances (including but not llmKed to oil, pesticides, 
chemicals, or mdlation)? 

[) [] [I [X] 

b) Possible lnterlerence with an emergency response plan 
or emergency evacuation plan? 

I I [ l [] [X] 

c) The creation of any heanh hazard or potential heaHh 
hazard? 

[] [ l [ l [X] 
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Po<ontlllly 
Signmcont 

P-lly 
1mpoc1 

u- '""""'*' s- M111Qa11on Slgnlft .... No 
lmpocl ·- lmpocl lm..., 

d) EJCI)OSUI'a of !*lPie to exllting sources of potential [ J [ J [ J [X] 
heal111 hazards (e.~ e1ectr1ca1 transmission lines, gas 
lines, oil plpellnea) 

e) Increased ftre haZatd In ereas with llemmable brush, [ J [J [ J [X] 
grasa, or lrMS? 

f) Other [ J [ J [ J [X] 

XI. NOISE. Would~ J)I<>IICOIIIr1IIUI!In: 

a) lncreeaea In ex!sllng nolae levels? [ l [ l [ J [X] 

b) Elcpoaure of PeoPle to severe noise levels or Vibration? [ l [ l [ J [X] 

c) Other [ J [ J [ J [X] 

XII. PUBLIC SERVICES. Would~ piOpCIOl hove an oHoc1 
on, or l'lltilln a nHd for,_ or allored gcMIII1fliOnl-
In any of~ 1--.g .,.., 

a) Fire protactlon? [ l () [ J !XI 
b) Pollee protactlon? [ J [ J [J [X] 

C) Schools? [ l [ l [ l !XI 
d) Malntenlll'1C8 of publiC faclllUes, Including roada? I J I J [] [X] 

e) Other government .. rv~cea? II I I [] [X] 

XIII. UTILITIES. Would lilt~ ntllitln a.- tor new·~ or supplies, or 
subotantlal lllteratlonl to lilt 1--.g utll-: 

a) Power or natural gaa? [] [ l [I [X] 

b) COmmunlcetlona ayalema? [I [ J [ l [X] 

c) Local or regional walar treatment or cllllrlbuUon [) I I [ l [X] 
facilitieS? 

d) SeMr or septic tanka? [] () [] [X] 

e) Storm water drainage? [] [I [I [X] 

I) Solid waste dlspoul? I I I I [.] [X] 

g) Local or regional water aupplles? [I I I [ J !XI 
h) Other [I [I [ J [X] 

XIV. AESTHETICS. Would~ .,..,.,....u: 
a) Alleel a -..1c vista open to publiC VieW? [I I I I I [X] 

b) Have a negauve .. lllhetlc effact'l [] [ l [ J [X] 

c) Create light or glare? [ l [ l I l [X] 

d) Other [ l [ l [ l [X] 

XV. CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would tne proposal: 

a) Disturb paleontological or archaeological resources? I l I J [I [XI 
b) Have the potential to cause e physical change which 

would affect unique ethnic cultural values? 
[I [I [I [XI 
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Potentially 
Slgnlftoont 

Potentially 
lmpoct 
u.u LAI .. Ihln 

Slgnlftcant Mluvo- Slgnlftcont No 
lmpoct lnoorporatod '""'""' 

,_.. 
C) Restrict eldating religious or sacred uses within the 

potential impact area? 
[ 1 [ J [ J [X] 

d) Affect a recognized historical site? [ l [ l [ l [X] 

e) Other [I £I £I [X] 

XVI. RECREATION 

a) WDI the propoeal reauft In an Impact upon the ll II [] [X] 
quality or quantity of alCiating recraatlon 
opportunHias? 

XVII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

a) Does lha project have the potential to degrade the ll ll ll [X] 
quality of the environment, substantially reduce the 
habitat of a ftah or wildiKe apec:lft, cause a fllh or . 
wildlife population to ~ beloW sell austalnlng levels, 
threaten to eliminate a ant or animal community, 
reduoe the number or restrict the range of a 1111e or 
enda~red plant or animal or eliminate Important 
examp of the major pel'lode of Calllomla history or 
prehistory? 

b) Does the project have the potential to achieve [ 1 II [ J [X] 
short·term, to the dlaedventage of long-term, 
environmental goall? (A ahort·term impact on the 
environment Is one which oceurs In a relatively brief, 
deflnltlve period of tima while long-term Impacts wiD 
endure welt Into the future.) 

c) Does the project heve imPacts which are Individually II [ J I I [X] 
limHed but cumulatively consldereble? (A project may 
impact on two or mere aeperete resources where the 
impact on each resource Is relatively small, but where 
the effect ollhe total of those Impacts on the 
environment Is algnlftcant.) 

d) Does the project have environmental effects which will [ J ll [ J [X] 
cauae subatanllal aiMirse ellacts on human beings, 
ellher directly or indrac:tly? 

XVIII. DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME 'DE MINUMUS' FINDING 

a) Will the project have an adverse effect ellher [ J [ J [] [X] 
individually or cumula~ on ftsh and wildlife 
resourcet1? Wldllla ahall defined for the pu'Ce of 
this question u "aal wild animals, birds, plants, , 
~lana, and related ecological communities, 
i the habitat upon which the wildlife depends 
for Ita cOnllnued vtablity." 
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lXX. DISCUSSION OF ENVIRONMENTAL. IMPACTS AND/OR EARLIER ANALYSES: 

Section and 
Subaectlona 

I. LAND USE AND 
PLANNING 

II. POPULATION 6 
HOUSING 

Evaluation of Impact 

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 RE & 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 northern 
Cslifomla, as the northern gateway to the metropolitan Los Angeles 
area, and as a self-sufficient community and center sel'lling the 
broader region. (L29) 

4.14 Maintain ancllor enhanca the character of the various 
communities through compatible land use standards and design 
guidelines, while promoting a overall identity for the Santa Clarita 
Valley. (L-31) 

L 7.6 Coordinate annexation .activities with City growth 
management strategies. (L-34) 

H 1.2 Evaluate 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 plan. (H-59) 

ED 2.7 Seek a City Sphere of Influence consistent with the planning 
area of this General Plan. (ED-25) 

The proposed prezone and annexation would not disrupt or divide the 
physical arrangelilent or an established community because there Is 
no development associated with this proposal. For the reasons 
stated above, impacts upon Land Use and Planning are anticipated 
to be lesa than significant and no further analysis Is warranted at this 
time. 

The City of Santa Clarita General Plan serves as the basis for local 
pcipulation 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 losa of jobs or displace 
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 Evaluation of Impact 
Subsection• 

Ill. GEOLOGIC The proposed Prezone to RE and RM would not create any 
PROBLEMS significant impacts to geology. No development is proposed with this 

project. The proposal will not result in unstable 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 becsuse no 
earth movement is proposed. In addition, the proposal will not result 
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, 
erosion or siltation, modify a wash; channel, creek or river. No 
Alquist·Prlolo 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. 

IV. WATER 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 to surface water quality (e.g. temperature, 
dissolved oxygen, or turbldity). 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 
result in no physical changes to the property. For the reasons stated 
above, no impacts upon Water are anticipated and no further analysis 
is required. 

V. STORMWATER The proposed Prezone to RE & RM would not create any significant 
MANAGEMENT & impacts to storm water management and recycling. Before 
RECYCUNG annexation, property owners would elect 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. 

VII. The proposed Prezone to RE and RM would not generate any 
TRANSPORTATION/ traffic/access related impacts becsuse no development is proposed 
CIRCULAnON 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 
incomoatible uses, result in inadeouate emergency access or access 
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Seetlon and Evaluation of Impact 
Sub-.ctlons 

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 
transportaticn/circulation are anticipated and no further analysis is 
required. 

VIII. BIOLOGICAL The proposed Prezone to RE and RM would not generate any 
RESOURCES adverse Impacts on biological resources, which include impacts to 

endangered, threatened, or rare species, oak trees, wetland habitat 
or bluellne stream, or wildlife disparsel 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 proposed and 
Prezone. 

IX. ENERGY AND The proposed Prezone to RE and RM would not generate Impacts on 
MINERAL energy or mineral resources. No development is proposed with this 
RESOURCES project. 

The project contains power line easements for the Los Angeles City 
Department of Water and Power that will not be affected by the 
proposed Prezone. No impact to energy and mineral resburces Is 
anticipated. 

X. HAZARDS This Prezone to RE and RM wiU not result in a risk of accidental 
explosion or release of hazardous substances (Including but not 
limited to oil, pestick:les, chemicals, or radiaticn) because it does not 
Involve 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 
health hazard. Although there are power lines across portions of the 
project site, these lines would not expose people to a health 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. 

XI. 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 people to severe 
noise levels or vibration. No Impact to Noise Is anticipated. 

XII. PUBLIC The proposed Prezone to RE and RM would not have an effect on, or 
SERVICES re.sult 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 
roadwav maintenance for The Old Road. The Citv would also 

11 

003212 



Section and Evaluation of Impact 
Subsection• 

provide police 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. 

XIII. UTIUTIES 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 regional water supplies because no 
physical changes are proposed on the site as part of the and 
Prezone. 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 aesthetica. No development is proposed with this project. 

XV. CULTURAL This proposed Prezone would not disturb paleontological resources, 
RESOURCES archaeclogical resources, or cause a physical change which would 

affect unique ethnic cultural values 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 site. No 
Impacts to Cultural Resources are anticipated. 

XVI. RECREATION The proposed Prezone to would not create any slgnnicant adverse 
impacts to recreation. 
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NEW BUSINESS 

DATE: 

SUBJECT: 

DEPARTMENT: 

CITY OF SANTA CLARITA 
AGENDA REPORT 

City Manager Approv 

Item to be presented by: Vince Bertoni 

December 10, 2002 

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. 

Planning and Building Services 

RECOMMENDED ACTION 

City Council to adopt the Resolution authorizilig the City Manager, or designee, to 
tile an annexation and sphere of influence amendment application with the Local 
Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) for the proposed South Sante Clarita 
Annexation. 

BACKGROUND 

This action authorizes the City Manager, or. designee, to tile 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 pursuant to these regulations. Filing the application at this time would 
initiate the annexation process with the Local 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 
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other properties. City staff has begun contacting all property owners in the • 
affected annexation 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 AQTIONS 

1. Council may choose not to adopt Resolution and not submit application to 
annex the proposed annexation area. 

2. Other direction as determined by the City Council. 

ATTACHMENTS 

Resolution 
Exhibit A-Location Map 

• 
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. 
RESOLUTION 02-

A RESOLUTION OF APPLICATION BY THE em COUNCIL 
OF THE em 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 em OF SANTA CLARITA 

(SOUTH SANTA CLARITA ANNEXATION) 

WHEREAS, the City of Santa Clarita desires to initiate proceedings pursuant to the 
CorteSe-Knox-Hertzberg Local Govenunent Reorganization Act of2000, Division S, commencing 
with Section 56000 of the California Government Code, for anne:mtion; 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 j:his proposal; and 

WHEREAS, the reasons for this proposed annexation are to promote sound planning 
and land use practices in the afi'ected territory; and 

. . 
WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Santa Clarita has considered all evidence, 

oral and documentary, and is advised of the foregoing. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the City Council of the City of Sante 
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. of2000. 

SECTION 2. The City Council hereby directs and authorizes the City Manager, or 
designee, 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 56883 of the Government Code to the Executive Officer of 
the Local Agency Formation Commission of Los Angeles County. 

SECTION 4. The City Clerk shall certify to the adoption of this resolution and certify 
this record to be a full, true, correct copy of the action taken. 

003168 



Resolution 
Page2 

PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED this __ day of ______ _ 
2002. 

MAYOR 
ATTEST: 

CITY CLERK 

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

I, Sharon L. Dawson, City Clerk of the City of Santa Clarita, do hereby certify that 
the foregoing Resolution wli.B duly adopted by the City Council of the City of Santa Clarita at 
a regular meeting thereo~ held on the _day of 2002 by the following vote of the 
Council: 

AYES: COUNClLMEMBERS: 

NOES: COUNClLMEMBERS: 

ABSENT: QOUNCU.MEMJil!:RS: 

CITY CLERK 

annex \SSCA \apres 

• 

• 

• 
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CITY OF SANTA CLARITA 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

[X} Proposed [ 1 Final 
===========================================================~======~===== 
MASTER CASE NO: 

PERMIT/PROJECT 
NAME: 

APPLICANT: 

LOCATION OF THE 
PROJECT: 

DESCRIPTION OF 
THE PROJECT: 

MC02-474 

Prezone 02.Q04; Annexation 02.Q04 

City of Santa Clarita 
Department of Planning and Building Services 
23920 Valencia Blvd., Suite 300 
Santa Clarita, CA 91355 
Contact Person: Kelvin Parker, Associate Planner 

The project sfte Is generally located east of Interstate 5 and west of State 
Route 14 .• edlacenf to and outside the southem·exiating limits of the City 
of Santa Clarita In the unincorporated area of County ot Los Angeles. 

A proposal for a Prezone for a inosUy undeveloped site known as the 
South Sante Clarita Annexation located In unincorporated Los Angeles 
County. The project site Is currenUy designated RE (ResidenUal Estate) 
and RM (Residential 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 (ResldenUal Moderate) on 14 acres to 
allow for a sphera of influence amendment and annexation of the area •. 

:===================================================----=============== 
Based on the information contained in the Initial Study prepared for this prolect, and pursuant to the 
requirements of Section 15065 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEOA), the City of Santa 
Clarita 

[X) City Council 1 1 Planning Commission I 1 Director of Planning and Building. Servicas 

finds that the project es proposed or revised wiU have no significant effect upon the environment, and that 
a Negative DeclaraUon shall be edopted pursuant to Section 15070 of CEQA. · 

Mitigation measures for this project 

[X) fJ.le Not Required ( 1 fJ.le Attached [ 1 Are Not Attached 

Public Review Period From Februery 4 to February 25, 2003 
Public NoUce Given On Februarv 4 , 2003 

[X) Legal Advertisement [X) Posting of Properties [X] Written NoUce 

CERTIFICATION DATE: 

S:IPBS\Annex\SSCA\8nlllnlnl'nentai\Neg0ec.doc 
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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 Sante Clarita 
23920 Valencia Blvd., Suite aoo 
Sante Clarita, CA 91355 

Contact person and phone number: Kelvin Parker, Associate Planner 
City of Santa Clarita Department ofPlanning & 
Building Services 
(661) 255·4330 

Project location: The South Sante Clarita Annexation Area is located 
in the unincorporated area of the County of Los 
Angeles, adjacent to the southern boundary of the 
City of Sante Clarita, east of Interstate 5 and west of 
Stste Route 14. 

Applicant's name and address: City of Sante Clarita 
Department of Planning & Building Services 
23920 W. Valencia Blvd., Suite 300 
Sante Clarita, CA 91355 

General Plan designatiqn: 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 dulac) under the 
Los Angeles County's Sante Clarita Valley Areawide 
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: The Annexation Area is currently loca.ted 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 toRE (Residential Estate) and RM 
(Residential Moderate) designations, consistent with 
the City's General Plan. See Figure 3. 

Description of project and setting: 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 
Area are described more fully as part of the 
introduction that follows. 

The proposed action consists 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 no way an essential part of a 
development plan by which a property owner intends 
to urbanize land currently zoned agricultural. 

Surrounding land uses: 

Other public arencies whose 
approval is required: 

A. INTRQDVCTION 

The sits is located immediately east of Interstate 5, 
west of the Antelope Valley Freeway (State Routs 
14), juat outside the City of Santa Clarita's southern 
jurisdictional limits in unincorporated County of Los 
Angeles. The property to the north is developed and 
undeveloped City of Santa Clarita. 

Local Agency Formation Commiseion 
Los Angeles County 
700 North Central Avenue, Suits 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 3, the South Santa Clarita Annexation Area is located in the 
triangle formed by the intersection of Interstate 5 CI-5) and State Route 14 CSR-14). Upon 

2 

003648 



OJ 0004263 

003649 



0 
0 
w en 
01 
0 

FIGURE 1-SOUTH SANTA CLARITA ANNEXATION EXISTING COUNTY LAND USE DESIGNATIONS 
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Sout •• cianta Clarita Annexation Initial Study 
MC02-474 (Prezone 02-004; Anneution 02-004) 

FIGURE 2- soum 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 SETTING 

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 stafi' on January 28, 2003, 
to provide a more complete description of existing conditions within the South Santa 
Clarita Annexation Area: 

The Old· Road (traveling southbound) 

• Mpbile Home Pa~ - 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 Resid,ence ISFR> - 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 
northem 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 highw•y as well as large storage bins. There 
are no aesthetic enhllncements that shield the parking area from the highway. 
Everything is in plain sight. 

• Paintball ...; Close Encounters Paintball is located next to the Vehicle Storage area. 
Some "playing fields" can be seen from alongside the highway. These essentially 
consist 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 "playing fields." 

• Beehives - There are 4-6 boxes located roughly 200-300 feet south of the Psintball 
property (alongside The Old Road). They appear to contain honeybees, raised for 
commercisl purpos~s.. · 

Wildwood Canyon Road 

02 0004263 
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South Santa Clarita Anne:ration Initial Study 
MC02-474(Prezone 02-004; Anne:ration 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, Le., 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 mapa 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 

· • Natura} Gas Pipelines Pipelines run along the eastern portion of the Annexation 
Area. 

• Railroad- 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 mountaine, surfacing 
within the City of Los Angeles. The tunnel is the San Fernando Tunnel (circa 187'6). 
This tunnel has been deemed eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic 
Places. 

• MWP 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: 

• To Normalize 'l'be City's Boundaries In This Area - Interstate 5 and the Antelope 
Valley Freeway (SR-14) form natural boundary lines, and in general mark the City's 
lill;lits. However, in this area,· the two freeways serve, instead, to isolate this sliver of 
unincorpoi-ated 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 thet 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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South Santa Clarita Annexation Initial Study 
MC02-474 (Prezone 02-004; Annexation 02..004) 

• To Implement The Citv's General Plan - Section 65300 of· the California 
Government Code which requires the preparation of General Plans specifies that: "Each 
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 beers relation to its planning." The South Santa Clarita Annexation Area is 
within the p)anning 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 PJan.l 

• To En!1!1re Appropriate Limits On The Allowable Pensitv Qf Development In 
The South Santa Qlarita Annexation Area - The land use designations for the 
South Santa Clarita Annexation 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.3 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 seuii-desert chaparral, and areas 
containing coast Jive oak woodland are also present in the South Santa Clarita 
Annexation Area. a The Annexation Area also includes a watershed, and a portion of the 
Annexation Area is within a Significant Ecological Area. s 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 econouiic health 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 Depsity 

The South Santa CJJ.arita 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 zoninc would allow for development of up to 825 dwelling units within the 

·Annexation Area. 

I Government Code Section 65860 requires that zoning be consistent witb a City 's General Plan. · 
• See for example tbe City of Santa Clarita General Plan Background Report. December 1990. 
' Figure 5.10-1. Circulation Element Amendment EIR. 

· • Based on information contained in tbe Notice of Preparation for tbe Las Lome Project, which is 
attached. According to tbe NOP, 60% (or 333) of tbe 555 acres Las Lomas site bas slopes of over 50% 
and 27% (or 149.85) oftbe 555 acres contain slopes of between 25 and 50%. Thus 482 acres oftbe 
Las Lomas site include slopes of25 % or greater. 
• Figure 5.4-3. Circulation Element Amendment EIR 
• Figure OS-2. City of Santa Clarita General Plan. 
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South Santa Clarita Annexation Initial Study 
MC02-474 (Prezone 02-004; Annexation 02-004) 

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 acres. 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. 7 

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 ill the same as what is currently allowed under the 
County's HM designation, for portions of the area with slopes of lesa 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 zoning. 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. a 

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 bnildout consistent with the City's Ge.neral Plan 
and existing ordinances. • 

The following table provides a summary of these density estimates. 

1 The maximum buildout potential may in fact be leas, 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 bUlldout potential of these 270 acres has been estimated as 210 du for the 14 acres that would be 
prezoned RM (bued on maximum allowable density cif 15 du/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 dwelling unite. 
• This is the m.uimum buildout assumed in the City of Sante 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 acnos 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 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) 
IDU/ACRE) 

Zonin~t a>rezoning) 825 560 
Zoning (Prezoning) Plus Hillside 466 368 
Develooment Restrictions•• 

The Las Lomas Land Company has submitted an application the City of Loa Angeles for 
annexation and development of the 5515-acre Las Lomas portion of the South Santa Clarita 
Annexation Area.u There are currently approsimately 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 Loa Angeles, does not abut the City of Los Angeles, which is located 
approximately 1,000 feet south of the Las Lomlis 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 
Lomas annexation project, which is attached, the Las Lomas project would create smiill 
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 555-acre site: 

• 5,800 dwelling units, 

• · 2,300,000 sf of Office/Resean:h and Development, 

• 250,000 sf of Community Facilities including a K-8 school, 

• 225000 sf of Neighborhood Retail, and 

• a 300-room hotel, 

• which would require 20 million cubic yards of grading 

The propoaed Las Lomas development project is jnconsjstent 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 billside alteration. 

THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 

•• Hillside restrictions are the County's HM designation and the City's Ridgeline Preservation and 
Hillside Development Ordinance. 
u A map of the area is included in the NOP for the Las Lomas development, which is attached. 
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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)12 and 
the Guidelines for the Environmental Quality Act13 (Guidelines). In preparing this ND, 
the City b,as 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. 

The Prouosed Action Is Not A Project As Defiped In CEQA 

In order to be subject to CEQA, and the requirement for the preparation of an 
environmental document to be triggered, an action %!lust be a "project'~" as defined in 
Section 21065 of the Public Resources Code as follows: 

"Project• n:ieans an activity which may cause either a direct physical 
ebapg in the environment or a reasonably foreseeable indirect 
phvsical t:hAmrn in the environment. (Emphasis added) · 

A Direct Physical Change- Is "a physical change in the environment which is caused by 
and il!lmediately related to the project." (i.e. dust, noise, traffic, etc).15 

An Indirect Physical Change - Is "a physical change in the environment which is not 
il!lmediately 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 sewage treatment plant may facilitate population erowth in the 
service area due to the increase in sewage treatment capacity and may lea.d to an increase 
in air pollution). The CEQA Guidelines specify that, "an indirect physical change is to be 
considered only if that change is a reasonably foreseeable il!lpact which may be caused by 
the project. A change which is speculative or unlikely to occur is not reasonably 
foreseeable. "17 

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 result in either a direct physical change in 
the environment or a reasonably foreseeable 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 urbanize property, and 
development under city control is anticipated in the foreseeable future. 18 An adjustment of a 
City's boundary is not a project "if that adjustment neither accommodates nor presages a change 

12 Public Resources Code 21000 et seq 
u Sections 15000-15387 o£ the California Code of Regulations Title 15, Chapter 3 
•• Guid~lines Section 15002(b)and (d). · 
u Per Section 15064(dXl). 
16 Per Section 15064(dX2). 
17 Per Section 15064(dX3). 
•• See: Bozung v. Local Agency Formation Com. (1975) 13 Cal.3d 263, 118 Cal.Rptr. 249, 529 P.2d 
1017 
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in the type or extent of land use Of the affected property,''19 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 
Coimty, 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 level 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 annexed, 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 defined in CEQA and 
the CEQA Guidelines. 

Approach Used In Preparing the CEQA Cheeklist 

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 EIR.a 

As explained in Section 15152 of the CEQA Guidelines, tiering "refers to using the analysis 
of. general matters contained in a broader Em (such as one prepared for a general plan or 
policy statement) with later EIRs and negative qeclarations on narrower. projects; 
incorporating by reference the general discussions from the broader EIR; .and concentrating 
the later Em or negative deciaration solely on the issues specific to the later project." 

10 Ibid. page 83. 
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This ND is tiered from: 

• 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: 96112028. 

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::zo 

• Resolution 91-50 Local Guidelines and Procedures for Implementation of the 
Provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act of 1970. 

• Ridge!ine Preservation and Hillside Development Ordinance. 
• Oak 'l'ree Preservation Ordinance 
• Integrated Waste Management Ordinance 
• Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan Implementation Ordinance 
• Stormwater and Urban Runoff Pollution Control Ordinance 
• Floodplain Management Ordinance 

These nine documents and the General Plan Baclqp:-ound Report are incorporated herein by 
reference and are available for review at: 

Planning Department ofthe 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 EIRa 

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 buildout of the South Santa Clarita Annexation Area has 
already been subject to environmental review.21 The General Plan and Circulation Element 
Amendment EIRe 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 
consistent with the General Plan, including the South Santa Clarita Annexation and 
Prezone. 

20 Akin to PRC Section 21083.3(d). 
zt This analysis represents a worSt case analysis, as the General Plan ElR and Circulation Element 
Amendment EIRs did not take account of the density reducing effects of City ordinances, sucb 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 Circulation 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 E 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 Anne:mtion and Prezone. 

In the absence· of a specific development proposal, evaluation of any pilrcel or project­
specific impacts would be highly speculative and of little value at this time. For this 
rea.Son, this Negative Declaration evaluates the potential for the annexation and prezone to 
result in impacts that were not addressed as part oftha General Plan EIRs. 

Tier 3 • Any Future Development Consistent with the Proposed Prezoning Would 
be Sulbject to CEQA . 

Any future de:velopment 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. · 
(c) City of Santa Clarita Circulation Element Final Environmental Impact Report, 

September 1997. State Clearinghouse Number: 96112028. 

B. ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS 'POTENTJ,liJ.y AFFECTED! 

The environmental f8ctore checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at 
leaat one impact that is a "Potentially Significant Impact" or a "Potentially Significant. 
Impact UDl- lllitigation Measures Incorporated" as indicated by the checklist on the 
fol.lowing pqU. 

[ J Aesthetics 

[] Biological Resources 

[ J Fl:azards & Hazardous 
Materials 

[ I Mineral· Resources 

02 0004263 

I I Agriculture ResoW'C811 I J Air Quality 

[ J Cultural ResoW'C811 [ J Geology /Soils 

[ l Hydrology I Water Quality [ l Land Use I Planning 

[ J Noise [ I Population I Housing 
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[ J Public Sel"Yices [ J Recreation [ l Transportationll'raflic 

[ 1 Utilities I Sel"Yice Systems [ 1 Mandatory Findings of Sign.ificance 

C. DETERMINATION• 

On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

(X] I find that tbe proposed annexation is not subject to CEQA. 

(X] I find tbat the proposed project COULD NOT have a sign.ificant eft'ect on the environment, 
and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

[ 1 I find that although tbe proposed project could have a sign.ificant eft'ect on the environment, 
tbere will not be a sign.ificant eft'ect in this case because revisions in the project have been 
made by .or agreed to by tbe project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 
will be prepared. 

[ I I find that the proposed project MAY have a sign.ificant eft'ect on tbe environment, and an 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 

[ J I find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially sign.ificant impect" or "potentiBny 
sign.ificant unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one eft'ect 1) hae been 
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standarda, and 2) 
has been addreaeed by mitigation measures based on tbe earlier analysis as deacribed on 
attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must anal:Yze 
only tbe eft'ecte that remain to be addresoed. 

[ 1 I find that although tbe proposed project eould have a sign.ificant eft'ect on tbe environment, 
because all potentially sign.ificant eft'ecte (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier Em 
or NEGATIVE DE.CLARATION pursuant to applicable standard&, and (b) have been avoided 
or mitigated pursuant to that earlier Em or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including 
revisions or mitigation measures tbat are imposed upon tbe propoeed project, nothing 
further iii required. 

Prepared by: 

Signature/ Title 
Approved by: 

Signature/Title 

02 0004263 

Date: 02-03-2003 

Date: 02-03-2003 
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D. EVALUA'llON OF ENVIRONMENtAL !MPACTS: 

I. AES'I'HEI'ICS -Would the project: 

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

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but 
not limited to, primary/secondary ridgelines, trees, 
rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state 
scenic highway? 

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or 
quality of the site and ita surroundings? 

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

e) Other ________ _ 

[ 1 

[] 

[] 

[ 1 

[ I 

LeN Than 
Signilicant 

with 
MiliJation 

[ 1 

[ 1 

[ 1 

[1 

[ 1 

Le11'1'1um No 
Signilicant Impact 

lmpoet 

[ 1 

[ l 

[ 1 

[ 1 

[1 

[X] 

[X] 

[X] 

[X] 

[X] 

n. AGRICULTURE RESOURCES: In determlning whether impacts to agricultural 
resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the 
Ca.llfornia Agricultural Lamd Evaluation and Site Asae881Dent Model (1997) prepared by 
the Ca.llfornia Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacta on 
agriculture and farmland. Would the project: 

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

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a 
William soil Act contract? 

c) Involve other. c:bangea in the existing environment 
which, due to thair location or nature; could result in 
conversion,ofFarmland, to non-agricultural use? 

d) Other ________________ __ 

[I [ 1 

[ 1 [I 

[ 1 [ 1 

[ 1 [ 1 

[I [X] 

[ 1 [X] 

[ I [X] 

[ I [X] 

m. AIR QUALITY - Where available,· the significance criteria established by the 
applicable air quality management or air pollution control distrjct may be.relied upon 
to make the following determinations. Would the project: 

a) Conflict with or ob~ct implementation of the . [ 1 
applicable air quality plan? 
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b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation? 

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of 
any criteria pollutant for which the project region is 
non-attainment under an applicable federal or state 
ambient air quality standard (including releasing 
emissions that exceed quantitative thresholds for 
ozone' precursors)? 

d) Ex~ sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
conCentrations? 

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial 
number of people? · 

0 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 . spec:ial statua 
species in local or regional plana, policies, or 
regulations, 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 natural community 
identified in local or regional plana, policies, 
regulations or by the California Department of Fish 
and Game or US Fish and Wildlife Service? 

c) Have a substantial adverse eft'ect on federally protected 
wetlands as dellned by Section 404 of the Clean Water 
Act (including. but not Umited 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? 
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e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting 
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy 
or ordinance? Oak trees? 

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat 
Conservation Plan, Natural CommUDity Conservation 
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan? 

g) Other _______ _ 

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES -Would the project: 

a) Cause a substantial ~verse change in the significance 
of a historical resource as defined in '15064.5? 

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance 
of an archaeological resource pursuant to '15064.5? 

c) Directly or indirectly destroy or impect a Wlique 
paleontological resource or site or Wlique geologic 
feature? 

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

e) Other _________ _ 

VI. GEOLOGY AND SOU.S -Would the project: 

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of losa, il!jury, or 
death involving: 

i) Rupture Ot a known . earthquake fault, as 
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo 
EarthqUau Fault Zooing 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? 

ill) Seismic·related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? 
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iv) Landslides? 

b) Result in substantial wind or water soil erosion or the 
loss of topsoil, either on or off site? 

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or 
tbat would become unstable u a result of the project, 
and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, 
lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? 

d) Be located on ezpansive soil, ae defined in Table 18-1-B 
of the Uniform Building Code (1997), creating 
substantial risks to Ufe or property? 

e) Have soila incapable of adequately supporting the use 
of septic tanks or alternative wutewater disposal 
systems where sewers are not available for the 
disposal ofw~ater? 

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 
lO'J> natural grade? 

i) The destruction, covering or modification of any unique 
geologic or physical feature? 

j) Other ________ _ 

Potentially 
Siiz>illcant 

lmpoct 

[ 1 

[ 1 

[ 1 

! I 

[I 

[] 

[ 1 

[ 1 

[ 1 

[1 

Le .. Than 
Sipl&ant 

with 
Mitiption 

[ l 

[ l 

[1 

[ l 

[ l 

[ 1 

[] 

[1 

[) 

[ l 

vn. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIAlS· Would the project: 

a) Create a sisnificant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the routine transport, use, or 
disposal of'hazardoua 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 oil, pesticides, chemicals, 
fuels, or radiation)? 
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e) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or 
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste 
within one-quarter mile of an e:Jdsting or proposed 
school? 

d) Be located on a site whieh is included cin a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a reault, 
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 sueh a plan haa not been adopted, within two 
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would 
the project reault 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 project reault in a safety hazard for people 
residing or working in the project area? 

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with 
an adopted emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan? 

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk oflosa, 
inJurY or death involving wildland fires, including 
where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized area& or 
where residences are intermlxad with wildlands? 

i) Expoaure of people to e:Jdsting sources of potential 
health hazards (e.g. eleet:rical transmiui<>n linea, gas 
linea, oil pipelines}? 

j) Other ________ _, 

Potentially 
Sijpillican~ 

Impact 

( l 

( l . 

(] 

(] 

( 1 

!1 

[ l 

( 1 

vm. 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 lll'Qundwater recharge such that 
there would be. a net deficit in aquifer volume or a 
lowering of the locallll'Qundwater teble level (e.g., the 
production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would 
drop to a level which would not support ezieting land 
uses or planned uses for which permits bave been 
lll'&nted)? 

c) Substantially alter the ezieting drainage pattern of the 
site or area, including through the alteration of the 
course of a stream or river, iD a manner which would 
result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or oif-site? 

d) Substantially alter the uisting drainage pattern of the 
site or area, including through tba alteration of the 
course of a stream or river, or substantially increase 
the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which 
would result in flooding on- or oif-site? 

e) Create or contribute runoif water which would exceed 
the capacity of ezieting or planned stormwater 
drainage systems or provide substantial additional 
sources of polluted runoft? 

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? 

g) Place housing within a l()()..year flood hazard area as 
mapPed on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood 
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation 
map? 

h) Place within a l()()..year flood hazard area structures 
which would impede or redirect flood flowa1 

i) Expose people or etructurea to a sipificant risk of loss, 
injury or daath involving flooding, including flooding 
as a resultofthefailure of a levee or dam? 

j) 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 wa,gh, channel cree!t or river? 

I) Impact Stormwater Management? 
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i) Storm water system discharges from areas for 
materials storage, vehicle or equipment fueling, 
vehicle or equipment maintenance (including 
washing), waste handling, hezardous materials 
handling or storage, delivery areae or loading docks, 
or other outdoor work areas? 

ii) Significant environmentelly harmful increase in 
the flow rate or volume of volume of stOrm water 
runo£1? 

iii) Significant and environmentelly harmful 
increa:sea in eroeion of the project site or surrounding 
areae? 

iv) Storm water discharges that would significantly 
impair the beneficial uses of receiving waters or areas 
that provide water quality benetita (e.g. riparian 
corridors, wetlands, etc.) 

v) Cause harm to the biological integrity of dtainage 
systems and water bodies? 

vi) Does the propoeed project include provisiona for 
the separation and reuse of materials? 

IX. LAND USE AND PLANNING· Would the project: 

a) Disrupt or phymcally divide an established community 
(including a low-income or minority community)? 

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or 
regulation of an apncy with jurisdictinn over the 
project (including, but not limited to the ganeral plan, 
specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning 
ordinance) adopted for the purpoae of avoiding or 
mitigating liD environmental eft'ect? 

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan, 
natural community conaervation plan, and/or policies 
by agancies with jurisdiction over the project? 

d) Affect a Significant Ecological Area (SEAl? 
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X. MINERAL AND ENERGY RESOURCES· Would the project: 

22 

!.eaa'l'ban 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

[ J 

[ 1 

[1 

[] 

[ 1 

11 

11 

[ 1 

I I 

I I 

Lesa'l'ban No 
Significant Impact 

Impact 

( 1 [XJ 

[ 1 [XJ 

[J lXI 

I 1 lXI 

[ 1 

[ l lXI 

II lXI 

[ l lXI 

II lXI 

II lXI 

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 loss of availability of a locally important 
mineral resource recovery site dalineated on a local 
general plan, specific plan or other land use plan? 

d) Use nonrenewable resources in a wasteful and 
iriefficient manner? 

XI. NOISE· Would the project result lui 

a) Expoilure of persons to or generation of noise levals in 
excess of etandarda establiahed in the local general 
plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of 
other agencies? 

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive 
groundbome vibration or groundbome noise levals? 

c) A subetantial permanent increaee in ambient noise 
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project? 

d) A subetantial 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 plan baa nOt been adopted, within two 
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would 
the project upose people residing or worldng in the 
project area to excessive noise levals? 

{) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, 
would the project upose people residing or working in 
the project area to excessive noise levels? 

Potentially 
Siinificant 

Impact 
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XII. POPULATION AND HOUSING· Would the project: 

a) Induce subetantial 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)? 
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Potentially Leas Than Leu '!'han No 
Sicnifi<:ant Sicni1icant Sicnifi<:ant Impact 

lmpatt with lmpatt 
Milic&tion 

b) Displace suhstantial number. of existing housinlr, [I I I ! I 00 
necessitating the coDBtruction of replecement housing 
elsewhere (especially affordable hou&n-g)? 

c) Displece substantial number. of people, necessitating [I [ I [ 1 [X] 
the coDBtruction ofreplecement housing elsewhere? 

XllL PUBLIC SERVICES 

a) Would the project reeult in substantial adverse 
physical impacta 8BBOciated with the provision of n-
or physically altered governmental flicilities, need for 
new or physically altered governmental facilities, the 
coDBtruction of which could cause significant 
envirolllllental impacta, in order to maintain 
aoceptable service ratios, reapoiiBII times or other 
performance objectives for any of the public services: 

i) Fire protection? II [I I I [X] 

ii) Police protection? [I I I [ J [X] 

ill) Schools? [ I [I [ 1 [X] 

iv) Parks? [I [) [I [X] 

XIV. RECREATION· 

a) Would the project increase the use of e:xiatintJ [I [I [I [X] 
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 coll8ti'Uction or expansion of recreational 
facilities which might have an adverse physical eft'ect 
on the environment? 

XV. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC· Would the project: 

a) Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in ! I [ l [ ]. [X] 
relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the 
street system (i.e., reeult in a substantial increase in 
either the number of vehicle trips, the volume to 
capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections)? 

01 0004263.' 
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b) Exceed. either individually or cumulatively, a level of 
service standard established by the county congestion 
management agency for deeignated roads or highways? 

c) Result in a cbange in eir traffic patterns, including 
either an increase in traffic levels or .a cbange in 
location that results in substantial safety risks? 

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

e) Result in inadequate emergency acceu? 

ri Result in inadequate parldng capacity? 

g) Contlict with adopted policies, plans, or programs 
supporting alternative transportetion (e.g., bus 
turnouts, bicycle racka)? 

h) Hazards or barriers for pedestrians or bicyclists? 

Potentially 
S~t 

Impact 
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11 

[ 1 

XVI. UTILlTlES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS • Would the project: 

a) Exceed wastewater trestment requirements of the [ 1 
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board? 

b) Require or result in the construction of new water or [ 1 
wastewater trestment facilities or expansion. of 
existing facilities, the construction of which could 
cause signifieant environmental effects? 

c) Require or result in the construction of new storm [ 1 
water drainage facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental etl'ects? 

d) Have sufti:clent water supplies availeble to serve the [ 1 
project froiD existing entitlements and resources, or 
are new or expanded entitlements needed? 

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater 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? 

25 

Lell'l'han 
Sisnlflcmt 

with 
Mitiption 

[ l 

[ 1 

[1 

[1 

[ l 

[1 

[ 1 

[1 

[ 1 

[1 

[ 1 

[ 1 

Loll 'l'h&n No 
Sijpill!eant Impact 

Impact 

[ l 

[ 1 

[] 

[ 1 

[ 1 

[1 

[1 

11 

. [ 1 

[ l 

[ 1 

[ 1 

lXJ 

lXJ 

lXJ 

lXJ 

lXJ 

lXJ 

lXJ 

lXJ 

lXJ 

lXJ 

lXJ 

lXJ 

003672 



South Santa Clarita Annexation Initial Study 
MC02-474 (Prezone 02.004; Annexation 02.004) 

Potentially Leu'l'lwl 
Sipificant Sisnificant 

Impact with 
MitiptiGn 

t) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted [ 1 [ 1 
capacity to accommodate the project's solid waste 
disposal needs? 

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and [ 1 (] 
regulations related to solid waste? 

xvn. MAND..,._TORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the 11 [ l 
quality of the environment. substantially reduce the 
habitat of a fish or wildlli'e spec:iee, cause a fish or 
wildlife population to drop below salf·austaiDing 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 [ 1 [ 1 
limited. but cumulatively considerable? ("Cumulatively 
considerable" means that the incremental eft'ects of a 
project are· considerable when viewed in connection 
with. the eft'ects of past projects, the eft'ects of other 
current projects, and the eft'ects of probable future 
projects)? 

c) Does the project have environmental eft'ects which will [ 1 I 1 
cause substantial advene eft'ects on human beings, 
either. directly or indirectly? 

xvn. DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME 'DE MJNJMUS' FINDING 

a) Will the project have an adveree eft'ect either 
individually or cumulatively, on fish and wildlife 
resources? WDdlife shall be defined for the purpose of 
tbia questidn U *ell wild animal•, birds, plante, fiah, 
amphibians, and related eeological communitiee, 
including the habitat upon which the wildlife depends 
for. it's continued viability.• 

02 00042'63 
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E. DISCUSSIQN OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS ANP/OR EARLIER ANALYSIS: 

Section and 
Subaectiona 

I. AESTHE'I1CS 

Evtiuatiouofbnpa~ 

(a)- (e) No Significant Impact 

No Physical Chano In the Enyironment • Since there is no 
development propos& associated with the South Santa Clarita 
Annexation and prezone, no direct phyeical change in the 
environment will result from the proposed annexation. Similarly 
no indirect phyeicw change in the environment would result, 
since no development propoew which would resuit in the direct 
wteration of the pbyeical environment, which would then in turn 
produce indirect effects, is associated with the annexation. 
Although development of addition& houeing may eventuWly 
occur within the Annexation Area, consistent with the prezoiling, 
the specific location and number of such houeing 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 analyeis of effects upon the environment 
that are "peculiar to the parcel" is possible. Thus, no direct or 
reasonably foreseeable indirect aesthetic impacts are anticipated 
to result from the annexation and prezone. 

No Impacts Beyond Those Addressed In Prior Ems • The 
South Santa Clarita Annexation prezone is consistent with the 
land use designations in the City's Generti Plan: The impact of 
buildout of the City's GenerW Plan has received prior 
environmentti review in the "Final Enviromnentti Impact Repart 
for the City of Santa Clarita Generw Plan" "Final EnvironmenW 
Impact Report for the City of Santa Clarita Circulation Element 
Amendment. • 

The Generw Plan Em identified signjficant unmitigatible land 
use impacts with buildout of the Gener& Plan. Thoee impacts 
are summarized ail follows: 

"The reeidentiw, commerciw, and induatriw growth 
anticipated under the proposed Gener& 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 potenti& 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 Statem,ent of Overriding Considerations for these 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 aesthetic 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 b.8s 
been addressed as part of the Circulation Element Amendment 
EIR. That EIR identified significant unmitigatible aesthetic 
impacts due to alteration of important ridgelines, changas in 
community character, viewshed altaration, 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 
EIR to reduce these impacts can be found in the Circulation 
Element Amendment. The City considered these impacts and 
issued a Statement of Overriding Consiciez:ations 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 exarnj ned 
in the prior EIRs, are anticipated to result from the annexation. 

No ReyonaWy ForeueaWe Site-Specific Impacts - The 
South Santa Clarita Annexation Area does contain significant 
aesthetic resources, incl,uding 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 
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 

28 

003675 



South Santa Clarita Annexation Initial Study 
MC02-474 (Prezone 02-oo4; Annexation 02-oo4) 

U. AGmCULTURE 
RESOURCES 

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. 

Mitigating Orrlimmces • 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 aeethetic environmental 
effects associated with ridgelines and oak trees, when applied to 
future projects: · 

• Ridgeline Preservation and Hillside D&Velopment 
Ordinance. 

• Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance 

No Cumulative Jmpact • The South Santa Clarita Annexation 
Area prezone is co~t 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. 

(a) - (d) No Significant Impact 

No Phvsical Chance In the Enyironroent • 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 unite 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 
reasonablv foreseeable indirect amcultural impacts are 
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anticipated to result from the annexation and prezone. 

No Reasonably Foreseeable $ite.Specifip Impacts • 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 occurring within the Annexation Area. 
A limited portion of the area is used for gruing land. The change 
in zoning from agricultural to residential uses . is thus not 
anticipated to result in any significant agricultural resource 

"impacts. 

Given the fact that the annexati_on 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 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 agricultural resource effects 
that would be considerable, when viewed in the context of past, 
present, and probably future projects. 

(a) - (f) No Significant Impact 

No Phvsica} Change Ip the Environment • Since there is no 
development propoeal asaocisted 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 asaocisted with the annexation. 
Although development of additional housing may eventually 
occur within the Annexation Area consistent with the Drezoninl!. 
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the specific location and number of such housing unite 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 effecte 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. 

No Impacts Beyond Those Addressed In Prior EIRs • The 
South Santa Clarita Annexation prezone is consistent with the 
land use designations in the City's General PlSJ:~.. 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 Em 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 
significant impacts to air quality. Several measures 
contained 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 
B .• asm. 

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 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 Em 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 Em to reduce these impacts can be found in 
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IV. BIOLOGICAL 
RESOURCES 

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 . 

. 
No Reasonably Foreseeable Site.SpeeUlc Iinpactl! • 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 thua not possible to identify 
any site-specific mitigations or sits-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 Clilrita 
Annexation Area will be subject to CEQA environmental review 
requirements, thua 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 result in any new incremental air quality effects thet would 
be considerable; when viewed in the context of past, present, and 
probably future projects. 

(a)- (g) No Significant Impact 

No Physical Chance In the Environment • Since there is no 
development proposal associated with the South Santa Clarita 
Annexation and prezone, no direct physical change in the 
envirorm:ient 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 housintZ mav eventuallv 
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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 biological resource impacts are 
anticipated to result from the annexation and prezone. 

No ImPacts Beyond Those Addressed In Prior ETik • The 
South Santa Clarita Annexation prezone ia consistent with the 
land use designations in the City's General Plan. The impact of 
buildout of the City's 01meral Plan baa received prior 
environmental review .in the "Final Environmental Impact Report 
for the City of Santa Clarita 01meral Plan" "Final Environmental 
Impact Report for the City of Santa Clarita Circulation Element 
Amendment.• · 

The General Plan Em identified significant unmitigatible land · . 
use impacts with buildout of the General Plan. Those impacts 
are ll1lDimarized 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 Loa 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, euch as open apace 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. 

Tlie General Plan Em identified significant mitigatible plant life 
and animal life impacts with buildout of the General Plan. 
Additional information on the8e 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 Cl&ri.ta's standard mitigation requirements . 

. The imnact of anv future trip generation or local roadwav 
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V. CULTURAL 
RESOURCES 

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. 

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 - ·The 
South Santa Clarita Annexation Area ia known to contain 
biological resources. However, given the fact that the annexation 
and prezone are not associated with any site-specific development 
proposal, it ia not possible to identify any site-specific impacts 
and thus not poasible to identify any site-specific mitigations or 
site-specific development plan revisions thet 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 Cnmulatiye Impact - The South Santa Clarita Annexation 
Area prezone ia 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 recsived prior 
environmental review, it ia 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 fu~e projectS. · 

(a)- (e) No Significant Impact 
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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. 
Although development of additional housing may eventually 
occur within the Annexation Are.a. 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 unite, no analyais of effects upon the environment 
that are "peculiar to the parcel" is possible. Thus, no direct or 
reasonably foreseeable indirect cultural resource impacta are 
anticipated to result from the annexation and prezone. 

No Jmpact4 Beyond Tho111 Addrgsed, In Prior EiltiJ • The 
South Santa Clarita Annexation prezone is consistent with the 
land uae designations in the City's General Plan. The impect 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 
Impect 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 
conatr.uction within .the South Santa Clarita Annexation Area has 
been addressed as part of the Circulation Element Amendment 
EIR. That EIR identified sisnifi.cant 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 
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. 
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VI. GEOLOGY AND 
sons 

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 E!Rs, are anticipated to result from the annexation. 

No Reyonabiv Foreseeable Site-Specific Impacts - The 
South Santa Clarita Annexation 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 poesible 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 
mitigationa or site-speci.tic development plan revisions during the 
next tier of the environmental review process. . 

No Cumulative J:mpaet - 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 anne:mtion 
Will result in any new incremental cultural resource effects that 
would be considerable, when viewed in the context of past, 
present, and probably future projects. 

(a) - (j) No Significant Impact 

No Phvsica} Change In the Enyjropment • Since there is no · 
development proposal associeted 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 s.uch 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 
reaeonably foreseeable indirect geological or soils impacts are 
anticipated to result from the annexation and prezone. 

No Imnaots Beyond Those Addressed In Prior ETR.a • The 
South Santa Clarita Annexation prezone is consistent 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 Em identified eignificant mitigatible earth and 
soils impacts with buildout of the General Plan. Additional 
information on these impacts, and the mitigations provided in the 

. General Plan Em 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 Em identified signjficant unmitigatible impacts 
associated with roads croaaing active fault lines, resulting from 
the City's Circulation Element. Additional information on these 
impacts, and mitigation measures included in the Circulation 
Element Em 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 Ems, are anticipated to result from the annexation. 

No Beasonablv foreseeable · Site-Specific ImPacts · The 
South Santa Clarita Annexation Area is ·known to contain 
faulting and other geological hazarde such as slopes of greater 
than 10 %. However, given the fact that the annexation and 
prezone are not associated with any site-specific development 

I. orooosal. it is not oossible to identify anv site-specific imoacts 
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VU. HAZARDS AND 
HAZARDOUS 
MATERIALS 
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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. A:ay future development proposals 
within the South Santa Clarita A:anexation 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. 

Mitigating Onfinances - The following previously adopted 
·uniformly applied City development standards would apply to the 
South Santa Clarita A:anexatioli Area upon IUinexation. . These 
development policies or standards, aa articulated in the following 
ordinance will substantially mitigate cbanps 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 Hillaide Development 
Ordinance 

No Cnmulatiye Jmpact - The South Santa Clarita A:anexation 
Area prezone is coliaistent with the land use designations 
included in the City's General Plan. Given that the South Santa 
Clarita A:anexation will not result . in any direct or indirect 
physical ch8.nge in the environment and the fact that land use 
consistent with the City's Generel Plan haa reCeived prior 
environmental review, it is not anticipated that the annexation 
will result in any new incremental aesthetic aft'ects that would be 
considerable, when viewed in the contut of past, present, and 
probably future projects. 

(a)- (j) No Significant Impact 

No Physical Chapo In tht Enyjrwment - Since there is no 
development proposal associated with the South Santa Clarita 
A:anexation 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 A:anexation Area, con8istsnt with· the prezoning, 
the specil:i.c 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 snecil:i.c location 
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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 
impacts are anticipated to result from the annexation and 
prezone. 

No lmpar*' Beyond Those Add:ressed In Prior E!Rt • The 
South Santa Clarita Anneution prezone is consistent with the 
land use designations in the City's General Plan. The impact of 
buildout of the 'City's General Plan baa 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 health 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 baa 
been addressed as part of the Circulation Element Amendment 
EIR. That EIR identified significant mitigatible hazards impscts, 
in the form of roedway corridors in areas 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 tluiae impacts, and 
mitigation measures included in the Cin:ulation 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 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 anv site-specific impacts arid thus not possible to identify 
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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 Cnmulative 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 dlrect 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 hazardous materials effects 
that would be considerable, when viewed in the context of past, 
present; and probably fut\lre projects. 

vm. HYDROLOGY (a)- (i) No Significant Impact 
AND WATER QUALITY 

No Physical Chanu In the Enyironment • SiDce 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, ia 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 houaing unite is 
speculative at this time, and is unlikely to occur in the reasonably 
foreseeable future. Without information about specific llleation 
and number of unite, 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. 

No Impacts Beyond Those Addressed In Prior EIRa i The 
South Santa Clarita Annexation prezone is consistent 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 Rel)Ort for the City of Santa Clarita Circulation Element 
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Amendment.• 

The General Plan EIR identified significant mitigatible water 
quality, supply and drainage impacts with buildout of the 
General Plan. Additional information on theae 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 Annnation 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 Amiezation Area has 
been addreaaed as part of the Circulation Element Amendment 
EIR. That EIR identified significant mitigatible 
hydrology/flooding impacts in the form of decreased surface water 
quality during construction, water quality impacts from road · 
runoff, and roadways in flood zonea, 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 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 Reyonabiv Foreseeable Site:Specitic Impacts • Given 
the fact that the annexation· and prezone are not associated with 
any site-specific development proposal, it ia 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. 

Mitigating Ordinances - The following previously adopted 
uniformly applied City development standardll would apply to the 
South Santa Clarita Annexation Area upon annexation. These 
development policies or standards, as articulated in the followina-
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ordinances will substantially mitigate stormwater, water quality 
and fl.oodplaill related environmental effects when applied to 
future projects: 

• Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan 
Implementation Ordinance 

• Stormwater and Urban Runoff Pollution Control 
Ordinance 

• Floodplaill Management Ordinance 

No Cumulative Impact· The South·Santa Clarita Annexation 
Area prezone is consistent with the land use desigrui.tions 
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 rel1ew, 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. 

(a)- (d) No Significant Impact 

No Physical Change In the Environpnt • Since there is no 
development proposal associated with the South Santa Clarita 
Aru)exation 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, wliich would then in t~ 
produce indirect effecte, is eseociated with the annexation: 
Althourh development of additional houeinr may .eventually 
occur within the Annexation Area, consistent with the prezoning, 
the specific location and number of such houeinr 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 e:ffecte 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. 

No Impacts Beyppd Those Addressed In Prior EIRs • The 
South Santa Clarita Annexatiotl prezone is consistent 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 
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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 Wlder the proposed General Plan will convert 
many =developed portions of the planning area to some 
form of development. Previous commitments between 
developers and the CoUllty of Loa Angeles have reduced 
the city's power to contain development within certain 
areas of the city. The poliCies of the LancfUse Element 
(listed in Section C-10) will reduce potential con1l:ict8 
between incompatible uses, but they cannot eliminate 
building in ~e sensitive area, such u open spai:e and 
wildlife habitat areas. • 

Additional information on these impacts can be fOUlld in the 
General Plan EIR. The City considered these impacts and issued 
a Statement of Overriding Considerations fQJ' 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 consiatent 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 ImPacta - Given 
the fact that the annexation and prezone are not IUISOciated 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 procesa. 

No Cumulative Jmpaot • 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 ~n~nment 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 (a)- (d) No Significant Impact 
ENERGY RESOURCES 

OJ 0004263 

No Physical Change In the Environment • Since there is no 
development proposal asaociated with the South Santa Clarita 
Annexation and prezone, no direct phyaical 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 associsted with the annexation. 
Although development of additional housing may eventually 
occur within the Annexation Area, conaistent with the prezoning, · 
the speci.fic 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 speci.fic 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 
impacts are anticipated to result from the annexation and 
prezone. 

No Impacts Bevond Those Addressed In Prior EIR.t • The 
South Santa Clarita Annexation prezone is conaistent 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 Em identified significant mitigatible natural 
~ 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 eltemined 
in the prior Effis are anticipated to result from the annexation. 
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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-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 Cpmulatiye Impm • Th8 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 mineral or energy resources 
effects that would be considerable, when viewed in the context of 
past, present, and probably future projects. 

(a) - (f) No Significant Impact 

No Phvsiea,I Qhange In the Enyirnnment • Since there is no 
development propoeal 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 aaaociatad 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 impacts are anticipated to 
result from the annexation and prezone. 

No Impacts Beyond Ihose Addressed In Prior Ems · The 
South Santa Clarita Annexation prezone is consistent with the 
land use desiii!Uitions in the Citis 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 Em identified significant mitigatible noise 
impacts with buildout of the General Plan. Additional 
information on these impacts, and the mitigations provided in the 
General Plan Em 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 AnneX.ation Area has 
been addressed as part of the .Circulation Element Amendment 
EIR. That Em identified significant unmitigatible noise impacts 
duri.n8 construction resulting from the City's Circulation 
Element. Additional information on theae impacts, and . 
mitigation measures included in the Circulation Element Em 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. 

The Circulation Element Amendment EIR also identified 
significant mitigatible noise impacts, in the form of traffic noise 
on n- 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 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 thet 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:Snecitic 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 
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xn. POPULATION 
AND HOUSING 

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 changa 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 noise effects that would be 
considerable, when viewed in .the context of past, present, and 
probably future projects. 

(a) - (c) No Significant Impact 

No Phvsical ChanD In the Environment • Since there is ~o 
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 efl'ects upon the environment 
that are "peculiar to the parcel" is pOBBible. Thus, no direct or 
reasonably foreseeable indirect population and housing impacts 
are anticipated to result from the annexation and prezone. 

No Impacts Beyond Those Addressed In Prior EIRs · The 
South Santa Clarita Annexation prezone is consistent 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 mitigatible 
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xm. PUBLIC 
SERVICES 

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 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 consietent 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. Sfte.Specitic lmpact!J - . Given 
the fact that the annexation and prezone are not associated with 
any site-specific development proposal, it ia 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 thie 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 
mitiptions or site-specific development plan revisions during the 
next tier of the environmental review process. · 

No Qnmulative Impact • The South Santa Clarita Annexation 
Area prezone ia 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 ie not anticipated that the annexation 
will result in any new incremental population or housing effects 
that would be considerable, when viewed in the context of past, 
~t, and probably future projects. 

(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 turn 

! oroduce indirect effects ie associated with the annexation. 
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Although development of additional housing may eventually 
occur within the Annexation Area, consistent with the prezoning, 
the specific location and number of such housing unite 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 poesible. Thus, no direct or 
reasonably foreseeable indirect public service impacts are 
anticipated to result from the annexation and prezone. 

No Imuacts Beyond ThOR Adc!reued In Prior EIRs • The 
. South Santa Clarita Annexation prezone is consistent 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 sig:uificant unmitigatible public 
servjce impacts with buildout of the General Plan. Those impacts 
are summarized as follows: 

• A few of the lcical public service do not adequately serve 
the e:dsting 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 implementation of the pelicies 
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 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 Ci.rcul.Ation Element Amendment 
EIR. That EIR identified sisnificant mitigatible public services, 
utilities and energy impacts, in the form of potential disturbances 

·. of water pipelines and truck sewers, resultinrr from the City's 
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Circulation Element. Additional information on these impacts, 
and mitigation measures included in the Circulation Element 
Em 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 eft'~, beyond those examined 
in the prior EIRs, are anticipated to result from the ali.nexation. 

No Reasopably foreseeable Site-Specific Impacts • 
Approval of the South Santa Clarita Annexation 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 Anples 
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 
next tier of the environmental review process. 

No Qnmulatiye 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 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 

No Physical Change In the Environment· Since there is no 
development proposal associated with the South Sante 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 hoWling-unite is 
speculative at this. time, and is unlikely to occur in the reasonably 

. foreseeable future. Without information about specific location 
and number of unite, no analysis of effects upon the environment 
that are "peculiar to the parcel" is poesible. Thus, no direct or 
reasonably foreseeable indirect recreation impacts are 
anticipated to result from the annexation and prezone. 

No Impac;ts Beyond 'l'bose Addre!!!!ed In Prior EIRI - The 
South Sante Clarita Annexation prezone is consistent with the 
land use designations in the City's General Plan. The impact of 
bu:ildout of the City's General Plan has received prior 
environmental review in the "Final Environmental Impact Report 
for the City of Sante Clarita General Plan• "Final Environmental 
Impact Report for the City of Sante Clarita Circulation Element 
Amendment.• 

The General Plan Em identified significant mitigatible 
recreation impacts with bu:ildout of the General Plan. Additional 
information on theae impacts, and the mitigations provided in the 
General Plan Em for these impacts, can be found in the General 
Plan EIR. With approval of the South Sante Clarita Annexation 
Area, the area· would become subject to all of the City of Santa 
Clarita's standard mitigation requiremente. 

Given that the South Sante Clarita Annexatiqn 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 effecte, beyond those examin'!fi 
in the prior EIRs, are anticipated to result from the annexation. 

No Reasonably Foreseeable Site-Specific Impacts • Given 
the fact that tl;le 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 develop!Ilent plan 

51 

003698 



South Santa Clarita An.nention Initial Study 
MC02-474 <Prezone 02.Q04; An.nention 02-o<l4) 

XV. 
TRANSPORTATION I 

·TRAFFJ:c 

revisions that would result in additional reductions in impacts 
from buildout of the City's General Plan at this time. A:n.y future 
development proposals within the South Santa Clarita 
A:n.nexation 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 A:n.nexation 
Area prezone is consistent with the land use designations 
included in the City's General Plan. Given that the South Santa 
Clarita A:n.nexation will not result in any direct or indirect 
physical change in the environment and the fa:ct 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 pf past, present, and 
probably future projects. 

(a) - (h) No Significant Impact 

No Phvsical Chann In the Environment • Since there is no 
development proposal associated with the South Santa Clarita 
A:n.nexation and prezone, no direct phyaical 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 phyaical environment, which would then in turn 
produce indirect effects, is associated with the annexation. 
Although development of additional houailig may eventually 
occur within the A:n.nexation 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 transportation and traffic impacts 
are ·anticipated to result from the annexation and prezone. 

No Jmpacts Beyond Those AddreSsed In Prior EIRs • The 
South Santa Clarita A:n.nexation prezone is consistent with the 
land use deaignations 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." 
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The General Plan Effi identified significant unmi tigatible traffic 
impacts with buildo~t of the General Plan. Those impacts are 
sununarized 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 fundin8, the acquisition of right-of-way, and 
lengthy construction periods. Addi-tional 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 
ofthe 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 Overridin8 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 Ems, are anticipated to result from the annexation. 

Ng Re&liOnahlv l!oreseeabl!! SiQ!:Soecifig lmnacy • 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 Cumu}ative Impact , The South Santa Clarita Annexation 
Area prezone is consistent with the land use designations 
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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 th.\lt would be considerable, when viewed in the context of 
past, present, and probably future projects. 

XVI. UTILITIES AND (a)- (g) No Significant Impact 
SERVICE SYSTEMS 

Ng ~hi!!i!;lal Qhano In ill!! ElDvi:t2Dm!IM ·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 specific location and number of such housing unite 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" ia possible. Thus, no direct or 
reasonably foreseeable indirect utilities and service system 
impacts are anticipated to result from the annexation and 
prezone. 

N2 lmRWlY Bevon!l :Th2u Addre1sed ID Prig.: Ji:IIU • The 
South Santa Clarita Annexation prezone ia consistent with the 
land use designations in the City's General Plan. The impact of 
btiildout 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 Em 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 adequataty 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 orooosed General Plan will further 
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impact 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 
illBtance in an increase in parkland within the City. 

The General Plan EIR identified significant mitigatible energy 
and utilities impacts with buUdout 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 changa 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 Beascmably Foreseeable Site-Specific Impacts -
Approval of the South Santa Clarita annexation 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 buUdout o(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 df!velopment plan revisions during the 
next tier of the environrilental review process. 
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XVU. MANDATORY 
FINDINGS OF 
SIGNFICANCE 

· 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 
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 utilities or service system 
effects that would be considerable, when viewed in the context of 
past, present, and probably future projects. 

(a)- (c) No Significant Impact 

No Physical Chance In the Enyirnnment • 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 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. 

S/pbs/annex/~scalenvtrOnmental/initial study 2 
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ATI'ACHMENT: 
NOTICE OF PREPARATION, 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES, 
LAS LOMAS ANNEXATION PROJECT · 
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fAX: Q1)) 971o127S 

INI'OIIMA T10N 
Q1ll t11-1270 

]une 27' 2002 . CITY Of SoiHTA CLARITA 

PRE-DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT EEOU'F$f FOR COMMENTs AND 
NOTICE OF PUBUC SCOPJNG MEETING 

EIR. NO.: ENV-2002·3013-BIR. 

PRQJECT NAME: Las Lomas Annexation Project 

PROJECT DF.SCRlPTIQN: A ptv;P<>~hzip.~!J or.~ .ppmrpnately 555 acre portion of los 
Angeles County to the City of Ldf· Allgelea in cc:inj'anctioi'l ~ !he development of a mixed-use 
community with appro:rlmately 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 aaes of opezi space. Proposed 
recreational amenities include pedestrian and bike trails, parks, a h'brary, theaters. and a musmm. 
The applicant also proposes to connect to the MetroLink commuter rail, and constract a 1rolley to 
serve the community. Five single-family dwellinss 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 puinp stations. The 
following disa:eti~actions are being requested: Sphere ofinfluence, General Plan/Community 
Plan Amendment, Zone Change, Specific Plan. Vesting Tentative Tract Map, Development 
Agreement, US Army Corps ofEnginems Section 404 permit, US Fish and Wildlife Se:vicePenn.it, 
CalifomiaDepartment ofFish and Game Penmt, Oak Tree Permit, and CARegional Water Quality 
Con1rol Boud NPDES Pamit. 

PROJECT l.OCATIONIAJIDBF.SS: 23110 and 23500 The Old Road, County of Los Angeles 
between Interstate S and Highway 14 Exit and Calgrove Boulevard Exit. 

PLANNING MEA: N/A 

COUNCIL DTSTRICT: N/A 

02 0004263 
AN EQUAL. EMPL.OYM:ENT OPPORTUNITY- AFJI'IRMA.TIVE ACTION EM.PL.OYER ~~,..,.""'~- ~ 
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DUE DAIE: August 12, 

PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING DATE AND LOCAT10N: July 11, 2002 at 6:00 PM The 
. ' ' ' 

Odyssey Restaurant, 15600 Odyssey Road, Granada Hills. 

AREAS OF POSSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPAcr: Aesthetics, Air Quality, Agricultural · 
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, Tnmsport.ation/Traffic, and Utilities/Energy Conservation. 

The enclosed materials describe a proposed land development project and suggest· possible 
environmental impacts of the project, whi~ lies in an area that has been determined to be of interest 
to yourself and/or the organization you represent. An Environmental Impact 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 
ElR.. 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 Cootdinator 
200 North Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 (213) 978-1355 

Con Howe 
Director ofPlsnning 

"YV\~c.. t.. "Zo.a-J:IW&~ 
Maya E. Zaitzevsky 
City Planning Associate 
Environmental Review Section 

Enclosures 
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TO: 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
omcz or nm C1TY cu:u: 
. a.oow m. C1TY HALL 

LOS·ANO!I.ES,CAUI'ORNIASIOOI2 

CALIPORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QtJ.rUll'Y Acr 

NOTICE OF PREPARATION 
(MioioVI,-2 ·CII)oC!QAQu'111 ) 

IWPONSIBLI! Oil TRUII'ID Nl'I!Jicy FllOM1 

:State c~earinghouse 
.AilDRJ!.SI (llnol, Cll)o, Zip) 

Office of P~anning ' ftesear ::h 
Attn: G~en··stober·: 

2
· ·
1 

1

. 
~400 T.enth St., ROOIB ·1 
secramento,.CA 95814 

ADDUSI (llnol, Cll)o. Zip) 
20.0 N. Spring Street1 Room 763 

Los Ange~es, CA 900 2 

SUBJECI': Nolico OlPreplnlicll at. Draft Pmh• ?"''' tmp.ct Ropart 

PIOI!Cr Tm.l CAll NO. 
Las Lomas Annexation PRoject · BNV-2002-3013-EXR 

I'IOIECr Am.ICAHI',IP AHY 

Lea Lanes Lend Company, LLC 

Tho City ot'Lcl Azlaeles will bo the Lead Agt:i.;y llld will prepare 1D eiliD"ili<DtaJ impi!Ct repcxt fa: the projc:ct 
identjfied ~bow. We aecd to lalow the views olywr qiacy 11 to tl!o scope aJid ocatcat otthe eii\ID(Ii"ill'"'it . 
iafamatioa Wbidl is aermaae to )'9111' •FICY'•·IIatutay respoasi'bililies in coanectioa wid! the jAoposed project. 
Your apac:y will aecd to 11S11 the_ EIR. preparacl by this City 'Wbm caasiderins ywr pamit 1JC ot.ba' 11ppr0Y11 ta tbo 
project. . 

Tbo_projcct clcsaiptioa, Jocation mel tbo~lo CII'ID"''~<DI!!! eft'ccts arccnnlaj.ed in the lttScbcd moteria!r, · 

[ ] A c:cpy ot' the Iaitial Study II etta.:hod 

. [.;) A c:cpy at' the Iaitial Study luot ••d ·a 

Due to tbo time limits manciJirc! by stile law, )'OUr nSpoaSO must be scat It tbo artiest posm"ble dale but liOt lltA:r 
thea 30 days abrreccipt otthis DOtice. 

Pleasesezdywrrespaisoto Meye Zeitzevsky · attbuddressoltboi.eadCltyAJCDCYISsbown 
above. We will aeed tbo aame ot' a IXlDtiiCt pcrsca ill your aa=cr· · 
Note: lf'tbo hspoasiblo crtrustee ~JCDCYil a state is-:y, a c:cpyoCthis fcnamust bo sent totbo State 

Cleuillsbouse in tbo Ofllco oCPiazmilla md Resc 1 dl, 1400 TCIIIh Stnlet, SIICII!Deato, Califi:ruia 95814. 
A state idartifjc:otjm DUIDbor will bo iuucd by the CJelriaahouso mel sbculd bo tbereaftcr Rfen:Dced oo 
all car~s reprdiDg !be project, specifically <X! !be title pap oCtbe dfaft IIIII fiDa1 ElR md oa 
!be Notice oCDeterminatioa. 

. 
iONATtJU DATE 

I"M~o. f.za:..:r~t'-\. City Planning Associate (213) 978-1355 6/27/02 
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Allen Matkins Leek Gamble & Mallory LLP 

llttomtys at l..Jw 

Allen Matkins 
1

515 South Figueroa 7th Floor Los Angeies California 90071·3398 

telephone. 213 622 5555 facsimile. 213 620 881.6 www.allenmatidns.com 

wrtt•. AJ. Comet t. ~ 955 !5520 

ftlt numiw. P1240-009M!0798i.04 •· rcomt,.lllttwneUUt~1.com 

£2 -· February 25, 2003 = = -; ~ 

-< ..,., 
::0 ,.,., 

VIA FACSIMILE (without enclosures} C")f"l = 
AND HAND DELIVERED 

;:;:;(") 
N 

:::01"'1 <J"I ,._ 
·~·>< 

Santa Clarita City Council or:i "'0 
~,o 

City of Santa Clarita .., .:;; c=; 
23920 Valencia Boulevard ..., 
Santa Clarita, CA 91355 

N 

Re: Master Case Number 02-474 (Prezone No. 02-004) (Annexation No. 02-004), 
City Council Meeting, February 2S, 2003, Agenda Item No. 15 

Dear Mayor Smyth and Councilmembers: 

This finn represents Las Lomas Land Company ("Las Lomas"), developer of the Las . 

C") 
:::; 
-< 
0 .., 
~i 

> 
:::; 
)> 

'"' r-
)> 

:::! 
> 

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 et seq.; Cal. Code of Reg., Title 14, §§ 15000 et seq. ("CEQA Guidelines"). Las 
Lomas also objects to Santa Clarita's improper assertion oflead 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 legally inadequate. As set forth in more detail below, the ND: (i) falls 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 identify. Accordingly, the ND fails to 
.comply with the requirements of CEQA. 

Jn addition, substantial evidence exists in the record of the Santa Clarita Project to 
support a fair argument that the Santa Clarita Project, had it been properly described in the ND, 
would have significant environmental impacts. CEQA Guidelines.§ 15064{£)( I). 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, Inc. 
v. City of Los Angeles (1974) 13 Cal.3d 68, 75; Laurel Heights Improvement Association v. 
Regents (1993) 6 Cal.4th I ll2, 1123. The "fair argument" standard creates a "low threshold" 
for requiring preparation of an EIR. No Oil, 13 Cal.3d at 75. CEQA Guidelines Section 
J5064(f)(l) makes it clear that even if substantial evidence would support the opposite 
conclusion, nevertheless an EIR is required where there is a fair argument that a project will 
cause significant environmental impacts. 

Furthermore, under CEQ A. Los Angeles is the lead agency over the Las Lomas Project 
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 CEQ A. whereas Santa Clarita does not. 
Santa Clarita cannot bypass CEQA regulations by simply asserting lead agency status over the· 
Las Lomas Project site by including such property as pait of its project. Santa Clarita can, 
however, assert lead agency status for that portion of the Santa Clarita Project that docs not 
include the Las Lomas Project site. · 

I. 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 Rl 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 misleadingly 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 at 
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 offailed 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 application for a revised sphere of influence for 
Los Angeles, which includes the Las Lomas Project site. Today, as it did 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 ofLos 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 beliefto 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 ofproperiy north of the Los 
Angeles border, including tlie 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 Fonn 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 CEQ A. In June 2002, 
Los Angeles issued a Notice of Preparation ("NOP") which formally initiated the CEQ;\ 
process. The NOP was sent to Santa Clarita Planning Department staff. Counsel for Las Lomas 
met personally with Santa Clarita Planning Department staff to brief them regarding the Las 
Lomas Project before the NOP was published. Thereafter, in July 2002, a public Seeping 
Meeting was held. J\t the Seeping 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 comrilents 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 currently reviewing the Draft EIR. The 
Los Angeles Transportation Department is currently reviewing the traffic study for the Las 
Lomas Project. The Draft EIR currently includes Santa Clarita's prezone and annexation as an 
alternative. 

FolloWing the Scoping Meeting, the Santa Clarita City Coimcil 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 in 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 hearings 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 Planning Departtnent also filed a letter opposing this action by 
Santa Clarita. . 

II. Los Angeles Is Lead Agency For !he Las Lomas Project Site 

CEQA allows only one lead agency, unless two agencies agree to act as cooperative lead 
agencies. CEQA Guidelines §§ I 5050-15053. CEQA defines "lead agency" as: • ... the public 
agency which has the principal responsibility for carrying out or approving a project which may. 
have a signilicant effect upon the. environment." CEQA Guidelines § 21067. The lead agency is 
primarily responsible for deciding the proper manner for complyirig 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 governed 
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. 

(I) 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 shouid 
prepare the appropriate environmental document a the time of the 
prezoning. The local agency formation 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 acting as 
-iead agency 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 Angeles 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 Lomas Project and how such impacts maybe mitigated. Los Angeles is 
also studying Santa Clarita's prezone and annexation as an alternative in the DraftEIR. 

Santa Clarita cannot be lead agency for the Las Lomas Project $ite because it does not 
meet the criteria set forth by CEQA and because allowing Santa Clarita to become lead agency 
for a project o.n land where another project is already being considered would contravene the 
purpose and policies of CEQ A. 

ill. Los Angeles 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 project, 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. 

N. The Purpose OfCEOA Is Best Served If Los Angeles Is Lead Agency For The 
Las Lomas Proiect Site 

The ftmdamental purpose of CEQA is to ensure that environmental considerations play a 
significant role in governmental decision-making. In Friends of Mammoth v. Board of 
Supervisors (1972) 8 Ca1.3d 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 fUndamental purpose, one basic concel't ofCEQA 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 segmentation and piece-mealing of projects. Kings Coumy 
Farm Bureau v. CityofHanford(l990) 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 a 
proposed project into bite-size pieces, which, individually considered, might be found to have no 
significant effect on the environment." Jg. (citing Ovinda Association li. Board of Supervisors 
(1986) 202 Cai.App.3d296, 309). A project under CEQA means the " ... whole of an action, 
which has a potential for resulting in either a direct physical change in the 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 requirements by simply creating 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 Seeping Meeting and its written 
comments 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 long prohibited. Santa Clarita's project, therefore, contravenes 
CEQ A's purpose of providing the ti.tllest protection to the environment and its policy against 
segmentation. 

V. The Use Of A Negative Declaration For Santa Clarita's Project Is 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) toRE 
(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 II 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 deemed 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 units, but· 

· this does not mean that Santa Clarita is free to ignore 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§ 1S378(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. Christward Ministry v. Superior Court ( 1986) J 84 Cai.App.3d 
180, J 93; City of Carmel-by-/he-Sea v. Board of Supervisors (J 986) J 83 Cai.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 ofa 
development plan to urbanize property .•.• " Santa Clarita then argues that, because no 
development is currently proposed, the Santa Clarita 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 merely 
tentative and $Ubject to change, an annexation is an irrevocable step. Jd. at 278. 

Santa Clarita relies on the fact that no development is currently proposed nor reasonably 
foreseeable for the Santa Clarita Project site. This. is incorrect. :Sy 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 
-~opy 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 develop the Las Lomas Project 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 residenti~ 
zoning will have no impact on the environment 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. In Friends of Mammoth v. Town of Mammoth Laks 

·Redevelopment Agency, (2000) 82 Cal.App.4111 Sll, 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. !d. at 527. Thus, although no actual development of the property is presently proposed 
in Santa Clarita, that a known developer holds development rights and is actively pursuing 
development is evidence enough to reasonably foresee development by prezoning the property to 
RMandRE. 

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 significant 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 li~ted below in greater detail. · 

A. A&ricuJtural Resourees 

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 a minimUm to discuss 

· the potential loss of agricultural resources and recirculate its environmental document for further 
review and comment. 
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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 not 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 Resources 

The ND admits that portions of the Santa Clarita Project area are within a Significant 
Ecological Area and other potentially 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 potentially significant impacts on biological 
resources that may be located on the property. According to recent biological resources reports, 1 

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; Southern willow scrub; California thrasher, Bewicks wren; Prairie falcon, San 
Diego coast homed lizard; and Coastal western whiptail. Excellent habitat occurs within the 
Santa Clarita Project area for the following species and others not herein listed: Coastal 
California gna'tcatcher, 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 conidor 

1 Rachel. Tierney Consulting (Tierney 2001); Envicom Corporation in Septemher2001 (Envicom 2001); 
· Environmental Scien.ce 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 Oat Mountain quadrangle; 
California Native Plant Society's (CNPS) Electronic Inventory (CNPS 200l);Missing Linkages (California 

· Wilderness Coalition 2001); Sawyer and Keeler-Wool~ 1995; Hickman. 1993; and Holland, 1986. Additional 
information on speci~ starus species ind communities of concern were obtained through the United States Fish and 
Wildlife ServicO"Ventura Field Office (USFWS 2001). 
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for large mammals such as bobcat, mountain lion, and gray fox.2 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 foreseeable residential development and identify 
mitigation measures to avoid or reduce potentially significant impacts. 

D. Population and Housing 

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 aesthetic 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 
statement 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. Mjneral Resources 

s·anta Clarita has given no consideration 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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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 Clarita must 
provide a detailed explanation setting forth how the utility needs Will be met and which agencies 
Will provide which services. 

J. Cultural Resources 

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 ofPiru Creek. Their tciritory included the foothills above the San Femando 
Valley, as well as the Sawmill Mountains, the Santa Clarita Valley and the southwestern fringes 
of the Antelope Valley. The Tataviam people are believed to be linguistiCally characterized as 
Takic speakers of the Uto-Aztecan linguistic family.3 

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 die Santa Clarita Project area. 
One of these is State Historic Landmark No. I 006, Beale's Cut Stagecoach Pass. 

Additjonally, 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-impacted historical and cultural resources. 
C"foreseeable residential development requires that mitigation measures. be studied and identified 

to avoid or reduce potential impacts to these cultural resources. 

l King and Blackburn 1978. 
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California Water Code ("CWC") Section I 0910 ~. requires that the availability of an 
adequate water supply be demonstrated in the CEQA process. As discussed above, development 
of up to 368 residential units is reasonably foreseeable as a result of the Santa Clarita Project. 

. Therefore, pursuant to CWC Section 1091 O(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 well publicized. The Castaic Lake Water Agency and its distributorS have 
been embroiled in litigation regarding whether Santa Clarita has adeqUa.te water supplies for its 
existing demand. By this annexation, Santa Clarita will only exacerbate i!S 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 milde 
findings specific 'to the Las Lomas Project that adequate water resources are available to serve 
the Las Lomas Project in Los Angeles. 

L. Hydrology!W ater Quality 

The number of foreseeable single family residences allowable by the Santa 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, also 
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 reasonably 
foreseeable development of the site. Santa Clarita has failed to properly assess the noise impacts 
of the Santa Clarita Project. 

N. Geology/Soils 

Santa Clarita has given no consideration to potential impact on the soil of the Santa 
Clarita Project site. Further soil assessments are necessary. · 
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0. Transportatiog!fraffic 

Santa Clarita provides no traffic/transportation assessment. 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 
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 
impacts. 

P. Cumulative Impacts 

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 will 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. 

VI. Santa Clarita May Be Subject 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 therefore 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 alternative in the Las Lomas Project EIR. 

Attached, for your convenience, are the following documents which we submitted for 
Santa Clarita's January 14, 2003 City Council meeting: (i) Los Angeles' objection to Santa 
Clarita's negative declaration, which objection equally applies to the ND as revised; and (ii) a 
copy of the owner-initiated petition for annexation to Los Ailgeles prepared by Las Lomas, . 
which application will reconfinn 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. 

RJC:kt 

cc: Ms. Sharon Dawson, City Clerk (w/o encl.) 
Mr. Larry Calemine, LAFCO (w/o encl.) 
Ms. Phyllis Winger, CD 12 
Carl K. Newton, Esq., City Attorney (w/o encl.) 
Mr. DanS. Palmer, Jr. (via Facsimile) 
Jerold Neumail, Esq. 
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INTRODUCTION 

For more thari 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 project site 

also lies to the souih of Santa Clarita's city limits, and Santa Clarita has decided that it would 

like to increase its territory to include the Las Lomas project area. The problem is that, in Santa 

Clarita's rush to get its rival annexation application to the LAFCo before the Los Angeles 

annexation, it has sacrificed compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act 

(CEQA), Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq. 

From the beginning, Santa Clarita has characterized the site as "environmentally 

sensitive." In August 2002, responding to Los Angeles' notice, as lead 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," wetlands, steep slopes, earthquake 

faults, wildland fire hazards and cultural resources. In December 2002, Santa Clarita again 

expressly acknowledged, in a City Council Resolution, that "anv development in the Las 

Lomas project area will have a significant environmental impact .... " 

Also in December, despite its express acknowledgement of potential environmental 

·impacts, Santa Clarita. belatedly resolved to prepare, as a rival environmental document, a 

Negative Declaration (ND) that woul<;l support its newly proposed rival annexation application 

to the LAFCo. But, instead of reviewing any potential development scenario, including 

27 development at the very levels that its pre-zoning and annexation actions would allow, Santa 

28 Clarita now claimed that no pending or future development proposal presently existed that 
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a. 

would require review of potential environmental impacts and appropriate mitigation measures . 

2 Santa Clarita asserted that no contemporaneous environmental review was ripe or required. 

3 because any necessary environmental review either had been done in past (in an EIR prepared 

4 more than ten years earlier for its original 1991 general plan), or would be done i.n the future as 

5 residential development proceeds under its pre-zoning (after the LAFCo makes its decision on 

6 Santa Clarita's annexation application). The net result is a self-contradictory, uninformative 

7 environmental document that does not meet even the most basic standards under CEQ A. 

8 In Santa Clarita's haste to approve its ND, it also bypassed mandatory circulation to the 

9 State Clearinghouse, despite the site's regional and area-wide significance including, for 

10 example, · its admitted inclusion of a Significant Ecological Area and "sensitive wildlife 

11 corridor. Santa Clarita also cut short, by one-third, the mandatory period for public review. 

12 Each of these violations of CEQA constituted prejudicial abuse of discretion. 

13 To compound matters, when it prepared its own abbreviated environmental document, 

14 Santa Clarita usurped Los Angeles' role as CEQA lead agency. It issued its rogue ND in direct 

15 violation of CEQ A's one "lead agency/one environmental document" rules. This, too, renders 

16 Santa Clarita's ND invalid. 

17 I STATEMENTOFFACTS 

18 1. 

19 

Los Angeles Assumes Lead Agency Status and Launches Environmental Review of 
the Proposed Las Lomas Development Project and Annexation to Los Angeles. 

20 On May 28, 2002, Petitioner Las Lomas filed an Environmental Assessment Form 

21 (EAF) with Los Angeles, thereby initiating environmental review of its proposed d.evelopment 

22 on approximately 555 acres located .in the unincorporated area of Los Angeles County. The 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

• 

proposed Las Lomas mixed-use community development project includes: 

[A]pproximately 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 c?nnect. to 
the Metro Link commuter rail, and construct a trolley to serve the commuruty. F1ve 
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,... · 
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9-AR 2738. The project description also identified vanous governmental approvals and 

2 entitlements associated with developing the site, including approval by the LAFCo of a 

3 proposed annexation petition, a general plan amendment and zoning, a specific plan, a 

4 development agreement, a vesting tentative tract map, an oak tree permit, and other 

5 miscellaneous permits (e.g., a Department ofFish and Game permit, a water quality permit). 

6 Shortly thereafter, on June 18, 2002, Plaintiff petitioned the LAFCo to approve 

7 annexation by Los Angeles of the proposed development site. 9-AR 2761-2851. 

8 Los Angeles promptly assumed the role of lead agency und~r CEQA. On June 27, 

9 2002, Los Angeles submitted to OPR's ·state Clearinghouse and circulated to various public 

I 0 agencies and the general public a Notice of Preparation (NOP) announcing that Los Angeles· 

11 "will be the Lead Agency and will prepare an environmental impact report" for the project. 9-

12 AR 2853-2855. These NOP documents described the proposed development, the associated 

13 annexatiorr of the development site, and the other governmental approvals identified in the · 

14 EAF. 9-AR 2853. They further advised that, pursuant to CEQA, Los Angeles would need to 

15 know the "views of your agency" as to the "scope and content of the ·environmental 

16 information~' to be studied and evah,tated by Los Angeles, because "[y ]our agency will need to 

17 use the EIR prepared by this City when considering your permit or other approval for the 

18 project." Id 

19 2. 

20 

Santa Clarita Acknowledges Los Angeles' Lead Agency Status and Demands That 
Los Angeles' EIR Evaluate Site Development Under Santa Clarita's Own Planning 
and Zoning Standards. 

21 On August 9, 2002, Santa Clarita submitted extensive comments on the Los 'Angeles 

22 NOP. 9-AR 2985-2999. In those comments, Santa Clarita explicitly acknowledged Los 

23 Angeles' role as CEQA lead agency (9-AR 2986-2991, 2993-2999) and demanded, inter alia, 

24 that the Los Angeles EIR study the following potential environmental problems associated with 

25 · development of the site. 

26 

27 

28 

• More than half of the site includes steep slopes greater than 50% and more than 25 

percent of the site includes slopes between 25% and 50% and allegedly. contains terrain 

"not conducive to grading." The site also lies "in close proximity to several earthquake 
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2 

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. 

3 • The site includes portions of a Significant Ecological Area (SEA) and various •·wildlife 

4 

5 

6 

7 

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. 

8 • The San Fernando Tunnel, a historic railroad tunnel constructed by Chinese workers, 

9 "runs along the edge" of the site. The tunnel is eligible for listing on the National 

10 Register of Historic Places. Potential impacts to the tunnel and Chinese laborer burial 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

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 species. 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 Clarita further demanded that the Los Angeles-prepared EIR should specifically evaluate 

the alternative of developing the Las Lomas site at a lesser density conforming to Santa 

18 Clarita's own current planning and zoning development standl)l'ds. 9-AR 2991, 2998. Last, the 

19 EIR should evaluate all pertinent annexation-related environmental factors that, under section 

20 56841 of the Government Code, the LAFCo must consider in reviewing annexation proposals, 

21 such as population, land use, topography, delivery of public· services and conversion of open 

22 space. 9-AR 2992-2993. 
- . 

23 3. Los Angeles and Las Lomas Undertake Preparation of the EIR and Processing of 
Development Entitlements. 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

Los Angeles thereupon arranged with Las Lomas for preparation of a full EIR that 

would, among other matters, address Santa Clarita's comments. Las Lomas 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 
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26 

the NOP, Los Angeles and Las Lomas have devoted (and continue to devote) substantial time, 

effort and expense in preparing 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 

Department 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 development project. See 

September 10,2003 Declaration of Lee Wagman, filed concurrently herewith. 

The City Council concurrently passed a second ResOlution (No. 02-176) authorizing 

City staff to file an annexation and sphere of influence amendment application with the LAFCo 

for a rival proposed "South Santa Clarita Annexation" project. According to the Staff Report 

for this resolution, the 825 acres proposed for annexation included "the 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 ~~solution and the Staff Report 

27 characterized the proposed South Santa Clarita Annexation as simply encouraging "sound 

28 planning" and "well-ordered urban development patterns" in the affected territory. 10-AR 
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3175-3177, 3166-3167; 10-AR 3157-3158. 

2 To implement its new strategy, Santa Clarita decided to prepare only an abbreviated ND 

3 briefly describing the proposed annexation and pre-zoning of the Las Lomas site, which would 

4 allow a much lower level of development than Las Lomas had proposed to Los Angeles. Santa 

5 Clarita apparently realized that, if it prepared an abbreviated ND, it could submit a col'l\pleted 

6 annexation proposal to the LAFCo well before Los Angeles. The initial December 2002 ND 

7 described Santa Clarita's proposed pre-zoning of the project site prior to annexation as the 

8 "project" that would be subjected to its environmental review, 1 O-AR 3200, 3203. According 

9 to the· initial ND, · "no development is proposed at this time,'' so no potential significant 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

environmental impacts were anticipated. 10-AR 3203, 3210~3213. 

Commenting on the initial ND, Las Lomas immediately pointed out that, to the 

contrary, "a development project is proposed by Las Lomas .... " Santa Clarita could not 

"willfully blind itself" to "a known developer with a known intention to develop the 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-Zoning and Annexation Actions Until 
After LAFCo Review and Action. 

18 Santa Clarita quickly rescinded the first ND and repla~ed it with a second one, which 

19 wa5 issued on February 4, 2003 for a 20-day public comment period. The second ND took a 

20 different tack. Now Santa Clarita claimed that its propo~ed pre-zoning and annexation actions 

21 did not, after all, constitute a "project" as defined by CEQ A.· The revised ND thus now related 

22 merely that (a) Santa Clarita had concluded that its proposed actions did not constitute a 
.. 

23 "project" under CEQA and thus required no environmental review; (b) at present, 

24 environmental review of the proposed action's potential site-specific impacts would be 

25 premature .and should appropriately be deferred to a future time after LAFCo acts on Santa 

26 Clarita's proposed annexation; (c) all of the potential nqn-site,-specific and cumulative impacts 

27 had been evaluated in an EIR prepared more than 10 years earlier for the Santa Clarita general 

28 plan and that long-ago analysis should be "incorporated by reference" into the environmental 
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document; and (d) despite numerous environmental problems with development of the site . 

2 Santa Clarita would defer to a future time consideration of any mitigation measures for both 

3 site specific impacts and non-site specific impacts. 12-AR 3657-3661. 

4 (a) The NO's Assertion that Santa Clarita's Proposed Actions Did Not Constitute a 

5 "Project." 

6 According to the revised ND, Santa Clarita's proposed actions were not a "project." as 

7 defined by CEQA, because they would "not result in either a direct physical change in the 

8 environment or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment." 12-AR 

9 3659. The ND observed: 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

• "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 .... " 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 agricultural." 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 provide a "low density" zcning standard that would be 

compatible with "the environmental constraints in the area." 12-AR 3654-3655. · 

• "(T]here is no development currently proposed, or reasonably anticipated to be 

proposed in the foreseeable future, which is or would be consistent 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 foreseeable" that Las Lomas would reduce .its development proposal from 
. ' 

26 

27 

the substantial levels it had proposed to Los Angeles down to Santa Clarita's much lower 

development levels. 12-AR 3659. Furthermore, no other affected landowner within the area to 

28 be pre-zoned had "approached [Santa Clarita] with a development project." !d. The proposed 
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pre-zone and annexation actions were thus "not 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 planning and zoning standards, it now concluded that it could.avoid such environmental 

review in its own environmental docuffient. For each of the many potential site-specific 

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 po:enlial environmental 

impacts, the ND added that various ordinances, such as its Ridgeline Preservation and Hillside 

Development Ordinance, should provide 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 Imoacts Had Been Evaluated in an EIR Prepared More Than I 0 
Years Earlier for the Santa Clarita General Plan and that Long-Ago Analysis 
Could Be "Incoroorated 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 

' analysis from the 1991 EIR and General Plan that had been prepared and approved more than a 

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 
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the cumulative impacts of its proposed pre-zoning and annexation actions (such as impacts on 

2 Santa Clarita's jobs/housing balance, its population, etc.). The ND claimed that this 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

II 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

incorporation by reference 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. 1 

(d) The NO'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. I O-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 

18 dwelling units were potentially allowed by the City's general plan for the proposed annexation 

19 area. But, relying on the extremely preliminary NOP materials circulated by Los Angeles for 

20 the Las Lomas project some six months earlier, the ND asserted that Santa Clarita's Ridgeline 

21 Protection and Hillside Development Ordinance would probably reduce the allowa?le densities 

22 within the annexation area to a maximum of 368 dwelling units. 12-AR 3656. 

23 The ND acknowledged, inter alia, the following environmental problems associated 

24 with future development within the site. 

25 

26 

27 

28 

1 See February 2003 ND at 12-AR 3674-370:\ (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, 
biolpgical 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, pwblic 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). 
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12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

• A Significant Ecological Area (SEA) initially designated 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 OS-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 appropriatepassive recreational uses" should be 

allowed. 3-AR 1007-1008, 1029. The 1991 general plan had proposed that an SEA 

overlay zoning ordinance should be established to protect SEAs within Santa Clarita 

(3-AR I 029), 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 identification, 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, eligible for listing on the 

National Register. 12-AR 3654, 3683. The IQ91 Santa Clarita general 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 I 025-1026, 1036. Again~ however, during the past 12 years, 

Santa Clarita has approved no such mitigating. ordinance. 12-AR3660. 
- .. 

Inexplicably, the ND failed to mention the fact that 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 though Santa Clarita had previously pointed that out to Los Angeles. Nor did the ND 

mention the numerous other problems with site developrp.ent that its August 2002 comments on 

the Los Angeles NOP had identified. Most telling;ly, the ND ignored the Santa Clarita City 

28 Council's explicit acknowledgement only two months earlier, in Resolution No. 02-175, that 
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"any development in the Las Lomas project area will have 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 application. 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 claimed 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 - witho1.1t regard to whether the area would 

ultimately be annexed· to Los Angeles or Santa c'!arita: 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. 
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Las Lomas also protested Santa Clarita's ·'piece-meal" approach to its environmental 

review. Citing Bozung v. V~ntura LAFCo 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 provided an extensive recitation of the 

numerous potential environmental impacts that development of the site might have, including 

many 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 agency" for a 

development project; that Los Angeles precisely met the lead agency criteria; and that, as lead 

agency, Los Angeles was already preparing a full EIR. on the very development leveis 

proposed by Santa Clarita's pre-zoning. Las Lomas contended that Santa Clarita could not 

circumvent CEQA's requirements and prepare a rival environmental document that "willfully 

blind[s] itself' to Las Lomas' development intentions for the site. 12-AR 3843-3845. 

7. Santa Clarita Approves the Pre-zoning and A'nnexation 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 that the Court set aside Santa Clarita's uninformative, grossly deficient and 
., 

improperly prepared ND. It also requests that, if necessary, 'the Court stay the LAFCo 

proceedings until the full EIR being prepared by Los Angeles as lead agency .is completed and 

2 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 confmned that the site "is utilized regularly as a corridor for large mammals such as bobcat, mountain lion. 
and gray fox." 12-AR 3848-3849. 
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the petition to annex the Las Lomas site to Los Angeles can be acted upon by the LAFCo. Los 

2 Angeles and Las Lomas meanwhile continue to process the full EIR, and a draft EIR is 

3 expected to be publicly circulated this Fall. 

4 Las Lomas recently requested the Governor's Office of Planning and Research (OPR) 

5 to exercise is concurrent administrative power to designate a lead agency under CEQA Section 

6 21165. That section empowers OPR, when requested to resolve a lead agency dispute, to 

7 designate a lead agency within 21 days. OPR, however, declined to exercise jurisdiction. 

8 These concurrent administrative proceedings before OPR and OPR's ruling declining 

9 jurisdiction are described below and in Petitioner's Request for Judicial Notice. 

10 STANDARD OF REVIEW 

11 The "foremost principle" in interpreting CEQA is that the Legislature intended the Act 

12 to be read so as to afford the fullest possible protection to the environment within the 

13 reasonable- scope of the statutory language. Friends of Mammoth v. Board of Supervisors· 

14 (1972) 8 Cal.3d 247, 259; Laurel Heights Improvements Ass 'n v. Regents (1988) 47 Cal.3d 

15 376, 390. 

16 In determining whether a proposed governmental action "may have a significant effect 

17 on the environment" and thus requires preparation of a full EIR, rather than a mere negative 

18 declaration, the courts use the "fair argument" test. Because of the EIR's place at the "heart" of · 

19 CEQA, an EIR is required "whenever it can be fairly argued on the basis of substantial 

20 evidence that the project may have significant environmental impact," regardless of whether 

21 other substantial evidence_ supports the opposite conclusion. Communitil!s for a Better 
• 

22 Environment v. California Resources Agency (2002) 103 Cai.App.4th 98, 106. A negative 

23 declaration may be prepared only when "[t]here is no substantial evidence in light of the whole 

24 record that the project may have a significant effect on the environment". Pub. Res. Code § 

25 · . 21 080( c )(1 ). This statutory language; is intended to express the "fair argument" standard. See 

26 e.g:, Laurel Heights Improvement Ass 'n, 6 Cal.4th at 1114, fn. 20. 

27 

28 
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The ·'fair argument" standard of review also applies to the court's review of w·hether an 

agency can avoid compliance with CEQA by claiming that its actions do not constitute a 

"project." Friends of "B" Street v. City of Hayward (1980) 106 Cal.App.3d 988; City of 

Livermore v. LAFCo of Alameda County ( 1986) 184 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 matter 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 

I. SANTA CLARITA'S ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT FOR ITS PROPOSED 
PRE-ZONING AND ANNEXATION ACTIONS WAS INVALID, BECAUSE IT 
WAS NOT BASED ON A CONTEMPORANEOUS CEQA ENVIRO(IIMENT AL 
REVIEW OF THE POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACTS OF, AND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR, FUTURE SITE 
D.EVELOPMENT. 

In belatedly launching its rival pre-zoning and annexation actions, Santa Clarita at first 

claimed that it could prepare a rival environmental document for a rival "project." After 

re;;onsidering the matter, Santa Clarita's revised 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 environmental document with its annexation 

application, in order for it tobe considered "complete," Santa Clarita prepared a document that 

it labeled a "Negative Declaration," even though 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. 

2 A. Before Approving Its Proposed Pre-zoning and Annexation Actions, Santa 
Clarita Needed to Undertake Environmental Review of those Actions. 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

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 CEQA 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 

10 constitutes a "project" under CEQA requiring environmental review. Section 21080(a) 

II 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

specifically includes "the enactment and amendment of zoning ordinances" within the types of 

"projects" to which CEQA applies. Zone changes are "projects" that must comply with CEQA, 

even where no specific development proposal has been formally submitted by a landowner 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 submitted by the landowner to the city and even though the zone 

17 change wouldsnpposedly just implement the city's general plan, the Court of Appeal ruled that 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

an EIR was required because the re-zoning could ultimately result in potential environmental 

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 ultimate 

development under the re-zoning and the pending annexation of other nearby land. Citing 

24 . CEQA Guidelines section 15378(a), the court observed that the term "project" under CEQA 

25 

26 

27 

28 

encompasses "the whole of the action," and a city cannot avoid CEQA "by limiting the title or 
. ' 

description of a project." Id. at 1025. 
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2. 

2 

Proposed Annexations Also Require CEQA Environmental Review [f 
Thev Mav Ultimately Result in Potential Environn'lental [mpacts. 

3 Santa Clarita's proposed annexation action, too, was clearly subject to CEQA. The 

4 California Supreme Court's decision in Bozung v. Ventura County LAFCo (1975) 13 Cal.3d 

5 263 is the leading case. There, the City of Camarillo contended that its proposed annexation of 

6 a 677 -acre site did not constitute a "project" under CEQA, because it would have no direct 

7 environmental impacts and because, when more specific entitlements applications were 

8 presented to it, all environmental impacts from future development could be evaluated in a 

9 later-prepared environmental document: The site's landoWner supported Camarillo's 

10 annexation application by answering a questionnaire to the effect that it anticipated developing 

11 the site "for residential, commercial and recreational uses" "in the near future." !d. at 27!. 

12 The Supreme Court observed that, in determining whether to approve the annexation, 

13 the LAFCo needed to consider a variety of environmental considerations, including population, 

14 population density, topography, and the annexation's potential effect on adjacent areas and on 

15 mutual social and economic interests, and the LAFCo annexation approval would be "an 

16 irrevocable step as far as that particular agency is concerned." !d. at 279. Consequently, even 

17 . though later E!Rs might b'" prepared for the city's benefit, this would be of little use after-the-

18 fact to the LAFCo. The Supreme Court also cited the desirabi,lity of preparing and considering 

19 environmental documents "at the earliest stage" and the need to avoid submerging 

20 environmental considerations by "chopping a large proj7ct into many little ones - each with a 

21 minimal potential impact on the environment - which cumulatively may have disastrous 

22 consequences." ld. at 283-85. Because the annexation could facilitate ultimate development of 

23 the site, it required CEQA environmental review. !d. at 281. 

24 Similarly in People ex ret. "Younger v. LAFCo of San Diego County (1978) 81 

25. Cal.App.3d 464, a petition to de-annex an area from the City of San Diego was filed with the 

26 LAFCo, seeking to relieve the area from the obligation, to co,mply with city land use controls. 

27 The Court held that the proposed de-annexation action constituted a "projecf' under CEQA and 

28 required that an EIR be prepared that would, inter alia, compare and evaluate the respective 
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land use restrictions that the competing jurisdictions had imposed, or would impose. within the 

2 area to be annexed. !d. at 480-81. 

3 Likewise, in Pistoresi v. City of Madera (1982) 138 Cal.App.3d 284, a city proposed to 

4 annex an area and zone it for residential development uses that would be essentially similar to 

5 the uses previously allowed by county zoning in the unincorporated area. The Court of Appeal 

6 held that the city nonetheless had to prepare a full EIR, rather than a negative declaration, in 

7 order to analyze the impacts of potential future residential development that would merely be 

8 "accelerated" by the proposed annexation.' !d. at 288. 

9 

10 

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. 

11 Despite the February 2002 ND's bold proclamation that Santa Clarita's proposed pre-

12 zoning and annexation actions were not subject to CEQA, because they were not "liriked" to 

13 any pending or future development proposal, those proposed actions clearly required 

14 environmental review regarding their ultimate development consequences and appropriate 

15 mitigation measures. Las Lomas repeatedly pointed out to Santa Clarita that it intended to 

16 develop the 55 5-acre area in question at the allowed density in the near future, no matter which 

17 jurisdiction controlled development at the site. Further, Santa Clarita's pre-zoning authorized 

18 development of another 282 residential units on the remaining 270 acres - an ultimate land use 
' 

19 that could certainly ensue once that acreage was annexed to Santa Clarita. The ultimate 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

3 In City of Redlands v. County of San Bernardino (2002) 96 Cai.A~p.4th 398, a county's general plan set forth a 
policy to approve or disapprove development proposals within the spheres of influence of adjacent cities in 
conformance with the city's applicable land use policies. Without preparing an ElR, the county amended the 
general plan to give itself discretion to approve or disapprove such dev~.lopment irrespective of the city's policies. 
The County's negative declaration contained certain canned, repeate~ statements disclaiming the potential 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 ElR 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 "reasonably 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.Jd 681 (LAFCo's approval of 
proposed sphere of influence guidelines, which deleted a prior policy to •require urban env.ironment within city 
boundaries, required an ElR, 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 Cai.App.Jd 1325 (developer's proposed road construction project could not be viewed "in a 
vacuum" and, in determining whether to prepare ElR, other possible land uses, whose ultimate development might 
be facilitated by the road, needed to be considered). 

DocUMENT PREPARED 

ON RECYCLED PAPER 
-17-

Petiti.oner's Opening Brief 5J..i81M vl 



• 

a. 

environmental consequences of these potential development uses needed to be evaluated by 

2 Santa Clarita before it took its actions. City a/Carmel-by-the-Sea and other appellate decisions 

3 require that CEQA review must consider the ultimate environmental effects of a city's 

4 proposed zoning actions, even where no development proposal is presently pending. Bozung 

5 specifically ruled that similar environmental consequences must be considered by the LAFCo, 

6 before it makes an "irrevocable" decision to approve the annexation. 

7 Notably, the Los Angeles County LAFCo insists that cities proposing to annex land 

8 must prepare environinental documents, because LAFCo wishes to take advantage of certain 

9 provisions in the CEQA Guidelines allowing LAFCos to avoid preparing their oWn 

I 0 environmental documents on proposed annexations, when a city has pre-zoned the area in 

II question. Under section 15050(b )(2), LAFCo can be the "responsible agency" reviewing the 

12 city's environmental document. But, in order for this section to be operative, the city must first 

13 "prepare the appropriate environmental document at the time of the pre-zoning." This city- · 

14 prepared environmental document must, of course, provide LAFCo with the information and 

15 analysis it needs to consider about the environmental ramifications of a reques.ted annexation 

16 approval. Bozung identified the environmental factors that LAFCos must consider and. Santa 

17 Clarita earlier demanded that the Los Angeles-prepared environmental document should 

18 evaluate those environmental factors on behalf of the LAFCo. , As the Supreme Court noted in 

19 Bozung, once the LAFCo makes its annexation approval decision, that decision is "irrevocable" 

20 as to it. Consequently, the ND's repeated assertions that ,environmental review of the proposed 

21 pre-zoning and annexation actions should be deferred uritil aft'er the LAFCo had approved that 

22 annexation flew in the face of both Bozung and section !5050(b )(2) . 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

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 premise that its proposed pre-zoning 

and annexation did not constitute a "project" and were '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 

2 appropriate mitigation measures that could mitigate those potential impacts, the environmental 

3 document essentially recounted merely how review of all such potential site-specific 

4 environmental impacts could be deferred to the future. 

5 If Santa Clarita had pursued actual contemporaneous environmental review, its initial 

6 study would have examined potential future site development and the significant environmental 

7 impacts potentially resulting from thai development. Once it had ascertained the level of those 

8 potential significant impacts, it would ascertain what measures should be applied to reduce 

9 those impacts below levels of "significance." When this initial study review was completed, 

l 0 Santa Clarita would then have made its factual determinations and findings as to whether, after 

11 all such mitigation measures were applied, the remaining environmental impacts would exceed 

12 applicable "thresholds of significance." If potentially "significant" environmental impacts 

13 remained, an EIR would be required. If they did not, a mitigated negative declaration would be 

14 required. If no mitigation measures at all were needed to reduce potential impacts below 

15 applicable levels of "significance," a simple negative declaration would be appropriate. See 

16 CEQA Guidelines §§ 15063, 15064, 15070 to 15081. 

17 Unless this Court were to agree with Santa Clarita that, as matter of law, its pre-zoning 

18 and annexation actions require no CEQA review, the Court would next evaluate the evidence 

19 considered by Santa Clarita to ascertain if, following Santa Clarita's environmental review 

20 there is !lQ. substantial evidence upon which .a fair argument could be made that potentially 

21 significant environmental impacts may exist. Only if there is !lQ. such substantial evidence can 

22 Santa Clarita's action be upheld. Tellingly, Santa Clarita has never contended that there is no 

23 substantial evidence of potential significant impacts from future site development, even at the 

24 modest levels allowed by its pre-zoning. In fact, Santa Clarita has explicitly proclaimed that 

25 "any development in the Las Lomc:s project area will have a significant environmental 

26 impact .... " 1 O-AR 3172. Santa Clarita's comments on the Los Angeles NOP further recounted 

27 in detail the environmental problems likely to be encountered by any development within the 

28 Las Lomas area, including its Significant Ecological Area and its wildlife corridor resources, its 
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cultural resources, its wetlands, its potential geological problems, including steep slopes and 

nearby earthquake faults, 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 own pre-zoning. 

Santa Clarita's general plan also described these environmental problems, and its NO 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 

environmental challenges and the need for mitigation. 

Santa Clarita's only response to any of this was to "de. link" its proposed pre-zoning and 

annexation actions from any pending or future development proposals and to have the NO posit 

a patently fictional premise that at present "no development" of any kind is "reasonably 

foreseeable" at the site. 12-AR 3648.' This "no reasonably foreseeable" development fiction 

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§ 21082.2(c). Beyond this, under its statutory directives, the LAFCo 

must consider whether to approve the proposed annexation "consistent wiih the planned and 

probable use of the property based upon the review of general plan and pre-zoning · 

designations." Gov. Code§ 56375(e).5 Consequently, Santa Clarita's environmental document 

should have provided LAFCo, at minimum, with an evaluation of the environmental impacts 

4 In determining what impacts must be taken into account, CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines and the appellate 
decisions all agree that Santa Clarita should 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 
Supreme 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 t~ potential development, an EIR was required because the applicant's 
annexation request fonns had briefly noted that future development was contemplated. Bozung, supra, 13 CaL 3d 
at 279-8!. See Pub. Res. Code § 21065 ("project" means a proposed agency activity that "may cause either a 
direct physical change in the environmeht or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the 
environment); CEQA Guidelines § l5064(d) (in evaluating the significance of the environmental effects of a 
project, the agency "shall consider direct physical changes il) the environment which may be caused by a project 
and reasonably foreseeable-indirect physical changes in the environment). See also Laurel Heights lmprovement 
Ass'n v. Regents of the Univ. of Cal. (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376 (environment~! review must consider all direct and 
indirect "reasonably foreseeable" potential consequences and impacts of a proposed agency action). 
5 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. 
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that would potentially 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 rei. Younger decision, the environmental 

document provided to LAFCo should have analyzed the comparative environmental impacts of 

the different levels of development that the competing jurisdictions would impose. 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 Improp.erly Avoided Consideration of Any Non-Site-Specific 
and Cumulative Environmental Impacts by "Incorporating by Reference" 
An Out-of-Date Analysis. Made More Than Ten Years Ago in tbe EIR 
Prepared for its 1991 General Plan. 

The Santa Clarita ND also improperly avoided any environmental review ofthe 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 General 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 

potential impacts was needed. Santa Clarita's only justification for avoiding contemporary 

environmental review through its "incorporation by reference" technique was to invoke 

CEQ A's concept of"tiering."6 

CEQA authorizes tiering as a way of allowing still valid prior firsHier environmental 

analysis contained in earlier-prepared E!Rs for plans and programs to be relied upon, and under 

certain circumstances, incorporated by reference into later second-tier e!fvironmental 

documents. Pub. Res. Code § 21068.5. Generally, the earlier EIR analyzes broad 

6 The ND stated that it incorporated by reference the non-site specific and cumulative impact analysis from: 
• The Final [EIR) for the Santa Clarita General Plan, June 1991. State Clearinghouse Number: 90010683, 

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 local 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 
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 vtilities and service systems impacts of the 
proposed pre-zoning and annexation actions.· 12-AR 3658, 3659, 3674-3703. 
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• 
environmental issues involving plans or programs, and the second-tier environmental document 

2 "provides more detailed examination of specific effects on later projects that are consistent with 

3 or implement the plans or programs." CEQA Guidelines Discussion following section 15385. 

4 Here, of course, the supposed second-tier environmental document, in fact, contained no 

5 environmental review at all. 

6 Furthermore, the second-tier environmental analysis must include an initial study that 

7 considers the question of whether all broad environmental issues that are to be dealt with 

8 pursuant to incorporation by reference were "examined in sufficient detail" in the first-tier EIR 

9 that they can "be mitigated or avoided by site specific revisions, the imposition of conditions 

a. 
10 or by other means in connection with the_ approval of the. later project." Pub. Res. Code § 

11 21094(a). In this regard, Santa Clarita's "incorporation by reference" tiering approach 

12 erroneously postulated that all of the mitigation measures and ordinances that the 1991 EIR and 

13 general plan had anticipated, and relied on, to help mitigate the consequences of future 

14 development in Santa Clarita have been implemented. In fact, however, as seen above, several 

15 key ordinances that the 1991 general plan once specificiilly envisioned as providing mitigation 

16 (e.g., the once-proposed SEA mitigation ordinance and the cultural resources ordinance) have 

17 never been approved. 

• 

18 Further, tiering cannot be used in a second-tier envi1onmental document to address 

19 cumulative impacts unless those impacts have been "adequately address in the prior EIR[. ]" 

20 CEQA Guidelines § 15152(f)(l). "Adequately addr~ssed" means, inter alia, that those 

21 cumulative impacts "have been examined at a sufficient level of detail in the prior [EIR] to 

22 enable those effects to be. mitigated or avoided" by specific revisions, conditions or other 
" 

23 means. CEQA. Guidelines§ 15152(f)(3)(B). As to this criterion, it is useful to consider some of 

24 the cumulative environmental impacts that have occurred within Santa Clarita in the dozen 

25 years since the 1991 EIR and general plan were approved. 

26 During this period, Santa Clarita has complete4 ove~ 20 annexations involving fully 

27 44,381 existing and future residents, who reside in 12,257 existing and proposed housing units 

28 on a total land area of 5,236. acres. The population added since preparation of the 1991 EIR 
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totals almost 30 percent of Santa Clarita's estimated 2002 population of 151,968, and the added 

2 land area comprises more than 20 percent of Santa Clarita's original land area of 25,227 acres. 

3 9-AR 2964. Beyond this, another 2,667 housing units are currently proposed in some seven 

4 additional pending annexations. 7 See July 28, 2003 Completed and Proposed Annexations by Santa 

5 Clarita, www.santa-clarita.com/cityhall/admin!technology/gis/maps av pics/annex.pdf attached 

6 as Exhibit 3 to Request for Judicial Notice filed concurrently herewith. 

7 Furthermore, in the period between 1990 and 1998, Santa Clarita grew within its 

8 original territorial boundaries from 38,484 households to 43,864 ho'useholds, an increase of 

9 5,380 households or almost 14 percent.· In this same time period, another 6,417 households 

·~ 
' 0 
N 

g 

I 0 were added through annexations, another 17 percent. Combined, this extraordinary increase of 

II II, 797 households constituted fully 30 percent growth in just eight years. Internal growth 

12 added an additional 1,314 households in 1999 and 2000. 3-AR 676-677. According to Santa 

13 Clarita's 2001 Housing Element, this on-going "substantial growth" "not only translated into an· 

14 equally significant increase in population," but also placed "a greater burden on [Santa Clarita's 

15 local services and infrastructure." Santa Clarita's employment base similarly expanded from 

16 45,121 to 55,898 during the ten-year 1990 to 2000 period (an increase of 10,777 jobs or 23 

17 percent), as the City "add[ ed] commercial and industrial space and attract[ ed] more residents 

18 wishing to work in the area." 3-AR 727. 

• 

~ 
c:; 
z 
~ 
< 

19 In light of these telling statistics, there can be little doubt that they provide substantial 

20 evidence of a "fair argument" of potential non-site specific and cumulative impacts that the 
' 

21 1991 EIR on Santa Clarita's general plan never addressed .. •The out-of-date 1991 e\:'aluation 

22 . cannot properly be incorporated by reference into the 2003 environmental document in lieu of 

23 any contemporary environmental review and analysis. 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

7 Santa Clarita has acknowledged at least 24 completed and 7 currently proposed development project annexation 
proposals. Aside from the South Santa Clarita Annexaiion, the currently proposed annexations involve 
approximately 2,667. existing and proposed residential units. !d.' 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 total2002 estimated population of !51,968. 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. 
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II. 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 Angeles and Las Lomas, see 11-AR 3365, 3351, 3434, 12-

AR 3750-3751. This failure to comply 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 proposed 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. See CEQA Guidelines 
' 

§§ 15205(b )(3); 15073( d). Sufficient opportunity for agency consultation is especially critical 

in "regional or areawide" projects involving hundreds of acres in other jurisdictions and 

involving rival annexation applications, as is the case here. 
' 

In addition, CEQA Guidelines Section l5206(b ). specifically identifies "generat[ion of] 

significant amounts of traffic ... " as an example of '.'state':"ide, regional, or areawide 
' 

significance." According to Santa Clarita's own ND, Santa 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 co~dors." 12-AR 3655-3656.' 

8 Section l5206(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 allow up to 560 homes. li­
AR 335!. 
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Section 15206(b) also requires that negative declarations for actions potentially 

2 affecting "sensitive wildlife habitats" be submitted to the Clearinghouse. Here, Santa Clarita 

3 has expressly acknowledged that the site contains both a Significant Ecological Area and a 

4 "sensitive wildlife corridor." 9-AR 2754. 

5 This mandated CEQA procedure ensures that all appropriate agencies are consulted and 

6 given an adequate opportunity to review and comment on any potential environmental impacts. 

7 See Discussion of CEQA Guidelines § 15205. Failure to submit the draft NO to the 

8 Clearin~house constitutes prejudicial abuse of discretion. See Gentry v. City of Murrieta ( 1995) 

9 36 Cal.App.4th 1359, 1388; Fall River Wild Trout Found v. County of Shasta (1999) 70 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

Cal.App.4th 482, 492. 

B. Santa Clarita Rushed its Decision Through Without Providing the CEQA­
Mandated Minimum Period for Public Review. 

Santa Clarita not only failed to circulate the draft ND through the Clearinghouse, it 

flagrantly disregarded the :lO-day mandatory period for public and agency review. See CEQA 

§ 2109l(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 

significance - requiring public notice be posted by the county clerk for a full 20 days. See · 

CEQA § 21094.3? On February 6, 2003, Santa Clarita filed its public notice with the Los 

Angeles County Clerk, who posted it for public review that same day. 12-AR 3641. Before the 

notice had been posted for the required 20 days, however, Santa Clarita adopte~ the ND on 

February 25, 2003. 12-AR 3830-3832. 

Such failure to comply with these strict rev1ew requirements is presumed to be 

24 · prejudicial. See Burrtec Waste Industries, Inc. v. City of Colton (2002) 97 Cal.App.4th 1133 

· 25 (failirre to properly post a negative declaration for public review "means the City may have 

26 been deprived of information necessary to informed decision-making and informed public 

27 

28 
9 See also CEQA Guidelir)es § 15072(d) and Discussion (confllTiling 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 declaration 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 when the document 

being reviewed is a proposed negative declaration, because negative declarations have a 

"tenninal effect" on the environmental review process that lies at the heart of CEQA. See 

Plaggmier v. City of San Jose ( 1980) I 0 I 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 Al"iD 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 ofCEQA provides that "[w]hen a project is to be carried out or approved 

by two or more public agencies, the detennination qf whether the project may have a 

significant 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 CEQA 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, .2!!£ 
public agency shall be r~sponsible for preparing an EIR or negative 
declaration for the project. This agency shall be called the lead agency. 11 

· 

10 See also Gentry, 36 Cai.App.4th at 1384-93; Plaggmier v. City of San Jose (1980) 101 Cai.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). 
11 The CEQA Guidelines provide that two or more agencies can serve as joint lead agencies, but only by mutual 
agreement. Section 1505l(d). 
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The lead agency is charged with making the key decisions regarding preparation of the 

2 CEQA environmental document, including the initial decision of whether to prepare a full EIR 

3 or an abbreviated negative declaration. Pub. Res. Code § 21165. That determination by the 

4 lead agency is "binding and conclusive" as to all other agencies. CEQA Guidelines § 

5 15050( c). Once the lead agency determines what kind of environmental document to prepare, 

6 all other agencies must use that environmental document. !d. at§§ 15050(b), 15096. 12 

7 The "one lead agency/one environmental document" rule is designed to further 

8 comprehensive environmental analysis and to discourage "piecemealing" and segmentation of 

10 

11 

12 

13 

9 proposed projects. Section 21002,1 of CEQA provides that "[t]he lead agency shall be 

responsible for considering the effects, both individual and. collective, of all activities involved 

in a project." The CEQA Guidelines mandate that the lead agency ''must consider the whole of 

an action, not simply its constituent parts, when determining whether it will have a significant 

environmental effect." CEQA Guidelines § 15003. California's courts have ruled ihat lead 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

,~ _, 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

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 

Bay Conservatio>: 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 approving a project. ... " Where "two or. more public 

agencies will be involved with 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 "general 

12 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 E!R, focusing on "any shortcomings in the E!R." The Discussion following that section 
explains that CEQ A's general rule is that other agencies will not themselves prepare EIRs, because "they 
must use the document prepared by the Lead'Agency." 
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governmental powers" would normally be the .lead agency, rather than a ··limited purpose" 

agency. CEQA Guidelines § 1505l(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 inform[ing] the public regarding a project's 

potential adverse effects to the environment as a whole." See, e.g., City of Sacramento v. State 

Water Resources Control Board (1991) 2 Cal.App.4th 960, 973; Planning and Conservation 

League, supra, at 907. 

In City of Sacramento, the Court first observed that "[b]efore examining the. roles of the 

various agencies involved in the project here, it is necessary to understand the scope of that 

project." City of Sacramento at 971. Once it determined that, in the matter before. it, "the 

entire process is the project," the Court ruled that the Department of Food and Agriculture 

(DF A) 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 Conservation League, the Court ruled that, in making a lead 

agency designation, courts must determine, as· a matter of law without deferential review, 

which agency most appropriately serves as lead agency, given the nature and s~ope 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 local water 

25 

26 

. contractors, the Court concluded tha,t the DWR, rather than an association of local water 

. contractors, should have been the CEQA lead agency .. The Court based this ruling in part on 

27 DWR's greater familiarity with the environmental problems and issues relating to different 

28 
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potential water allocation schemes. Planning and Conservation League. supra. at 906-07. 13 

A key factor in this Court's determination of the most suitable CEQA lead agency here 

thus involves ascertaining the appropriate scope of the CEQA "project." In this regard, the 

CEQA Guidelines explicitly establish that the "project" should be defined in a manner that 

encourages comprehensive environmental analysis and that discourages "piece-mealing." 

Thus, section 153 78 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." Similarly, section 

15378(c) explicitly cautions that the term "project" "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 routinely upheld the 

fundamental CEQA principles requiring comprehensive environmental review. 14 

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 provision reveals the intertwined nature of the 

determination of the CEQA lead agency and the determination 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 

13 See also Friends ofCuyamaca Valley v. Lake Cuyamaca RecreatiGn and Pdrk 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). 
14 For example, in Citizens for Sensible Dev. of Bishop v. County of lnyo (1985) 172 Cal.App.3d 151, the 
underlying development project was a proposed shopping center in the Bishop unincorporated area. The Counry 
first prepared a negative declaration, defining the general plan and zoning as the "project" in question, and 
concluding that important environmental decisions about the propo,sed development could be better .evaluated in a 
later-prepared environmental document. The Counry 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 responsibilities or as ·•a development 

2 proposal which will be subject to several governmental approvals," the agency ·'shall describe 

3 the project as the development proposal for purposes of environmental analysis.'' The 

4 Discussion following this section further clarifies that, when "a specific development project" 

5 constitutes the underlying action, none of the various future potential actions related to that 

6 development project, such as a general plan amendment, should be segmented from the 

7 underlying development proposal. Rather, any such future governmental actions should simply 

8 be "characterize[ d)" as part of the basic underlying development project. The CEQA 

9 Guidelines specify that this project definition provision implements the lead agency concept, so 

I 0 that there will be "only one EIR being prepared for the proposed development." See 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

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 government approvals away from the underlying 

development project and proclaimed that its proposed actions on those limited approvals would 

properly be the subject of a separate environmental document. Rather, Santa Clarita's 

proposed approvals involved one of several alternative site development scenarios that should 

have been evaluated within a single, comprehensive EIR -just as Santa Clarita had initially 

18 demanded that the Los Angeles-prepared EIR should undertak;e. By segmenting its proposed 

19 actions away from the basic underlying development project, Santa Clarita's improper 

20 preparation of a rival environmental document has result~d in a completely uninformative ND 

21 that failed to evaluate or describe the potential. envirbnmental impacts of, and mitigation 

22 measures for, future development potentially resulting from Santa Clarita's own zoning 
" 23 standards. Rather, as discussed above, Santa Clarita's ND simply described why it would 

24 either postpone environmental review to some future time after the LAFCo has acted, or why it 

25 supposedly had already undertaken the necessary environmental review some dozen years 

26 earlier. 

27 Most importantly, this Court's designation of Los Angeles as the sole lead agency for 

28 preparing the environmental documents associated with the underlying Las Lomas 
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development project and all related government approvals- including any needed approvals to 

2 build out an alternative development scenario pursuant to Santa Clarita's zoning standards and 

3 controls- would substantially further CEQA's basic purposes. Unlike Santa Clarita's narrow 

4 view, where, at most, its environmental document purported to evaluate a single development 

5 alternative (and even then its ND failed to do so), the Los Angeles-prepared full EIR will 

6 evaluate a range of development scenarios, including development pursuant to Santa Clarita's 

7 pre-zoning standards. Further, Los Angeles, as lead agency, will provide an evaluation of the 

8 environmental factors that the LAFCo must take into account when it decides how to act on the 

9 rival annexation applications. Additionally in preparing its full EIR, Los Angeles has access to 

10 the financial resources, information and expertise of the project applicant, Las Lomas, which, 

ll to date, has been cooperatively working with Los Angeles to prepare a draft EIR that 

12 comprehensively covers these matters. Last, all other agencies, including Santa Clarita and the 

l3 LAFCo, will be able to comment upon the ensuing draft EIR and to work with Los Arigeles in 

14 order to obtain a legally adequate environmental evaluation·of these matters. This is precisely 

15 where the CEQA process started more than a year ago, before Santa Clarita belatedly decided 

16 to usurp Los Angeles' lead agency authority. 

17 Because the lead agency designation can be crucial to obtaining an adequate and 

18 comprehensive environmental review, section 21165 ofCEQA,establishes an expedited 21-day 

19 process for administrative resolution of lead agency disputes. This alternative process is 

20 parallel to any court jurisdiction, and, under certain c,ircumstances, allows the Governor's 

21 Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to designate a 'lead agency. In an effort to obtain a 

22 prompt lead agency designation, on August 14th, Las Lomas requested OPR to assume 

23. administrative jurisdiction and to designate Los Angeles as the' lead agency for all matters 

24 ·relating to development of the Las Lomas site. See Petitioner's Request for Judicial Notice 

25 . (RJN) at 3. OPR, however, declined jurisdiction to do so, indicating in its September l 0, 2003 

26 letter that the type of lead agency "dispute" at issue her,e does not fall within its expedited 21-
. . . 

27 day administrative process. RJN at 6. OPR's earlier September 2, 2003 letter had revealed that 

28 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 

2 sense. When counsel for Las Lomas brought this to OPR staffs attention, they readily 

3 admitted the factua:J and legal errors and determined to issue a subsequent letter. RJN at 5-6. 

4 In declining jurisdiction, the subsequent September IO'h letter states simply that there is no 

5 jurisdictional "dispute" and that the statements in its earlier letter should not be construed in 

6 any manner as findings or as comments about the merits of the parties' arguments. RJN at 6. 

7 These matters are further described in the RJN at I -6. The ultimate outcome, of course, is that 

8 the lead agency issues are ripe for this Court's adjudication. 

9 IV. 

10 
0. 

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. 

• 

1 I 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

. 25 

26 

27 

Estoppel is required when: (I) the party to be estopped has been 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 relies on the conduct 

to its injury. City of Long Beach v. Mansell (1970) 3 Cal.3d 462, 488-89. 

All the criteria for estoppel have been met here. First, from the start, Santa Clarita has 

unquestionably known that Los Angeles has assumed the role of lead agency and has begun 

preparing a full EIR in connection with Las Lomas' development project, including its petition 

to annex the proposed development site to Los Angeles. The June 2002 NOP expressly 

announced this fact. 9-AR 2855. 

Second, Santa Clarita's August 2002 Comments acknowledged Los Angeles' 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 evaluation of the environmental impacts of, and appropriate mitigation measures for, 

development of the site pursuant to Santa Clarita's current planning and zoning standards . 

Santa Clarita's comments also demanded that Los Angeles' EIR study the various 

environmental factors that LAFCo would need to evaluate in deciding whether to approve 

annexation to an adjacent municipality. 9-AR 2991-2992. Santa Clarita thus qecessitated that 

28 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 and annexation application, 

2 its ND provided essentially zero information about the environmental impacts of, or mitigation 

3 measures necessary for, site development pursuant to Santa Clarita's pre-zoning. To the 

4 contrary, its rogue environmental document related merely that Santa Clarita had concluded 

5 that its proposed pre-zoning and annexation actions did not constitute a "project" under CEQA 

6 and thus required no environmental review; that, at present, Santa Clarita maintained that 

7 environmental review of the potential impacts of its proposed actions was premature and 

.8 should appropriately be deferred to a future time after LAFCo acts on Santa Clarita's proposed 

· 9 annexation; and that, despite the numerous explicitly acknowledged environmental problems 

10 with development of the site, Santa Clarita would defer to a future time consideration of any 

11 mitigation measures for both site specific impacts and non-site specific impacts. 12-AR 3657-

12 3661. Thus, while demanding that Los Angeles spend the time and resources to study potential 

13 development of the site under Santa Clarita's pre-zoning density standards, Santa Clarita's so-

14 called ND undertook no environmental review of these matters, leaving to Los Angeles the 

15 time-consuming responsibility for environmental review of Santa Clarita's pre-zoning action. 

16 Third; both Los Angeles and P.laintiff Las Lomas have relied on Santa Clarita's conduct 

17 to their injury. Both have spent considerable amounts of time and money in preparing the 

18 environmental document and in processing the governmental entitlements for the project. For 

19 example, Las Lomas has submitted to Los Angeles a "screen check" draft EIR and traffic 

20 study, and the pertinent Los Angeles agencies and departments have proceeded with their 

21 internal review and analysis of that document. Las Lomas also has submitted to Los Arigeles a 

22 draft Specific Plan for the proposed development project, and it has worked closely with 

23 LADWP to prepare and submit to the City's Planning Department an approved Water Supply 

24 Availability Assessment for the project. See Lee Wagman Declaration. 

25 Estoppel is properly applied against governmental entities, including cities such as Santa 

26 Clarita, except in the rare instance where doing so would nullify a strong rule of policy adopted 

27 for the benefit of the public. City of Long Beach, supra, at 493-97. In this case, thyre is no strong 

28 rule of public policy promoted by Santa Clarita's actions here. In fact, Santa Clarita's attempt to 
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circwnvent 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 that same proposed action, 

subverts CEQ A's fundamental public policy of providing the "fullest possible" environmental 

protection. See, e.g., Friends of Mammoth v. Board of Supervisors (1972) 8 CaL3d 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 preswne" that Santa 

Clarita's environmental docwnent is legally adequate, even though it lacks the needed 

environmental review, including analysis 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. 

Throughout, Plaintiff Las Lomas 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 f~r, planned development of the site (including development 

pursuant to Santa Clarita's own pre-zoning standards). To allow Santa Clarita to advance its 

annexation to the "front of the line" in this inequitable manner would undermine the very heart of· 

CEQA. The Court should, at rninimwn, order that Santa Clarita cannot process its annexation 

application at the LAFCo until the Las Lomas annexation petition and accompanying Los 

Angeles-prepared environmental docwnent can be concurrently processed by the LAFCo. 
. ' 

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 STRAU HAUER & 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA. COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

I am employed in the County of Los Angeles, State of California. I 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 ll, 2003, I served the foregoing document(s) 
described as: PETITIONER'S OPENING BRIEF on interested parties in this action by 
placing 0 the original [SJ true copy(ies) thereof enclosed in sealed envelopes 0 as follows: [g] 
as stated on the attached mailing list: 

[SEE ATTACHED SERVICE LIST] 

[g] BY MAIL (CCP. § IOI31aJJ I am readily familiar with the firm's practice of collection. and 
processip.g 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 fuliy 
prepaid at Los Angeles, California in the ordinary course of business. The envelope was sealed 
and placed for collection and mailing on that date following ordinary business practices. 

0 BY PERSONAL SERVICE (CCP. 101/(a); Los Angeles County Local Rule 98(d)J I delivered SUCh envelope(s) by 
hand to the offices of the addressee(s). 

[g] (STATE) 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, California. 

Sharon Thomas Cash 
[Print Name Of Person Executing Proof] [S/gnature) 

600371.0002 LOS ANGELES 63B69 v3 

Proof of Service 



2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

i4 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

CITY OF SANTA CLARITA 
Cheryl Kane, Esq. 
Burke, Williams, and Sorensen, LLP 
611 West Sixth Street, Suite 2500 
Los Angeles, California 90017-2700 

SERVICE LIST 

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 900 12 

THE FOLLOWING PARTIES 
WERE SERVED: 

C/0 LAS LOMAS LAND COMPANY, L.L.C. 
233 WILSHIRE BLVD., SUITE 800 
SANTA MONICA, CALIFORNIA 90401 

THE ESTATE OF RALPH FLORA 
Samuel ~· Biggs, Trustee 
2800 28' Street, Suite 300 
Santa Monica, California 90405 

NEWHALL CALGROVE ESTATES, L.P. 
Ghislane Brassine 
5327 Penfield Avenue 
Woodland Hills, California 91364 

Janet McHaddad 
20 14102 Tiara Street 

Van Nuys, California 91401 
21 

R. Fred McHaddad 
22 14102 Tiara Street 

Van Nuys, California 91401 
23 

Carole Bergin 
24 5216 Corteen Place, # 17 

Valley Village, California 91607 
25. 

Frederick Bergin 
26 5216 Corteen Place, #17 

27 

28 

Valley Village, California 91607 

60037! .0002 LOS ANGELES 635369 v3 

2 
Proof of Service 



':ASE: 

CASE No.: 
DATE: 

JUDGE: 
EVENT: 

TENTATIVE DECISION 

Las Lomas Land Co. LLC v. City of Santa Clarita. et a!. 
RPis: City of LA, et a!. 
BS082219 
Tuesday, April 13, 2004 TIME: 
Dzintra Janavs DEPT.: 

Hearing on Petition for Writ of Mandate 
Hearing on City's Motion to Amend Answer 

9:30a.m. 
85 

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 
2738.) 

On 5/28/02, Petitioner filed an Environmental Assessment Form with the City of Los Angeles to 
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 
-127102, LA issued a Notice of Preparation (NOP) announcing its intent to prepare an EIR for the Las Lomas 
i'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 Specific Plan for 
its Proposal. (9/10/03 Wagman Dec!.) 

. On 12/11102, 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 (I 0 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 Determination for the 
Negative Declaration. (12 AR 3863.) 

On 4/1/03, Petitioner filed this 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 complete 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 
dlleged 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 toP'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'h 1223; Burrtec 
Yaste Industries, Inc. v. City of Colton (2002) 97 Cal.App.4'h 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 ofdiscretion, which can be shown if(!) 
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 declaration 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. Ouail Botanical Gardens Foundation, Inc. v. City of Encinitas 
( 1994) 29 Cal.App.4'h 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) I 06 Cal.App.3d 988, I 002. Substantial evidence is: 

[E]nough 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 Employees 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). Zoning 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 implementthe 
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 ofCEQA, and 
environmental review was required. 

L 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
-coning and annexation actions because they will 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." (I 0 
AR 3257.) Further evidence of environmental impacts was provided to the City by Petitioner in its 
comments to the Negative Declaration. (II 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. !d. 
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. I d. 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 
planned 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 no.ticl) 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, 
~umulative 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 Briefpp. 22-23.) 
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Administrative mandamus actions are subject to general civil pleading rules. CCP § 1109. A 
!)leading 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'h 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 (F AP 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 (F AP), 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 LAFCO 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 
responsibility 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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I 

2 This mat(er came on regularly for hearing on the verified First Amended Petition for Writ of 
( 

3 Mandate on April 13, 2004 at 9:30 a.m. in Department 85 of the above-entitled Court, the Honorable 

4 Dzintra Janavs, Judge presiding. Attorneys Carlyle W. Hall, Jr. and Joyce W. Wong appeared on behalf of 
. . ' 

/ 
-5 Petitioner/Plaintiff Las Lomas Land Company, L.L.C. ("Las Lomas"); Cheryl J. Kane appeared on behalf 

6 of Respondent/Defendant City of Santa Clarita ("Santa Clarita"); Thomas J. Faughnan appeared on behalf 

7 of Respondent/Defendant Local Agency Formation Commission for Los Angeles County ("LAFCo"); and 

8 Jack L. Brown appeared on behalf of Real Party in Interest City of Los Angeles ("Los Angeles"). 

9 After the Court's full consideration and review of the administrative record, the parties' briefs and 

10 counsels' oral arguments; the matter having been submitted for decision; and the Court having issued a 

11 tentative decision, which was deemed and filed as the Court's Statement of Decision on April 13, 2004, 

12 

13 

IT IS ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that: 

I. On the first cause of action for writ of mandate under the California Environmental 

'4 Quality Act ("CEQA"), which Petitioner/Plaintiff Las Lomas asserted against both 

15 Respondents/Defendants Sant<: Clarita and LAFCo, judgment be entered: 

16 • in favor of Petitioner/Plaintiff Las Lomas against Respondent/Defendant Santa Clarita, and 

17 • against Petitioner/Plaintiff Las Lomas in favor ofRespondent/DefendantLAFCo. 

18 2. A peremptory writ of mandate shall iss1.1e from the Clerk of the Court mandating 

19 Respondent/Defendant Santa Clarita to set aside its February 25, 2003 decisions adopting the negative 

20 declaration for and approving the South Santa Clarita pre-zoning and annexation action's (Master Case 

21 02-474- Pre-zone 02-004 and Annexation 02-004) (the "Project"), and thereafter, in any subsequent 

22 processing of the Project, to prepare an environmental impact report in full compliance with CEQA 

23 and in accordance with the Court's April 13, 2004 Statement of Decision. 

24 2. On the second cause of action for equitable estoppel, which Petitioner/Plaintiff Las 

25 Lomas asserted against Respondent/Defendant Santa Clarita, judgment be entered against 

26 Petitioner/Plaintiff Las Lomas in favor of Respondent/Defendant Santa Clarita. 

28 
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1 3. On the third cause of action for declaratory relief, which Petitioner/Plaintiff Las Lomas 

2 asserted against Respondent/Defendant Santa Clarita, judgment need not be made because the issue 
' 

3 has been rendered moot by the Court's ruling on the second cause of action. 

4 4 .. On tqe fourth cause of action for injunctive relief, which Petitioner/Plaintiff Las Lomas 
·' 

- 5 asserted against both Respondents/Defendants Santa Clarita and LAFCo: 

6 • judgment need not be made as between Petitioner/Plaintiff Las Lomas and 

7 Respondent/Defendant Santa Clarita, because the issue has been rendered moot by the Court's 

8 ruling on the first cause of action, and 

9 • judgment be entered against Petitioner/Plaintiff Las Lomas in favor of Respondent/Defendant 

10 LAFCo. 

II 

12 

13 

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 detennine, upon motion by Petitioner/Plaintiff Las 

14 Lomas, whether to award reasonable attorneys' fees and other costs of suit to Petitioners pursuant to 

15 Code of Civil Procedure, section 1021.5, the private attorney general doctrine. 

16 7. The Court reserves jurisdiction to detennine, by return to the peremptory writ of 

17 mandate, whether Respondent/Defendant Santa Clarita has undertaken those actions necessary to 

18 comply with the Court's writ and with CEQA. 

19 APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

20 Dated: j j ~ 7 { 0 j 
21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

28 

Dated: --~-----
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SS HAUER & FELD LLP 

Carlyle I, Jr. 
Attorneys for Petitioner and Plain iff Las Lomas 
Land Company, L.L.C. 

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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1 3. On the third cause of action for declamocy relief, which Petltioner!Plaintltl' Las LomM 

2 asserted against Respondent/Defmdam Santa Clarita, judgment need not be made because the issue 

3 has been rendered moot by the Coun's mling on the second cause of action. 

4 4. On the foUl'lh cause of action for injunctive relief, which Petilionerll'laintiff Las LolllllS 

5 Mserted against both Respondents!Pefendants Santa Clarita and LAFCo:. 

6 • judgment need not be made as between Petitioner/Piaintitl' Las Lomas and 

7 Respondent/Defendant Sama Clarita, because the issue has been rendered moot by the Coun•s 

8 lllling on the first cause of action. and 

9 • judgment be entered against Petitioner/Plaintiff Las LolllllS in favor of Respondent/Oefendant 

10 LAPCo. 

11 5. Petitioner!Piaintitl' Las LolllllS sball be awarded its costs of the suit in the amount of 

12 as against Respondent/Defendant Santa Clarita. 

13 · 6. The Coutt reserves jurisdiction to determine, 11pon motion by Petitioner/Pl!lintitl' Las 

14 Lomas, whethe:r to award reasonable attorneys' fees and other costs of suit to Petitioners pursuant to 

IS Code of Civil Procedufe, section 1021.5, the private attorney general doctrine. 

16 7. The Coun reserves jurisdiction to determine, by ret11m to the pen:mptory writ of 

17 mandate, whether Respondent/Defendant Senta Clarita has undertaken those actions necessacy to 

18 comply with the Coun's writ and with CEQA. 

19 APPROVED AS TO f'ORM: 

20 Dated: jjz.?{oj 

21 

22 

23 

26 

27 

28 
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CITY ATTORNEY ' ')IV 

COUNTY COUNSEL 

Thomas J. Faughnan 
Attorneys for Respondent and Defendant Local 
Agency Formation Commission for Los Angeles 
County 

ROCKY DELGADILLO, City Attorney 
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The Honorable Dzintra Janavs 
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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 l3ERGIN; THE ESTATE OF 
RALPH FLORA; NEWHALL CALGROVE 
ESTATES, L.P., R. FRED and JANET 
MCHADDAD; and Does I through 50, 

Real Parties in Interest. 

Case No. BS 082219 

[Assigned To The Honorable Dzintra Janavs For 
All Purposes] 

Date: April 13, 2004 
Time:. 9:30A.M. 
Dept.: 85 

.x:1 
[PR~ED] PEREMPTORY WRIT OF 
MANDATE 
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1 TO RESPONDENT/DEFENDANT CITY OF SANTA CLARITA: 

2 Judgment having been entered in this proceeding ordering that a peremptory writ of mandate be 

3 issued from this Court, and in consideration of the judgment and the Court's Statement of Decision filed on 

4 April13, 2004, 

5 IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that: 

6 1. Promptly upon service of this writ, Respondent/Defendant City of Santa Clarita ("Santa 

7 Clarita") shall void and set aside its February 25, 2003 decisions adopting the negative declaration for 

8 and approving the South Santa Clarita pre-zoning and annexation actions (Master Case 02-474- Pre-

9 zone 02-004 and Annexation 02-004) (the "Project"); 

10 2. Thereafter, in any subsequent processing of the Project, Respondent/Defendant Santa 

11 Clarita shall prepare an environmental impact report in full compliance with the California 

12 Environmental Qu~lity Act ("CEQA") and in accordance with the Court's April 13, 2004 Statement of 

13 Decision. 

'4 3. Pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21168.9(b), this Court retains jurisdiction 

15 over Respondent/Defendant Santa Clarita's proceedings by way of a return to this writ of mandate, 

16 until the Court has determined that Respondent/Defendant Santa Clarita has fully complied with the 

17 provisions of CEQA and the Court's April 13, 2004 Statement of Decision with respect to the 

18 commands of this peremptory writ of mandate. 

19 APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

20 Dated: ~ \ <..'~ I 6 ~ 
21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

28 

Dated: 
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AKIN(1GUMP s ...... LTi~ HAUER & FELD LLP 

10 ( I (t-b,O . 
.,-,, t \JJ ·r "' 

Carlyle w. 'Mall, Jr. -' 
Attorneys for Petitioner and Plaintiff Las Lomas 
Land Company, L.L.C. 

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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l TO RESPONDENT/DEFENDANT ClTY OF SANTA CLARITA: 

) 2 Judgment having been antered in this proceedlng ordering that a peremptory writ of mandate be 

3 issued from lhis Coun, am! in COIIllidetluion of the judgment ancl the Court's Statement of Decision filed on 

4 April13, 2004, 

5 IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that: 

6 1. Promptly upon service of this writ, Respondent/Defendant City of Santa Clarita (~Santa 

7 Clarita'') shall void and set aside its February 25, 2003 decisions adopting the negative c!eclaration for 

8 anc! approving the South. Santa Clarita pre-zoning am! annexation actions {Master Case 02-474 - Pre-

9 zone 02-004 am! Annexation 02-004) (th~ ~Project"); 

10 2. Tllerea!ler, in any subsequent processing of me Project, Responc:lent/Pefenc!ant Santa 

11 Clarita sball prepa:re an environmental impact report in full compliance witll · the California 

12 Environmental QUiility Act ("'CEQA ") and in accordance with the Court's April 13, 2004 Statement of 

13 Decision. 

)4 3. Pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21168.9(b), tbis Court relllins jurisdiclion 

15 over Responclent!Defendant Santa Clarita's procee<llngs by way of a rerum to this writ of mandate, 

16 until the Court bas. determined that Responclent!Def~nclant Santa Clarita bas fully complied with the 

17 JlfOvisions of CEQA ancl the Court's April 13, 2004 Statement of Oecision with respect to· the 

18 IX'!Dn'alld• of this peremptory writ of mandate. 

19 Al'PR.OVED AS TO FORM: 

20 Paled: ~\1."tj6j 
21 

22 

23 

: nat4,Q z~,?oe4 
26 

)7 

28 

CARL K. NEWTON, City Attorney 
I} , S &: SORENSEN, LLP 
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Dated: ·---

Oated: 

Oated: 

Pated: 
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ROCKY DELGADILLO, City Attorney 

Jack L. Brown 
Attorneys for Reul Party in I11terest City of Los 
Angeles 

CLERK OF THE SUPERIOR COURT 

Deputy 

LET THE F·::>REGOINO WRIT ISSUE, BY ORDER OF THE COURT. 

The Honorable Pzintra Janavs 
Judge of the Superior Court 
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MAY 6 2004 

CITY ATTORNEY , jiV 

COUNTY COUNSEL 

Thomas J. Faughnan 
Attorneys for Respondent and Defendant Local 
Agency Formation Commission for Los Angeles 
County 

Attorn ys for Real Party in Interest City of Los 
Angel 

CLERK OF 1HE SUPERIOR COURT 
JOHM A. CI.ARll. ClERit 

~~/"¢</ 
LET THE FOREGOING WRIT ISSUE, BY ORDER OF THE COURT. 

T I 

S502S25 vi 

The Hono le Dzintra Jan~s 
Judge ofth6 Superior Court v 
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I 

2 

3 Cheryl J. Kane, Esq. 
Burke Williams & Sorensen, LLP 

4 611 West Sixth Street, Suite 2500 
Los Angeles, California 90017 

5 213) 236-2700 (fax) 
ckane@bwslaw.corn 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

Thomas J. Faughnan, Esq. 
Office of County Counsel 
500 West Temple Street, Room 648 
Los Angeles, California 90012 
213-617-7182 (fax) 
tfaughnan@counsel.co.la.ca.us 

II Jack L. Brown, Esq. 
Office of the City Attorney 

12 200 North Main Street, CHE. Room 700 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

13 213-978-8217 (fax) 
j brown@atty .laci ty .org 

14 

15 Las Lomas Land Company, L.L.C. 
233 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 800 

16 Santa Monica, CA 90401 
310-576-0888 (fax) 

SERVICE LIST 

17 (SERVICE VIA FAX AND MAIL ONLY) 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

'7 

28 
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Jct!l LVV0 1U:Lr r'.Ul 

J. MICHAEL CAREY 
Clc,-Clm 

.G __ )"Y OF LOS ANGELE5.__, 
CAL.lFORNIA ' 

omceottM 

Wll~o mala~ i.aquirie!l 
reb.~ ~ thlat lll.a.t14l' 
rd'<:'r to Fll• No. 

CITY CLEI!.K 
Cotmell azul P'ltbli<: Soervie5 

Reool'Q 61G. Clt)!' 1W1 
Lc. Aq:~l ... CA9001Z 

<Autil PUe bltontu.tioo . (213) W-3'103 
Gem:nJ btonution • (Zl3) 4$64706 

Pax: (US) 8f7·063S 
Fu; (21S) 485.3944 

00-2206 
RICHARD J. RIOROAN 

MAYO~ 
R'P.UI'l GlN'SJai.T.RG 

C•lc:r, ~&ad~ Senioe• ~1001 

November 16. 2000 

Honorable Richard Riordan, Mayor 
Council member Bernson 
Council member Galanter 
Planning Department 
Chief Legislative Analyst 

Office of Administrative 
and Research Services 

city Attorney 
Planning and Land Use Management 
·Committee Clerk. Attn: J. White 

RE: SUBMITTING AN APPLICATION TO THE: LOCAL AGENCY FOl":lMA'l'ION COMMISSION 
(LAFCO) FOR A SPHERE OF INFLUENCE THAT INCLUDES THE UNINCORPOJAA.TED 
PORTIONS OF THE SAN. FERNANDO VALLEY 

the meeting of the Council held November 14. 2000, the following 
_tion was taken: 

Attached report adopted ..................................... ,·--~~---
Attached motion (Bernson- Galanter) adopted ................. ··----~~----
Attached resolution adopted() .............................. ···-----------
Mayor concurred ................................................ --------
FORTHWITH •..•••.••.....•.......•.•••••••.••..•..•.••••....•..•. -----
Ordinance adopted .............................................. ----------
Ordinance nurober ............................................... ---------
Effective date ................................................ ·----"------~ 
Publication date ............................................... _. __ ,__ ___ __ 
Mayor vetoed ................................................... ---------
Mayor approved ................................................. ·--------
Mayor failed to act- deemed approved ....................... ···------------

City Clerk 
crm 

. - . ---- ----

AN EQUAl. EMPL.OYMSNT O"P'OffTVNIT'Y- All'll'lltMATIY'E ACTION EMPLOYER 

------
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#55 
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 LAFCO that the 
Santa Clarita sphere should not include 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 ofinfluencc 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 Council direct the City Planiling Department with assistance 
from the Office of the Chief Legislative Analyst to prej)are an application to LAFCO for a Sphere 
oflnfluence. and report bade to the Plarining and Land Use Management Committee within 45 
days. 

~· 

Presented by:~ ... ~ .,. T 
Hal Bernson 
councilman. 12"' DiVct . 

seconded b~7TZ.C-r<:t a~ 

rf\04--~· 
ADOPTED 

NOV 1 4 2000 
LOS ANGELES Cll'f COUNCil 
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LH C!IY LLK U"', ~ax:213-237-0636 Jan ,J 2003 10:28 P. 0~· 

COUNCIL VOTE 

14-Nov-00 10:42:14 AM. #5 

Items for which Public Hearings Have Not Seen Held - Items 7-21 
Voting on Item(s): 12·21 
Roll Call 

BERNSON 
CHICK 
FE(JJ;;R 
GALANTER 
GOLDBERG 
HERNANDEZ 
HOLDEN 
MISCIKOWSKI 
J?;..cHECO 
PADILLA 
RIDLEY-THOMAS 
•SVO!UN!CH 
WACHS 
WALTERS 
'='ERRARO 
Present: 10, Yes: 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Absent 
Absent 
Absent 
Absent 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Absent 

10 No: 0 
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I CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK 

ROOM 395, CiTY HALL 
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90012 

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 

PROPOSED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 
(Article V- City CEQA Guidelines) 

''' ·-·-.. ··-- ·-·-- ' -
LEAD AGENCY COUNCIL DISTRICTS 

LOS ANGELES CITY PLANNING DEPARTMENT CD 12, CD 7, and CD 2 

PROJECT TITLE CASE# 
Change of Organization or reorganization pursuant to the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Reorganization ENV -2004-71 08-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 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 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 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 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 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 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 

~ity of Los Angeles. The plan reflects the most efficient provision of future services including police, fire and utilities, and establishes who would 
.! 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. 

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(SO FOR ANY MITIGATION MEASURES IMPOSED. 

Any written comments received during the public review period are attached together with the responses of the Lead City A9ency. The 
project'decislonmaker 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 
I ~ngeles Department of City Planning Daniel M. Scott, Senior City Plailner 

Van Nuys Boulevard, Room 351 

~~ s~ 
November 18, 2004 

\t•n Nuys, CA 90401 

. . 
Exh1b1t E 



LEAD CITY AGENCY 
Los Angeles Department of City Planning 

RESPONSIBLE AGENCIES 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK 

R00!\-1'615, CITY HALL 
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNEA 90012 

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 

INITIAL STUDY 
AND CHECKLIST 

(Article IV- City CEQA Guidelines) 

COUNCIL DISTRICTS 
CD 12, CD 7, and CD 2 

los Angeles County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) 

PROJECT TITLE/NO. 
Change of Organization or reorganization 'pursuant to the Cortese~KnoxwHertzberg Local 
Reorganization Act of 2000 (Title 5, Division 3, commencing with Section 56000 of the 
California 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 

CASE NO. 
ENV-2004·7108-ND 
CF-00-2206 

DATE 
November 18, 2004 

PREVIOUS ACTIONS CASE NO. • 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 future services including police, fire and utilities, and establishes who would 
have responsibility to provide such services. Jt ls not an annexation nor initiation of annexation proceedings and does not change jurisdictional 
boundaries, regulatory authority, public or private services, tax revenue distribution, or !and use. The proposed project covers 19,242 acres, or slightly 
more than 30 s uare miles. 

VIRONMENT AL SETTING: 
. ,e project area is comprised of mountain ridges of varying heights, canyons and flat land. It is open space developed with approximately 740 single 

family dweUing units and mu!ti~family dwellings that serve a population of approximately 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 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 Susanna Mountains, turning 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 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 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 t.he 
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 Valleys. 

PLANNING DISTRICT ~TATUS: 
Chatsworth Porter Ranch, Northridge, Granada Hllls~Knollwood, Sylmar, Sunland~ 0 PRELIMINARY 
Tujunga Lakeview Terrace~ Shadow HH/s-East La Tuna Canyon OPROPOSED 

• ADOPTED: 7/1411993, 7/10/1996, 8/6/1987,11/18/1997 

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: 0.5 to nla 
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 (Flood way and flood plains: Special Management 
Area, and S (Significant Ecological Area (SEA): Special Management 
Are;tl. 
PLANNED LAND USE & ZONE MAX. DENSITY PLAN 0 DOES CONFORM TO PLAN 
t.t" change ln land use and zoning. 

Ia 0 DOES NOT CONFORM TO PLAN 



PLANNED LAND USE & ZONE 
No change in land use and zoning. 

MAX. DENSITY PLAN 

SURROUNDING LAND USES PROJECT DENSITY 
Undeveloped National Forest lands, single family residential 
dwelllngs, light industrial development, agricultural lands, 1/a 
Sunshine Canyon landfilL 

,.. DETERMINATION (To be completed by Lead Agency) 

On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

0 DOES CONFORM TO PLAN 

0 DOES NOT CONFORM TO PLAN 

• NO DISTRICT PLAN 

• I find that the proposed project <;:OULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a N.EGATIVE DECLARATION 
will be prepared. 

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

Cl I find the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" or "potentially significant unless mitigated" impact On tbe 
environment, but at !east 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. 

0 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 
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 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 earlier document and the extent to which they 
address site-specific conditions 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 to 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 checklistthat are relevant to a project's envirorunental effects in whichever format is 
selected. 

9) 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 envirorunental 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. 

0 Aesthetics 

0 Agricultural Resources 

0 Air Quality 

0 Biological Resources 

0 Cultural Resources 

0 Geology/Soils 

0 Hazards & Hazardous Materials 

0 Hydrology/Water Quality 

0 Land Use/Planning 

0 Mineral Resources 

0 Noise 

0 Population/Housing 

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

... BACKGROUND 

PROPONENT NAME 
City of Los Angeles 

PROPONENT ADDRESS 
6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, Room 351 

Van Nuys, CA 91401-2709 
AGENCY REQUIRING CHECKLIST 
Los Angeles De artment of Cit Planning 
PROPOSAL NAME (If Applicable) 
Sphere of Influence per CF~00-2206 

0 Public Services 

0 Recreation 

0 Transportationtfraffic 

0 Utilities/Service Systems 

0 Mandatory Findings of Significance 

PHONE NUMBER 
(818) 374-5069 

DATE SUBMITTED 
November 18, 2004 



... 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? 

c. Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of 
the site ancj its surroundings? 

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

II. 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 
r•lifomia Department of Conservation as an optional model to use 

lSsessing impacts on agriculture and fannland. Would the 
project: 

a. Convert Prime Fannland, Unique Fannland, or Fannland of 
Statewide Importance, as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to 
the Fannland 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 enviromnent which, due to 
their location or nature, could result in conversion ofFannland, 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 
•.sting or projected air quality violation? 

Potentially Significant 
Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Less Than Significant 

Impact Incorporated Impact No !ntpacl 

0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 

0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 

0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 



c. Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria 
pollutant for which the air basin is non-attainment (ozone, carbon 
monoxide, & PM 1 0) 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 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 Department of Fish and 
Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands 
• s defmed 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 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 § 15064.5? 

Potentially Significant 
Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Less Than Significant 

Impact !11COrporated Impact No Impact 

0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 

0 0 0 • 

0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 

0 0 0 • 



b. Cause a substantial adverse change in significance of an 
archaeological resource pursuant to State CEQA §15064.57 

c. 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 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? 

Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 

iv. Landslides? 

b. Result in substantial soil 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 landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, 
liquefaction, or collapse? 

d. Be located on expansive soil, as defmed 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 
''trough the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous 

aterials 

Potentially Significant 
Impact 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Potentially Significant 
Unless Mitigation ~ss Than Sig11ificant 

Incorporated Impact No Impact 

0 0 • 
0 0 • 
0 0 • 

0 0 • 

0 0 • 
0 0 • 
0 0 • 
0 0 • 
0 0 • 
0 0 • 
0 0 • 

0 0 • 



Potentially Significant 
Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Less Than Significant 

Impact Incorporated !mpnct No Impact 

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

c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely 0 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 on a list of hazardous 0 0 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 land use plan or, where 0 0 0 • 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 0 0 0 • 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 0 0 0 • emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

h. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or 0 0 0 • ,ath 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 0 0 0 • 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 0 0 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 stOJmwater drainage systems or 
provide substantial additional sources of polluted 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 I 00-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? 

.~. 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? 

c. Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natutal 
conununity 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 Sigllificant 
Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Less Than Significant 

Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact 

0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 

0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 

0 0 0 • 

0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 



XI. NOISE. Would the project: Potentially SignificantPotentially Significant Less Than Significant 
Impact Unless Mitigation Impact No Impact 

li!Corporated 

a. Exposure of persons to or generation of noise in level in excess 0 
of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, 

0 0 • 
or applicable standards of other agencies? 

b. Exposure of people to or generation of excessive groundbome 0 0 0 • vibration or groundborne noise levels? 

c. A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the 0 0 0 • project vicinity above levels existing without the project? 

d. A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise 0 0 0 • levels in· the project vicinity above levels existing without the 
project? 

e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where 0 0 0 • such a plari 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 0 0 0 • project expose people residing or working in the project area to 
excessfve noise levels? 

XII. POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the project: 

a. Induce substantial population growth in an area either directly 0 0 0 • (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 0 0 0 • the construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 

c. Displace substantial nmribers of people necessitating the 0 0 0 • 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? 0 0 0 • 
b. Police protection? 0 0 0 • 



c. Schools? 

d. Parks7 

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 ntight 
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.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 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 
cnrves 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)? 

Potentially SignificantPotentia!ly Significant Less Than Significant 
Impact Unless Mitigation Impact No [nlpact 

Incorporated 

0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 

0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 

0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 



XVI. UTILITIES. Would the project: Potentially Significant Potentially Significant Less Than Significant 
!mpact Unless Mitigation Impact No Impact 

Incorporated 

a. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable 0 0 0 • Regional Water Quality Control Board? 

b. Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater 0 0 0 • 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 stormwater drainage 0 0 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 0 0 • existing entitlements and resource, or are new or expanded 
entitlements needed? 

e. Result in a detennination by the wastewater treatment provider 0 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 commitments? 

f. Be served by a landfill with sufficient pennitted capacity to 0 0 0 • accommodate the project's solid waste disposal needs? 

g. Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations 0 0 0 • 'elated to solid waste? 

XVII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE. 

a. Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the 0 0 0 • enviromnent, 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 0 • 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). 

c. Does the project have environmental effects which cause 0 0 0 • substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or 
indirectly? 



.. DISCUSSION OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION (Attach additional sheets ;r necessacy) 

the list of impact categories and subcategories were prepared pursuant to the public Resources Code and the Californ'1a Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA). [Please see the fo!!owing sections of the Public Resources Code and CEOA 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 to Prepare a Negative or Mitigated 
Negative Declaration; ND/MNO), 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 expliclt!y 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 narrative, 
evidence 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 substantial evidence. Substantial 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 controversy over the environmental 
effects of a project shaH not require 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;' (also see CEQA Guidelines sections 15382 and 15384). 

Furthermore, the determination to prepare a Negative or Mitigated Negative Declaration (ND/MND) or an Environmental Impact Report (EJR) is reached 
by the examination of certain facts and supporting data, which clearly support the method of disclosure (i.e. ND/MND, EfR), alternatives, and mitigation 
of environmental impacts. The following criteria must be evident when an EJR Js required by the Lead Agency {CITY OF LOS ANGELES) per CEQA 
GuideUnes 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 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. 
Eliminate important examples of major periods of California history or prehistory. 
Achieve short-term gOals to the disadvantage of long~ term goals. 
Result in environmental effects that are individually limited but cumulatively considerable. 
Result in environmental effects that will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings. 

PREPARED BY TITLE TELEPHONE# 

M. Susan Whisnant Planning Assistant (818) 374-5044 

DATE 

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): 

PROPOSAL INITIATED BY: 

APPLICANT: 

SIGNED: 

TELEPHONE: 

DATE: 

LA County: 480, 481, 482, 499, 500, 503, 504, 529, 
559' 4640' 4641 ,4642 
Ventura County: 367, 479 

X Resolution LandownerNoter Petition 

City of Los Angeles 
6262 Van Nuys Blvd., Room 351 
Van Nuys, CA 91401-2709 

Daniel M. Scott, Senior City Planner 

(818) 374-5069 

May4, 2005 

Exhibit F 



I. 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. 

B. 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. 

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

3. 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 existinQ land uses in 
· the subject area are open space, with scattered single- family 
homes and multi-family homes. 

2. 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 to 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 (Fioodway and floodplains: Special Management 
Area), and S (Significant Ecological Area [SEA]: Special Management 
Area). 



II 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. 

Ill. 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 
(31 0) 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 Halt 465 
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 
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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 

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 

56428 of the California State Code; 

WHEREAS, the territory proposed to be included in this sphere of influence is set forth 

in Exhibit "A", attacbed 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 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 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. 

ATTEST: 

J. Michael Carey, City Clerk 

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

James K. Hahn, Mayor 

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. 
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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 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 
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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 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 th~ 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 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 Susan C) 

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. 
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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, Bel( 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 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; 

4 

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 l.,os 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 pollution 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 
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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 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. 
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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). 
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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 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 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 existenc;e 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. 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 Padilla, District 7 
Honorable Cindy Miscikowski, District 11 
Honorable Greig Smith, District 12 
Mr. John Wickham, Office of the Chief Legislative Analyst 



Exhibits 

A: Map of Current and Proposed Sphere of Influence 
B: Map of LA River and Major Tributaries 
C: Map of San Fernando Valley General Land Use and County Land Use 
D: Map of the Rim of the Valley Corridor 
E: Negative Declaration and Initial Study 
F: Sphere oflnfluence Amendment Application 
G: Resolution to Initiate Proceedings to Adopt an Amended Sphere of Influence 
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Exhibit B: Map of LA River and Major Tributaries 
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Exhibit D: Map of the Rim of the Valley Corridor 



Parklanos and Open Space 

• 

• 

SANTA MONICA MOUNTAINS CONSERVANCY ZONE ·RIM OF THE VALLEY CORRIDOR 

• 
LEGEND 

-- County Lire 

__ Proposed i\ddition to Sphere of Influence 

~ City Boundary 

Exhibit D 



l~ 11~ 
· · J SERVING 

LA, San F8<r.t~~"l<J V:<lley, C<x"~" 'i>~i·ly, 
S~niV;'o'!oy, Me<'>~'p;;il<. Ante!Opt' 'I<'JI'f"i· 

santa Cltllim. ~. Bwb<>lllo. 

Cities block 
:S,SOO homes 

WEATHER 
: Mosli'f :1unny 

HlsM: '.>:; 1<> 
LOYit;:: ;;t) ~,!i 

Ail qualfty: 
\;,,~;;r:ti<J . 

Las Lomas would cover L.A.-Santa Clarita open space 
lly Kerry c~\·anm•lth 
SI<J//Wm,, 

L.)s.-\nr,dc~and Santa (l:mt:• vtlid;;J!,; 
havequictlycut a(.ktd to~plilJilfi$di.:tion 
of 555 acre~ in the Ncwh;d! Pass, ~::. 
!ivdy bk•ckln~ the 5,!\00-homc IY• 
Lom~s development pr<•;x•~cd f,>r dw 
steep hills between the cities 

1 ''•l•k!S from th<-' l\1''' dlies (Ill(!}~)~ 
AnJ:;<:k~ ('.>\lillY government bcg;~.n 
n:ce:inala>t month Klo.ur their~:onC\:rn5 
;\t•mHthe ~rupos<..'d ~~~ Lvmm> minidt~·· 
>lh<lSC r~r.ilh!nl$ W<)UIJ makt ar, ..:~\!· 
11::;\\;d 4·UifJO ~ar uips ada)·. 

!':Jrtk~ mn>l1·d -in :he r.cg...)liativn~ 
>!lie\ >hey have reached an )f)f0rm(ll 
:1;;rc::nlclll to dh·idc the hmd along the 

:-,1.::-)}jnc ;uHl imp<no,: ~tnct tv:tH<f: 
,,:.;:,irem\:nt:> that w;~,:!J rren:n\ L<J~ 
LonJ;)$ from tJCJng do:vdvtH.•J a• 
r~'·toscd. 

'Tl1c_re did ntll apl)\:;J!' tc> be ;my >UP· 
pit fot Lou !.<>rna~ by :my vf th~ tlm.:c 
j:,risdiction$.R s.1id :.-lkhacl \-I1Hph;. 
~- ;•t.; Clarita\ :ntcrg<W<:num·Jlln! rd<t-

_.,,,lflkcr "l,.;~\.,,(1:.1~ pmbnb!~ dm\·c 

dw :)JH•<> \:> ..::->n;~ 
L,-; L: n,H ,kv,.kp.;r P:tlnl\'r <i:d 

't()j IC!lli ;l O:alb 
P::lmc~ ln\·,:sllll·:rn; J1n~ b.-J:n 1\.\,rkmfl 

~·~:C¢ i'J1j}l .m tlw !'l;m h) btldd 1\~•u,;:;;, 
:~p;!:"tn:l.'nt~. ,;h,JI)pmg .,;,:,"itc·!> ;mJ ;)](n:es 
lln whil1 lS ~llii'-'IH!\- 11\liiK<'!f)N~I(l'\\ 

l;l~:~~c~e~·LoMAs , Pil(j(' {!~ 



24- NEWS I 

5,800 homes blocked 
LOMAS i From 

..:nuntv land between tht> Gnhkn 
'.:rate. :1nd ,\ntthtpc V;dky 
rrct•wav:s. 

P:.~lnlcr appli~td in :wo 2 to an ncx 
:he 555 :J.crt::> to !he- t.:i!v of L's 
·\ngclc~. lwping to tap ·inl.1l th~ 
~·~ty's plcnr.l11d water supply. 

S;wta Clarita ofTkials tried to 
'-tOP l .:l" Lomas hy annexing thl' 
i:md be !txt: Palmer could make i! 
part ofLo~Angcl<:i>. But aSuptrim 
Cvun judge blocked Santa Clan­
;;, 's eff<ms on prc>t:eduraleJ.olmds 
in .-\pril. But meanwhile. Pill me( 
wasn't getting mufh support from 
1.•)5 Angeles. 

Lus Angeles City Coun.:ilman 
\_.;rcig Smith, who repn.~scnts u 
portion of the northern San Fer­
nando Valley, w:.1s an <:ar!y 
,·;pponentofa Las LomasmJnicity. 

(',ouncil President Alex Padilla. 
whose distrkl abo !i~s adi<tt:ent 10 
:he Las Lomas pr,)ncrly.-deCiJed 
earlier thl5 vcar he vmuld not' 
:>upport La:>· Lomas bt:cause it 
would destroy open space and be 
difficult !0 supply \Vith scrvio:s. 

Under the tcntati·•c agrccnh~nL 
ht' two cities would split the 

Sc-whall Pass area along the 
ridgeline. Santa Clarita wtmld 
:tnnex about 75 percent of the 
Dropcrty north oft he Santa Susana 
\>!ountainsand zon~ ;!10 allow no 
lH~Ift' th<m one !must' per 1 wow:res. 

L~)s Angdes would bring the 
;cmaining. 25 p.;:rccnt M the 
;n·opcrty into its sphere of influ~ 
•;nee. giving the t'ity the oppt.lrtU­
nlty ttl review pmjt'CIS and lin.t 

right to anne>. pruperty wilhin the 
:r.onc, 

Padllla said he wants·to in~in­
t<tin that steep lanJ as open space 
··- an optilm that c(1uld further 
irnpacl Paimcr·i chances to 
d~?-vi.'lop his minicity. 

"I don't know tc<.:hnicaUv ifLa5 
Lurna:i Is alive or dead," Puditla 
said Tuesday. "Th:1t·s up to the 
dcn.:::]Ojl"Ci." 

Las Lt~m<~s opponents- praised 
:he cit it'S' tentative _agreement, 
saying it op-ens th~ doM to prcR 
:~.erving the last open space 
b<.:twe~n Santa Clarita <md !he city 
of Los Angeles. 

:\n en \o·ironmenlal impact study 
determined the. projctr would rip 
out nearly 3,000 oak trees and 
carve out 20 million <.:ubic yards. of 
dirt. County onidahi had warned 

th!.!:land l'•:t~!0tl$!t:cpand un:>tabll' 
lor dense housing devclopmcrd. 

~It savc:.-s us in the cnvironw 
mental <:omnnmity a huge tlght as 
we wen~ gearing up !t"J g~J to war." 
.-.;aid Bart Rt~cd_ who was orgaR 
nizing a St~)P L1s Lomas dlbrt for 
the Sierra Club's A ngdcs Chapter. 

Lvs AIJgclcs ha:> already begun 
work to t;n!arge ils $phere of 
influence by including roughly 30 
squar~ miles of unip.corpor:ucd 
<~rca along the northern. edge of the 
San Fcrn:HHlo Valley. from 
Cha.tsw'-)ith to L.:tke Vit.~w Terrace. 

Howt:-vcr, Sl)fll~ San Fernando 
Valle\' ri.!sidcnls worrv that 
enlarglpg the Los i\ngclcs'sphcrc 
of influence will lead to annex~ 
ation and rampant Jcvdopment 
on the fo<)thiUs nonh ,)f Chat­
S\vorth and Porter Ranch. 

··1 belicv,:- h'<~ \m~dcs wants 
dcvclopmcrit ;lk·lt.: .. ,- said Kim 
Thompson. a (ir;:.nada Hill:> 
activist. ""I \\:~nt tb~· whole ridge­
line protect.:d. 

..If we d1'fl ':. it'll bt: like th~· 
1 !ollywootl.J·Ii!!-:;, 1!'11 gro\v iWl ~;)' 
controL" 

Councilman Smith ").;lid d!?'~ig,~ 
nating the sphere ul· inilul:'nce will 
not open th..: :m~a ill sruwlh 

""'If anythn~~!· it \t,(l>.!ld rdard 
growth. \\\· h:1\·~~ nwch n\oH' 
·5tringent gr<w,th g.Lndd!!h.~:-> than 
the county.· :"-;r:11th .<lid. chkling 
that much 1:' ''~'hi ltv Lln.d-nnrtf+ 
of tbt! city i>·<)tllhlar;.; 1$ property 
ownedby.l'l~<..·(j;·i:i C ,l_,)f rn.ll klantl 
th~lt will no!. b~· th:v~·h)p-1:d. 

ln5tead. Smith :-;.1itl. expanding 
the L.A. sph;.:r\:" •Jfl nll ucncc would 
g.ivc the cit: mor~ input on pn}­
po:scd coum\· d,·O.·cklpmcnts. :-;uch 
as the 375-h<)me Dci.'rlake Ranch 
north ofCh.l!~wonh. 

·'Without !1-~t· ,;pbc-rc of hi!luw 
<:n~c. we h.i 1 ~~ no !)lac~ at 1hc 
1a6Jc." ,. 

The I.o:-. -\ngdes Plunning 
Departm~m rc..:::nlly 1.:mnpleted 
an ~n ... ·ironrnentai rcvie''"' on 1he 
)pherc--of~in!'lw.:m:t• propMal, and 
the City (\HJJ\~.;il's Planning and 
Land Use Commillec is ~xpet;ted 
to vote on it in lamltul'. 

The county':; Local Agency 
Formation (."ommission. which 
approves :nmc.\<Jtion:t 'vill ulti­
matdy WJk on the s:phcrc-of­
intlue!J.GC cl":angc. 

K&ry Cavanau~;h. ~816) 713-3746 
karry.cavanaug!\@daitynsm.com 
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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 Blvd. 
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 to 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 private 
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 to the 
requirements of Section 15065 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the City of Santa Clarita 

[X] City Council []Planning 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 [ J Are Attached [ J Are Not Attached 

Prepared by:_-,;.,--,--;------­
(Signature) 

Approved by:......,~--,~,.-----­
(Signature) 

Kai Luoma. AJCP, Senior Planner 
(Name/Title) 

Paul Brotzman, Director 
(Name/Title) 

Public Review Period From-"-A.,p,_n~·l-';8,_, ":-20""0""5',-___ T,_o,_,M.,at.Ly~96,_,2,0"'0""5. 
Public Notice Given On April 8, 2005 

[X] Legal Advertisement [ J Posting of Properties [X] Written Notice 

CERTIFICATION DATE: 



INITIAL STUDY 
SOUTH SANTA CLARITA 

SPHERE OF INFLUENCE AMENDMENT 
City of Santa Clarita 

Project Title/Master Case Number: 

Lead Agency name and address: 

Contact person and phone number: 

Project location: 

Applicant's name and address: 

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, AJCP, Senior Planner 
City of Santa Clarita Department of Planning & 
Economic Development 
(661) 255A330 

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 Y. 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 SO! An. __ .Jment Initial Study 
(MC05-078) 

General Plan designation: 

Zoning: 

Description of project and setting: 

Surrounding limd uses: 

Other public agencies whose 
approval is required: 

A. INTRODUCTION 

The 595-acre Sphere of Influence (SOl) 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 dulac) under the 
Los Angeles County's Santa Clarita Valley Areawide 
General Plan, as shown in Figure 1. 

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. 

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. 

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. I-5 
abuts the site to the west. 

Local Agency Formation Commission 
Los Angeles County 
700 North Central Avenue, Suite 350 
Glendale, CA 91203 

The City of Santa Clarita is proposing to amend its existing Sphere of Influence (SOl) 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 SOl amendment would extend the City's SOl 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 to an adopted 
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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 
SOl amendment was approved by the LAFCO, which extended the SOl 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 SOl amendment and annexation, the 60-acre Towsley Canyon SOI 
amendment and annexation, and the 520-acre Whitney Canyon SOl amendment and annexation. 

The project evaluated under this initial study is a request 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 proceedings. 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. 

3 
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FIGURE 1 - SOUTH SANTA CLARITA SOl AMENDMENT AREA EXISTING 
COUNTY LAND USE DESIGNATIONS 
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FIGURE 2- SOUTH SANTA CLARITA SOl AMENDMENT AREA 
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FIGURE 3- EXISTING ZONING IN AND AROUND SITE 
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EXISTING SETTING 

The SOl amendment area is currently located wholly 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 Yz 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 Y. 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 
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 I 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 limited to that 
permitted 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 Initial Study and resulting Negative Declaration (ND) for the SOl amendment have been 
prepared in accordance with the California Enviromnental Quality Act (CEQA) and the 
Guidelines for the Enviromnental Quality Act (Guidelines). 

Approach Used In Preparing the CEOA Checklist 

The preparation of this initial study focused solely on the potential enviromnental impacts of the 
proposed SOl 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 SOl 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 enviromnental document (CEQA 
Guidelines 15367). It is the lead agency's responsibility to determine the direct or 
reasonably foreseeable indirect enviromnental impacts of such a project. As the City is 
the lead agency of only the SOl amendment, potential impacts 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 enviromnental 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 subject 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 

• 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 result 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 EJR includes the 
subject site and is referenced in this document. A copy of this FEJR is located in the offices of 
the City of Santa Clarita Planning and Economic Development Department. 

The EJR states that it evaluates the impacts of development of t)l.e 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 (Hillside Management). The entire site has been zoned A-2-1 
(Heavy Agriculture), which allows for development of up to I dwelling unit per a,cre. 

By applying the land use designations and zoning to the properties that make up the subject site, 
the County bestowed upon the properties the right to develop them with a use and at a density 
that is consistent with the general plan and zoning. The existing designations and zoning permit 
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 enviromnental 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 enviromnental 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, enviromnental 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 checkiist 
on the following pages. 

[ l Aesthetics [ l Agriculture Resources [ l Air Quality · 

[ l Biological Resources [ l Cultural Resources [ l Geology /Soils 

[ l Hazards & Hazardous [ l Hydrology I Water [ l Land Use I Planning 
Materials Quality 

[ l Mineral Resources [ l Noise [ l Population I Housing 

[ l Public Services [ l Recreation [ l Transportation/Traffic 

[ l Utilities I Service Systems [ ] Mandatory Findings of Significance 

C. DETERMINATION: 

On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

[X] I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the 
enviromnent, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 
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[ ] 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 IMP ACT 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 remaill 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: 

Signature/ Title 
Approved by: 

Signature/Title 

Kai Luoma, AICP Date: 
Senior Planner 

Paul Brotzman, Date: 
Director, Planning & Economic 
Development 
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D. EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: 

Potentially Less Than Less Than No 
Significant Significant Significant Impact 

I. AESTHETICS- Would the project: . 

a) F(ave a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, 
but not limited to, primary/secondary ridgelines, 
trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings 
within a state scenic highway? 

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or 
quality of the site and its surroundings? 

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

e) Other----------

Impact / with Impact 

[ ] 

[ ] 

[ ] 

[] 

[ ] 

Mitigation 

[ ] 

[ ] 

[ ] 

[ ] 

[ ] 

[ ] 

[ ] 

[ ] 

[ l 

[ l 

[X] 

[X] 

[X] 

[X] 

[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 
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 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? 

d) Other 
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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 
applicable air quality .plan? 

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

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of 
any criteria pollutant for which the project region is 
non-attainment under an applicable federal or state 
ambient air quality standard (including releasing 
emissions that exceed quantitative thresholds for 
ozone precursors)? 

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? 

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial 
number 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 
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish 
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 
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b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian 
habitat or other sensitive natural community 
identified m local or regional plans, policies, 
regulations or by the California Department of Fish 
and Game or US Fish and Wildlife Service? 

c) 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 a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance? Oak trees? 

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? 

g) Other----------

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES-- Would the 
project: 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change m the 
significance of a historical resource as defined in 
'15064.5? 

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant 
to '15064.5? 
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potentially Less Than Less Than No 
Significant Significant Significant Impact 

Impact with Impact 
Mitigation 

[ l [ l [ l [X] 

[ l [ l [· l [X] 
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[ l [ l [ l [X] 
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Potentially Less Than Less Than No 
Significant Significant Significant Impact 

c) Directly or indirectly destroy or impact a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic 
feature? 

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

e) Other __________ _ 

VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS- Would the project: 

a) Expose people or structures 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 
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? 

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? 

iv) Landslides? 

b) Result in substantial wind or water soil erosion or 
the loss of topsoil, either on or off site? 

c) Be located on a: 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? 
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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 the 
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? 

j) Other _________ _ 

Potentially Less Than Less Than No 
Significant Significant Significant Impact 

Impact with Impact 
Mitigation 

[ l [ J [ l [X] 

[ l [ J [ l [X] 

[ l [ J [ l [X] 

[ l [ l [ l [X] 

[ l [ l [ l [X] 

[ l [ l [ l [X] 

[ l [ J [ l [X] 

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? 

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 oil, pesticides, 
chemicals, fuels, or radiation)? 

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or 
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste 
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed 
school? 
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d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Govermnent 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 pIan 
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 project result in a safety hazard for people 
residing or working in the project area? 

g) Impair 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, m)ury or death involving wildland fires, 
including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized 
areas or where residences are intermixed with 
wildlands? 

i) Exposure of people to existing sources of potential 
health hazards (e.g. electrical transmission lines, gas 
lines, oil pipelines)? 

j) Other _____ _.:__ ____ _ 

Potentially Less Than Less Than No 
Significant Significant Significant Impact 

Impact with Impact 
Mitigation 

[ l [ l [ l [X] 

[ l [ l [ l [X] 

[ l [ l [ l [X] 

[ l [ l [ l [X] 

[ l [ l [ l [X] 

[ l [ l [ l [X] 

[ l [ l [ l [X] 

VIII. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY- Would the 
project: 

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements? 
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Potentially Less Than Less Than No 
Significant Significant Significant Impact 

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 uses or planned uses for which permits 
have been granted)? 

c) 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? 

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 a 
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 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) Place within a I 00-year flood hazard area structures 
. which would impede or redirect flood flows? 

i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of 
loss, injury or death involving flooding, including 
flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or darn? 
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Potentially Less Than Less Than No 
Significant Significant Significant Impact 

j) 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? 

I) Impact Stormwater Management? 

i) Storm water system discharges from areas for 
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 
the flow rate or volume of volume of storm water 
runoff? 

iii) Significant and environmentally harmful 
increases in erosion of the project site or 
surrounding areas? 

iv) Storm water discharges that would significantly 
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 
drainage systems and water bodies? 

vi) Does the proposed project include provisions for 
the separation and reuse of materials? 

IX. LAND USE AND PLANNING- Would the 
project: 
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a) Disrupt or physically divide an established 
community (including a low-income or minority 
community)? 

b) Conflict with any 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, local coastal program, or zoning 
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect? 

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation 
plan, natural community conservation plan, and/or 
policies by agencies with jurisdiction over the 
project? 

d) Affect a Significant Ecological Area (SEA)? 

Potentially Less Than Less Than No 
Significant Significant Significant Impact 

Impact with Impact 
Mitigation 

[ l [ l [ l [X] 

[ l [ l [ l [X] 

[ l [ l [ l [X] 

[ l [ l [ l [X] 

X. MINERAL AND ENERGY 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 ~elineated 
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 in: 

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 of other agencies? 
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b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive 
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? 

c) 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 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 to excessive noise levels? 

Potentially Less Than Less Than No 
Significant Significant Significant Impact 

Impact with Impact 
Mitigation 

[ l [ l [ l [X] 

[ l [ l [ l [X] 

[ l [ l [ l [X] 

[ l [ l [ l [X] 

[ l [ l [ l [X] 

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 thi:: construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere (especially affordable housing)? 

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating 
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 

XIII. PUBLIC SERVICES 
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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? 

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 environment? 

Potentially Less Than Less Than No 
Significant Significant Significant Impact 

Impact with Impact 
Mitigation 

[ 1 [ 1 [ 1 [X] 

[ 1 [ 1 [ 1 [X] 

[ 1 [ l [ ] [X] 

[ ] [ ] [ 1 [X] 

[ 1 [ 1 [ 1 [X] 

[ 1 [ 1 [ l [X] 

XV. TRANSPORTATIONffRAFFIC- 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)? 
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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 traffic patterns, including 
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 
(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)? 

h) Hazards or barriers for pedestrians or bicyclists? 

Potentially Less Than Less Than No 
Significant Significant Significant Impact 

Impact with Impact 
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[ l 
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Mitigation 
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[X] 

[X] 

[X] 

[X] 

[X] 

[X] 

[X] 

XVI. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS- Would the project: 

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the 
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board? 

b) Require or result in the construction of new water or 
wastewater 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 storm 
water drainage facilities or expansion of existing 

. facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects? 
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d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the 
project from existing entitlements and resources, or 
are new or expanded entitlements needed? 

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater 
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 
capacity to accommodate the project's solid waste 
disposal needs? 

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste? 

Potentially Less Than Less Than No 
Significant Significant Significant Impact 

Impact with Impact 
Mitigation 

[ l [ l [ l [X] 

[ l [ l [ l [X] 

[ l [ l [ l [X] 

[ l [ l [ l [X] 

XVII. 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 
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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c) Does the project have environmental effects which 
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 

I. AESTHETICS (a)- (e) No Significautlmpact 

II. AGRICULTURE 
RESOURCES 

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 a5 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 SOI amendment. 

No mitigation is required. 

(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, 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 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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III. AIR QUALITY 

IV. BIOLOGICAL 
RESOURCES 

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 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. 
(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 
govemniental 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. 

(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 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 dispersal or migration corridors. 
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V. CULTURAL 
RESOURCES 

VI. GEOLOGY AND 
SOILS 

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. 

(a)- (e) 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 
govermnental 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. 

(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 as 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 
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VII. HAZARDS AND 
HAZARDOUS 
MATERIALS 

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. 

(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 
goverrunental 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 
developmentJlro]J_osals, no negative environmental impacts related to 
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VIII. HYDROLOGY 
AND WATER 
QUALITY 

IX. LAND USE AND 
PLANNING 

hazards are anticipated. No mitigation is required. 

(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 alter 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 enviromnental impacts to water are anticipated due to 
the proposed modification of the applicant's sphere of influence 
boundary, and therefore no mitigation is required. 

(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 hind 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 existing 
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, aJI of which were driven by property owners: the 
City's policy is to annex properties whose owners initiate such 
proceedings, and changes to that policy are not anticipated. 
Annexation proceedings are currently governed by the Cortese-Knox 
Act, with such act limiting annexations not supported by a majority 
of the property owners involved. The Cortese-Knox act also requires 
annexing properties not whoJly 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 
Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance 
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X. MINERAL AND 
ENERGY 
RESOURCES 

XI. NOISE 

(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. 

(a)- (d) No Significant Impact 

The sphere of influence proposed by the City of Santa Clarita is a 
plan for the future municipal boundaries artd 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 to 
energy and/or mineral resources are anticipated. No mitigation is 
required. 

(a)- (t) 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 prqposed 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 

i people to severe noise levels or vibration. 
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XII. POPULATION 
AND HOUSING 

XIII. PUBLIC 
SERVICES 

. 

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. 

(a)- (c) 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 ofthis 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. 

(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 impacts to 
fire or police protection are anticipated. 

Elementary school service is provided throughout the Santa Clarita 
Valley by four districts: the Castaic Union Elementary School 
District, the Saugus Union Elementary School District, the Newhall 
Elementary School District, and the Sulphur Springs Elementary 
School District. Secondary and high school educational services ate 
provided by the WilliamS. 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.I.P) 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.I.P 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 Clarita'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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XIV. RECREATION 

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. 

(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 ofthis 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. 
TRANSPORTATION I 
TRAFFIC 

(a)- (h) 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 impacts to transportation and/or circulation 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 (a)- (g) No Significant Impact 
SERVICE SYSTEMS 

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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XVll.MANDATORY 
FINDINGS OF 
SIGNIFICANCE 

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 sinlilar 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. 

(a)- (c) No Significant Impact 

No Physical Change In the Environment - Since there is no . 
annexation or development proposal associated with the South Santa 
Clarita SOl amendment, no direct physical change in the 
environment will result from the proposed SOl 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 
tum 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. 

C:\Temp\Temporary Internet Files\OLKl 53\lnitial Study w SOI.doc 
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Wong, Joyce 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 
Subject: 

Greetings, 

Wong, Joyce 
Tuesday, April 26, 2005 12:39 PM 
Dan Palmer (dpalmer@palmerinvestments.com); Jerold Neuman 
Uneuman@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 behalf for your review and approval. Once 
you have approved this draft, it will be ready to be sent as a working draft to 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 declarations -- 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 El R 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 
email or call me with any comments or suggested edits. 

Regards, 
Joyce 

05-04-26 CWH 
letter Santa Clar ... 

JOYCE W. WONG, ESQ. 

AKIN GUMP STRAUSS HAUE-R AND FELD LLP 
2029 CENTURY PARK EAST, SUITE 2400 

LOS ANGELES, CA 9006 7 

DIRECT TEL.: 3 I 0-728-324 I 
DIRECT FAX.; 310-728-2241 

JWONO@AKINOUMP.COM 

WWW AKINOUMP C.QM 
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VIA OVERNIGHT MAIL 

Santa Clarita City Council 
City of Santa Clarita 
23920 Valencia Boulevard 
Santa <;:larita, CA 91355 

May 8, 2005 

CARLYLE W. HALL, JR. 
tel: 310.728.3242 
fax: 310.728.2242 
cwha!l@akingump.com 

Re: Master Case Number MC05-078 (Sphere of Influence Amendment/Negative 
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 
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 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. 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 in 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, inter 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 Late-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]nfluence 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 I 0, 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 to 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 itt "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, 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 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 Processing 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 -
April6, 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.)1 

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 7 5 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 legally 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 after 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 Project 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 

1 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 CEQ A. 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 dejit vu, encountering the same rejficted 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 foreseeable 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.) 

I. 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 Full EIR Must Be Prepared. 

Under the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Reorganization Act of 2000 (the "Act"), 
LAFCo decisions ap!Jroving proposed sphere of influence plans for particular areas continue to 
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." 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).) If no such 
agreement is reached, the LAFCo must implement its own planning policies regarding the 
sphere. (Section 56425(d).) 

Recognizing the key importance 6f 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: 

(I) 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 ~ounty, 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. 
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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 "fi~st 

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 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 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 potential 
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 [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 E!Rs 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 must be to preclude a "piecemeal environmental review" by which 
initial decisions about an overall project are approved early without adequate environmental 
revtew. 

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. These 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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II. 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 action.s 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 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. 

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 nci 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, 
Los 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 MT A commuter line tunnel 
and the proposed MT A 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 riame 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 I 00 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 Lomas 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' Aprill3, 2004 mandate. 

Very truly yours, 

Carlyle W. Hall, Jr. 

Enclosures 
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BACKGROUND 

On November 14, 2000, the City Council adopted a Motion (Bernson-Galanter, 
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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 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 
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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 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 
Los 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 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. 

3 

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, 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. 



Amendment to the SOl 

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; 
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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 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 pollution 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 
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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 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. 
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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). 
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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 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 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. 

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 Padilla, District 7 
Honorable Cindy Miscikowski, District 11 
Honorable Greig Smith, District 12 
Mr. John Wickham, Office of the Chief Legislative 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 
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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 

PROPOSED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 
(Article V- City CEQA Guidelines) 

- '' --··- " 

LEAD AGENCY COUNCIL DISTRICTS 

LOS ANGELES CITY PLANNING DEPARTMENT CD 12, CD 7, and CD 2 

PROJECT TITLE CASE# 
Change of Organization or reorganization pursuant to the Cortese~Knox-Hertzberg 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 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 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 Clarita at the 
Sierra Highway, and following the limits to the south and then east, and continuing to follow the ridge llne eastward to and along the boundary of the 
Angeles National Forest, and turning southward 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 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 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. 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. 

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(SO 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 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 

y-)~ s~ 
November 18, 2004 

Van Nuys, CA 90401 

. . 
Exh1b1t E 



LEAD CITY AGENCY 
Los Angeles Department of City Planning 

RESPONSIBLE AGENCIES 

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) 

COUNCIL DISTRICTS 
CD 12, CD 7, and CD 2 

Los Angeles County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) 

PROJECT TITLE/NO. 
Change of Organization or reorganization pursuant to the CorteseNKnox-Hertzberg Local 
Reorganization Act of 2000 (Title 5, Division 3, commencing with Section 56000 of the 
California 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 

CASE NO. 
ENV-2004-7108-ND 
CF-00-2206 

DATE 
November 18, 2004 

PREVIOUS ACTIONS CASE NO. • 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 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 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 heights, 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 approximately 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 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 Susanna Mountains, turning 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 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 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 ls 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 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 TATUS: 
Chatsworth Porter Ranch, Northridge, Granada Hllls~Knol!wood, Sylmar, Sunland- 0 PRELIMINARY 
Tujunga Lakeview Terrace~ Shadow Hills-East La Tuna Canyon OPROPOSED 

• ADOPTED: 7/14/1993, 7/10/1996, 8/6/1987,11/18/1997 
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 2:0.5 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 (Industrial), RR (Resort 
recreational), W (Flood way and flood plains: Special Management 
Area, and S (Significant Ecological Area (SEA): Special Management 
Area). 

. .. : ... 
PLANNED LAND USE & ZONE MAX. DENSITY PLAN 0 DOES CONFORM TO PLAN 
No change in land use and zoning. 

r'• 0 DOES NOT CONFORM TO PLAN 



PLANNED LAND USE & ZONE 
No change in land use and zoning. 

MAX. DENSITY PLAN 

SURROUNDING LAND USES PROJECT DENSITY 
Undeveloped National Forest lands, single family residential 
dwellings, light industrial development, agricultural lands, n/a 
Sunshine Canyon landfill. 

,... DETERMINATION (To be completed by Lead Agency) 

On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

0 DOES CONFORM TO PLAN 

0 DOES NOT CONFORM TO PLAN 

• NO DISTRICT PLAN 

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

0 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. 

0 I find the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMP ACT REPORT is 
required. 

0 I find the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" or "potentially significant unless mitigated" impact on the 
environment, but at least one effect l) 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. 

0 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 IMP ACTS: 

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 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 detennined that a patiicular 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 detennination 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 earlier document and the extent to which they 
address site-specific conditions 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 to 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 fmm, 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. 

9) The explanation of each issue should identify: 
a) TI1e 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 Agricultural Resources 

0 Air Quality 

0 Biological Resources 

0 Cultural Resources 

0 Geology/Soils 

0 Hazards & Hazardous Materials 

0 Hydrology/Water Quality 

0 Land Use/Planning 

0 Mineral Resources 

0 Noise 

0 Population/Housing 

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

... BACKGROUND 

PROPONENT NAME 
City of Los Angeles 

PROPONENT ADDRESS 
6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, Room 351 

Van Nuys, CA 91401-2709 
AGENCY REQUIRING CHECKLIST 
Los Angeles De .artmcnt of City Plannin 
PROPOSAL NAME (If Applicable) 
Sphere of Influe11Ce per CF-00-2206 

0 Pub lie Services 

0 Recreation 

0 Transportation/Traffic 

0 Utilities/Service Systems 

0 Mandatory Findings of Significance 

PHONE NUMBER 
(818) 374-5069 

DATE SUBMITTED 
November 18,2004 



rtl/" 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? 

c. 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? 

II. AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES. In determining whether 
impacts to agricultural resources are significant enviromnental 
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 assessing impacts on agriculture and fannland. Would the 
project: 

a. Convert Prime Fannland, Unique Farmland, or Fannland of 
Statewide Importance, as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to 
the Fannland 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 ofFannland, 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 quality violation? 

Potentially Significant 
Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Less Than Significant 

Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact 

0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 

0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 

0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 



c. Result in 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 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 ofFish 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 ? 

c. Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands 
as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, hut 
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 migrat01y wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native 
wildlife nursery sites?. 

e. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting 
biological resources, sucb 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 § 15064.5? 

Potentially Significant 
Pote11tially Significant Unless Mitigation Less Than Significant 

Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact 

0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 

0 0 0 • 

0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 

0 0 0 • 



b. Cause a substantial adverse change in significance of an 
archaeological resource pursuant to State CEQA § 15064.5? 

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

d. Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of 
fo1mal cemeteries? 

VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the pr0ject: 

a. Exposure of people or structures 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 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? 

iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 

iv. Landslides? 

b. Result in substantial soil 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 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 

Potentially Significant 
Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Less Than Significant 

Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact 

0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 

0 0 0 • 

0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 

0 0 0 • 



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? 

c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely 
hazardous materials, substances 1 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 Govemment Code Section 
65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to the 
public or the envirorunent? 

e. 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 
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 
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 quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements? 

b. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere 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 uses or planned land 
uses for which permits have been granted)? 

c. 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 
Potentially Sig11ificant Unless Mitigation Less Than Significant 

[mpact Incorporated Impact No Impact 

0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 

0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 

0 0 0 • 



d. Substantially alter tbe 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 stonnwater drainage systems or 
provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff? 

f. Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? 

g. Place housing within a 1 00-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 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 (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? 

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-imp01tant mineral 
resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific 
plan, or other land use plan? 

Potentially Si:p1ificant 
Potentially Significa11t Unless Mitigation Less Thm1 Significant 

Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact 

0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 

0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 

0 0 0 • 

0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 



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 groundborne 
vibration or groundborne noise levels? 

c. 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 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 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? 

c. Displace substantial numbers of people necessitating the 
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? 

b. Police protection? 

Potentially Significal\tPotentially Significant Less Than Significant 
Impact Unless Mitigation Impact No Impact 

Incorporated 

0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 

0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 

0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 



c. Schools? 

d. Parks? 

e. Other govemmental 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 load 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, eifher 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 traffic pattems, 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)? 

Potentially SignificantPotentiall)' Significa111 Less Than Significatlt 
Impact Unless Mitigation Impact No Impact 

l!lcorporated 

0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 

0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 

0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 
0 0 0 • 



XVI. UTILITIES. Would the project: Potentially SignificantPotell\ially Significant Less Than Significant 
Impact Unless Mitigation Impact No Impact 

Incorporated 

a. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable 0 0 0 • Regional Water Quality Control Board? 

b. Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater 0 0 0 • 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 stormwater drainage 0 0 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 0 0 • existing entitlements and resource, or are new or expanded 
entitlements needed? 

e. Result in a detennination by the wastewater treatment provider 0 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 commitments? 

f. Be served by a landfill with sufficient pennitted capacity to 0 0 0 • accommodate fhe project's solid waste disposal needs? 

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

XVII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE. 

a. Does the project have fhe potential to degrade the quality of the 0 0 0 • enviromnent, substantially reduce the habitat of fish or wildlife 
apecies, 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 0 • 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). 

c. Does the project have environmental effects which cause 0 0 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 Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA). [Please see the following sections of the Public Resources Code and CEOA 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 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 "substantia! 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 w "argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, 
evidence 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 substantial evidence. Substantial 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 controversy over the environmental 
effects of a project shall not require 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" (also see CEQA Guidelines sections 15382 and 15384). 

Furthermore, the determination to prepare a Negative or Mitigated Negative Declaration (ND/MND) or an Environmental Impact Report (E!R) is reached 
by the examination of certain facts and supporting data, which clearly support the method of disclosure (i.e. ND/MND, EIR}, alternatives, and mitigation 
of environmental impacts. The fo!!owing criteria must be evident when an EIR is requfred 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 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. 
Eliminate important examples of major periods of California history or prehistory. 
Achieve shortwterm goals to the disadvantage of long-term goals. 
Result in environmental effects that are individually limited but cumulatively considerable. 
Result in environmental effects that will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings. 

PREPARED BY TITLE TELEPHONE# 

M. Susan Whisnant Planning Assistant (818) 374-5044 

DATE 

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): 

PROPOSAL INITIATED BY: 

APPLICANT: 

SIGNED: 

TELEPHONE: 

DATE: 

LA County: 480, 481, 482, 499, 500, 503, 504, 529, 
559,4640,4641,4642 
Ventura County: 367, 479 

6 Resolution LandownerNoter Petition 

City of Los Angeles 
6262 Van Nuys Blvd., Room 351 
Van Nuys, CA 91401-2709 

Daniel M. Scott, Senior City Planner 

(818) 374-5069 

May 4, 2005 

Exhibit F 



I. 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. 

B. 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. 

2. Number of registered voters: Approximately 800 voters. 
(2000 Los An11eles County Demo11raphic Profile Prepared by the 
Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning) 

3. 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 existinq land uses in 
the subject area are open space, with scattered single- family 
homes and multi-family homes. 

2. 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 to 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 (Fioodway and floodplains: Special Management 
Area), and S (Significant Ecological Area [SEA]: Special Management 
Area). 



II THE PROPOSAL 

A. Reasons for initiation ofthis 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. 

Ill. 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 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 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 
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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 

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 

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 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 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. 

ATTEST: 

J. Michael Carey, City Clerk 

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

James K. Hahn, Mayor 

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 

File Number 
00-2206 

Last Changed Date 
04/08/2005 

Title 
SPHERE OF INFLUENCE - PORTIONS OF SAN FERNANDO VALLEY 

Initiated by 
Bernson Mover 2000 I Galanter 

Subject 

Page 1 of 1 

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 LAFCO that the 
Santa Clarita sphere should not include 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 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. 
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 
Legislative 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 

aa~k ] ' Edit 1 
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J. MICHAEL CAREY 
City Clerk 

FRANK T. MARTINEZ 
Executive Officer 

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

00-2206 

November 16, 2000 

lfY OF LOS ANGELE-
cAuFaRNIA 

RICHARD J. RIORDAN 
MAYOR 

Office of the 
CITY CLERK 

Cmmcil and Public Services 
Room 6151 City Hall 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Council File Information- (213) 485-5703 

General Information- (213) 485-5705 
Fax, (213) 847-0636 
Fax:: (213) 485-8944 

HELEN GINSBURG 
Chief, Council and Pllblic Services Division 

Honorable Richard Riordan, Mayor 
Council member Bernson 

Office of Administrative 
and Research Services 

City Attorney Council member Galanter 
Planning Department 
Chief Legislative Analyst 

Planning and Land Use Management 
Committee Clerk, Attn: J. White 

RE: SUBMITTING AN APPLICATION TO THE LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION 
(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 ...................................... ·-----------
Attached motion (Bernson- Galanter) adopted................... X 
Attached resolution adopted () ................................ ·-----------
Mayor concurred ............................................... ·-------
FORTHWITH ...................................................... ------
Ordinance adopted ............................................. ·-------
Ordinance number ............................................... -------
Effective date ................................................ ·------
Publication date .............................................. ·-------
Mayor vetoed .................................................. ·-------
Mayor approved ................................................ ·------
Mayor failed to act - deemed approved ......................... ·-------

City Clerk 
crm 

steno\002206 
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#55 

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 LAFCO that the 
Santa Clarita sphere should not include 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 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 Council 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. 

NOV 1 4 2000 

Presentedby:~ ·~ 
Hal Bernson 
Councilman, 12'h Dis 

LOS ANGELES GllY COUNCil 



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 
Roll Call 

BERNSON Yes 
CHICK Yes 
FEUER Yes 
GALANTER Absent 
GOLDBERG Absent 
HERNANDEZ Absent 
HOLDEN Absent 
MISCIKOWSKI Yes 
PACHECO Yes 
PADILLA Yes 
RIDLEY-THOMAS Yes 
*SVORINICH Yes 
WACHS Yes 
WALTERS Yes 
FERRARO Absent 
Present: 10, Yes: 10 No: 0 


