CITY OF SANTA CLARITA
STAFF REPORT
MASTER CASE NO. 10-150
GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT 10-003, PREZONE NO. 10-002

DATE: March 1, 2011
TO: Chairperson Burkhart and Members of the Planning Commission
FROM: Paul D. Brotzman, Director of Community Development

Jeff Hogan, AICP, Interim Planning Manager
CASE PLANNER: Ben Jarvis, Associate Planner
APPLICANT: City of Santa Clarita

REQUEST: This is a request for a General Plan Amendment (GPA) and Prezone
(PRZ) of approximately 807 acres of land in the Elsmere Canyon area.

LOCATION: The project area is located in the Elsmere Canyon vicinity in the southern
portion of the Santa Clarita Valley and is bounded by State Route 14 on
the west, Whitney Canyon on the north, the Angeles National Forest on
the east, and the Los Angeles City Sphere of Influence on the south.

BACKGROUND

In October 2010, the City purchased 842 acres in the Elsmere Canyon area with the intent to
preserve the land as permanent open space. Some of the City-owned land is adjacent to other
parcels owned by the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy (Mountains Recreation/
Conservation Authority) that were likewise purchased for preservation purposes. After the City
land purchase was completed, staff was directed to commence proceedings to annex Elsmere
Canyon into the City. Specifically, the City seeks to annex those parcels in the Elsmere Canyon
vicinity that are located north and outside of the Los Angeles City Sphere of Influence.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Setting
The proposed project consists of approximately 807 acres of primarily pristine, undeveloped land

containing one single-family residence. The project area is traversed by electric transmission
lines and aqueducts, and is adjacent to and includes the eastern edge of State Route 14 in the
southern portion of the Santa Clarita Valley. The project area does not contain any commercial
centers or uses, nor does it contain any schools or improved parks. There are no major streets or
arterials within the project area, although there are unimproved roads that are used by both
Southern California Edison and the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power to maintain
their utility equipment and transmission facilities. The area contains informal hiking trails that
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provide access into Elsmere Canyon proper and that also connect to trails in the Whitney Canyon
open space area that is also owned by the City. The project area also includes residential parcels
near the intersection of Newhall Avenue and State Route 14 that are owned by private
individuals. These parcels, totaling approximately 15 acres, were not purchased by the City for
open space purposes and are included within the project area so as not to create an
unincorporated County island. Table | contains a summary of land ownership within the project
area:

Table I: Parcel Ownership

Owner/Description Acreage* Percentage*
Southern California Edison Parcels 2.24 >1%
Private/Residential Parcels 14.58 2%
Right-of-Way/Miscellaneous 30.58 4%
City of Los Angeles Department of Water & Power Parcels 92.81 12%
City of Santa Clarita Parcels 278.13 34%
Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy Parcels 388.66 48%
Total: 807* 100%*

*These numbers and acreages are approximate, due to rounding.

The project area is located east of State Route 14, south of Whitney Canyon, west of the Angeles
National Forest, and north of the City of Los Angeles Sphere of Influence. A map of the project
area is shown in Exhibit A. Access to the project area is taken from Sierra Highway via Remsen
Street under State Route 14. Remsen Street is gated at Sierra Highway and private automobiles
are not currently permitted into the area. Pedestrians, hikers, and cyclists can access the project
area either from Sierra Highway via Remsen Street, or from hiking trails in the Whitney Canyon
area near the southern terminus of Newhall Avenue. No roadway construction or infrastructure
improvements are included as part of the Prezone or General Plan Amendment.

Project Entitlements

Pursuant to the State of California Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization
Act of 2000, annexing cities are required to prezone land. The City proposes a General Plan
Amendment and Prezone that would change the land use and zoning designations of the
annexation area in order to be consistent with the City’s zoning and General Plan land use
designations. The City land use designation and prezoning would also be consistent with the
existing Los Angeles County land use designation for the Santa Clarita Valley area plan, and the
City’s prezoning would reflect the existing conditions within the proposed annexation area.

The project is located within the City’s existing General Plan planning area. Under the City’s
current General Plan, the entire project area is designated Residential Estate (RE), as shown in
Exhibit B. The land use designations for the majority of the project area, approximately 792
acres, would change from Residential Estate to Open Space. The existing single-family
residence and three parcels adjacent to the home, approximately 15 acres, would retain the
existing Residential Estate designation. Under the jurisdiction of the County of Los Angeles, the
project area is zoned A-2-1. This zoning applies to the vacant land and residential properties east
of State Route 14. The right-of-way for State Route 14 is not zoned by the County.
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The proposed prezone designations for the annexation area include Open Space and Residential
Estate, and are shown on the Prezone Map (Exhibit C). Density and acreage information can be
found in Table Il below. The proposed prezone designations reflect the existing development in
the area. The existing home was constructed under the jurisdiction of Los Angeles County in
1962 and the County also permitted the water and electrical facilities when they were
constructed. There are no pending entitlements within the project area awaiting County review,
and no new development is proposed as part of the annexation project. Any future development
that was not previously approved and/or environmentally analyzed by the County of Los
Angeles, would be analyzed and reviewed by the City.

Table II: City Prezone

Prezone Acres Density
Residential Estate (RE) 15 1 dwelling unit per 2 acres
Open Space (0S) 792 1 dwelling unit per 40 acres

Two additional entitlements are associated with the Elsmere Canyon annexation project that are
not within the purview of the Planning Commission: Annexation 10-002 and Sphere of Influence
Amendment 10-002, would be heard by the City Council, provided that the Planning
Commission recommends that the General Plan Amendment and Prezone be adopted.

The Annexation would amend the existing City boundary to include the project area within the
City’s jurisdiction. A Sphere of Influence Amendment is required because the proposed project
area falls outside of the City’s existing sphere boundary. The Sphere of Influence Amendment
would contain approximately 807 acres and its boundary would be congruent with the proposed
General Plan Amendment and Prezone boundaries. None of the entitlements associated with the
project would create County islands or non-contiguous City territory.

ANALYSIS

The proposed General Plan Amendment and Prezone would change the land use designation and
potential zoning of the project area. The area would be assigned land use and prezone
designations that are consistent with the City of Santa Clarita General Plan and zoning
ordinance. The new land use and prezone designations would be generally consistent with the
existing County of Los Angeles designations in the project area, as well as the existing land uses.
Should the Commission recommend approval of the project and adopt the accompanying
resolution, the project would proceed to the City Council for further consideration. Upon the
approval of the City Council, the General Plan Amendment and Prezone would become effective
immediately, changing the land use designation of the project area to Open Space and
Residential Estate. Actual zoning of the land would only occur when the project area is formally
annexed by the City of Santa Clarita.

GENERAL PLAN CONSISTENCY

Although the current land uses in the project area are consistent with the City’s General Plan, the
project would redesignate the majority of the project area as open space, reflecting the City’s




Master Case 10-150

Elsmere Canyon Annexation

March 1, 2010
Page 4 of 6

intent to preserve the undeveloped land as a permanent open, greenbelt area. The project is
consistent with the following policies of the Land Use Element of the General Plan:

Policy 2.12:

Policy 2.13:

Policy 5.9:

Policy 5.11:

Promote the retention of open space to preserve significant ridgelines, to
provide land use buffers, and to provide for both public safety and oak
tree preservation.

Encourage the preservation of the Angeles National Forest and Los
Padres National Forest as an open space reserve close to the urban
interface, and an important wildlife habitat and corridor.

Promote the public acquisition of significant ecological areas with the
intent of preserving them as natural open space.

Preserve and protect endangered fauna and flora species, and their
habitats.

The General Plan Amendment and Prezone would also be consistent with, and would promote
the following goals of, the General Plan Open Space and Conservation Element:

Goal 1:

Goal 2:

Goal 3:

Goal 4:

Goal 5:

Goal 10:

To preserve the special natural features which define the Santa Clarita
planning area and give it its distinct form and identity.

To preserve designated natural ridgelines in the planning area to maintain
the aesthetic character of the Santa Clarita Valley.

To protect significant ecological resources and ecosystems, including but
not limited to, sensitive flora and fauna habitat areas.

To preserve open space areas for recreational use as a natural buffer to
more intensive land uses.

To use the open space designation to ensure the public health and safety
and welfare in areas subject to natural hazards.

Protect the historical and culturally significant resources which contribute
to community identity and a sense of history.

Under the County’s Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan, the project area is designated as Hillside
Management. This is generally consistent with the City’s existing General Plan designation for
the area, Residential Estate (RE). The proposed Open Space (OS) designation for the area would
likewise be consistent with the County’s Hillside Management designation, and is more
appropriate for the rugged and undeveloped portions of the project site that are to be preserved as
permanent open space.
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Though it is not yet adopted, the General Plan Amendment would also be consistent with the
land use designations proposed in One Valley One Vision (OVOV), the joint City and County
General Plan. The General Plan Amendment would be generally consistent with Los Angeles
County’s proposed OS and RR1 (Rural Residential) land use designations under OVOV, which
permit the existing uses in the project area.

UNIFIED DEVELOPMENT CODE CONSISTENCY

Whereas the City’s General Plan map designates land uses for the portions of the Santa Clarita
Valley within the General Plan planning area, the City’s zoning map does not include the
proposed annexation area because the area is located outside of Santa Clarita’s city limits. The
City of Santa Clarita zoning map must be consistent with the General Plan Land Use Map
designations. Therefore, in order to facilitate the annexation of the project area into the City, the
parcels within the proposed annexation area must be assigned prezoning designations that are
consistent with the City’s zoning ordinance. Table Il illustrates the existing County of Los
Angeles zoning for the project area, along with the proposed City prezoning designations and
acreages. A map showing the proposed prezone designations is shown in Exhibit C.

Table lll: Zoning Summary

Existing County of Proposed Prezone

Los Angeles Zoning City of Santa Clarita Acres
A-2-1 (Heavy Agriculture) Residential Estate (RE) 15
A-2-1 (Heavy Agriculture) Open Space (0S) 792

The proposed prezone is consistent with the existing uses in the project area. The vast majority
of the project area is undeveloped, vacant land; although a single-family home is located in the
northwest portion of the project area, adjacent to State Route 14 and Newhall Avenue. The Open
Space zone would preserve hillside and canyon parcels that are owned primarily by public
agencies. The privately-owned residential parcels that would be prezoned Residential Estate
would have a density of .5 dwelling unit per acre (one dwelling unit for every two acres). This
compares to the County zoning of A-2-1, which requires a minimum one acre lot size; however,
the Hillside Management designation would further reduce the allowable units in the project area
under the County’s Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan. City zoning would require larger lots than
what is currently allowed by the County; however, due to topography and hillside constraints, the
two acre minimum lot size is more appropriate as it reflects the realistic development limitations
within the project area. Under OVOV, the permitted density would be further reduced to one
dwelling unit per 20 acres. Once prezoned to the proposed land use designations, the project
area would be consistent with the City’s existing Unified Development Code and General Plan.

PUBLIC NOTICING

In compliance with the UDC noticing requirements, a public notice advertising this public
hearing item was mailed to the eight private and public property owners who own land within the
project area. Notices were also sent to all agencies and parties that own land within a 1,000’
radius of the proposed annexation area. Approximately 90 notices were sent in all. An 1/8-page
advertisement was placed in The Signal newspaper on January 27, 2011, and two public hearing
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signs were posted in the area: one at the southern terminus of Newhall Avenue, and the other at
the intersection of Remsen Street and Sierra Highway. Staff has received no letters of opposition
to the project.

ENVIRONMENTAL STATUS

An Initial Study was prepared that evaluated the potential impacts of the project. No significant
impacts were identified that could reasonably result from the General Plan Amendment or
Prezone. Likewise, no potentially significant impacts were identified that could result from the
Sphere of Influence Amendment or the eventual annexation into the City, should this project be
approved by the Planning Commission and City Council. It is therefore determined that Master
Case 10-150 and its associated entitlements would not have a significant effect on the
environment. The requested General Plan Amendment and Prezone are both consistent with Los
Angeles County land use planning policies and reflect the project area’s existing development
and uses.

The Negative Declaration for this project was prepared and circulated for public review and
comment beginning January 28, 2011, through March 1, 2011.

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission:

1) Open the public hearing;

2) Receive testimony from the public;

3) Close the public hearing; and

4) Adopt Resolution No. P11-07, recommending that the City Council adopt a resolution to
adopt the Negative Declaration and approve Master Case 10-150; inclusive of General Plan
Amendment 10-003 and Prezone 10-002, for the Elsmere Canyon Annexation and Sphere of

Influence Amendment.

ATTACHMENTS

Resolution No. P11-07

Draft Negative Declaration and Initial Study
Vicinity Map (Exhibit A)

General Plan Amendment Map (Exhibit B)
Proposed Prezone Map (Exhibit C)

S:\CD\ANNEX\Elsmere Canyon\Planning Commission\MC 10-150 Staff Report.doc
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
(Initial Study)
CITY OF SANTA CLARITA

Project Title and Master Case Number:

Lead Agency name & address:

Contact Person and phone number:

Project Location:

Applicant’s Name and Address:

Existing General Plan Designation:

Zoning Designation(s):

Elsmere Canyon Annexation

Master Case 10-150

Annexation 10-002

General Plan Amendment 10-003
Prezone 10-002

Sphere of Influence Amendment 10-002

City of Santa Clarita
23920 Valencia Boulevard, Suite 302
Santa Clarita, CA 91355

Ben Jarvis, AICP, Associate Planner
City of Santa Clarita

Community Development Department
(661) 255-4330

The proposed project consists of 806.52 acres of land generally
located east of State Route 14, south of Whitney Canyon, west of
the Angeles National Forest, and north of the Los Angeles City
sphere of influence in the Elsmere Canyon area in the southern
portion of the Santa Clarita Valley.

City of Santa Clarita
23920 Valencia Boulevard, Suite 302
Santa Clarita, CA 91355

Existing County of Los Angeles Area Plan designations for the
project area include HM (Hillside Management) for the area not
encumbered by State Route 14, and TC (Transportation Corridor)
for the area of the Caltrans right-of-way, east of the centerline of
the Antelope Valley Freeway. Existing City General Plan
designations that apply to the project area include OS (Open
Space) and RE (Residential Estate).

The project area carries a County of Los Angeles Zoning
designation of Agricultural A-2-1/Heavy Agricultural.





Project Description and Setting:

This initial study was prepared pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act for the Annexation, General Plan
Amendment, Prezone, and Sphere of Influence Amendment for the Elsmere Canyon area. The attached vicinity map
shows the project location (see Exhibit I).

Project Setting

The proposed project consists of approximately 806.52 acres of land generally located east of State Route 14 (Antelope
Valley Freeway or SR-14), south of the Newhall Avenue terminus in Whitney Canyon, west of the Angeles National
Forest Boundary, and north of the Los Angeles City limits and sphere of influence. The project area abuts the existing
City of Santa Clarita boundary in the Whitney Canyon area as well as east of the centerline of State Route 14 and
consists primarily of natural open space. A portion of the project area is visible immediately east of SR-14 (rugged
hillside terrain). The majority of Elsmere Canyon itself is not visible from the freeway and is situated behind a ridgeline,
out of view. A single-family residence is located at the northwest corner of the project area, adjacent to Newhall Avenue
and the Antelope Valley Freeway. In the past, a portion of the project area was used for oil extraction activities, and
abandoned and inactive wells still exist in the area. None of the oil wells is in active production. In October 2010, the
City of Santa Clarita purchased 842 acres in Elsmere Canyon for the purpose of preserving the land as natural open space
for the public’s enjoyment. The portion of that land that is outside of the City of Los Angeles Sphere of Influence, is
included in the project area. The Project area also contains utility corridors, including a Los Angeles City aqueduct and
power transmission lines. Southern California Edison also has power transmission lines that are located in the southwest
corner of the project area.

Project Description

The project consists of the following four entitlements: an Annexation, Prezone, General Plan Amendment, and Sphere
of Influence Amendment. A summary of these entitlements is listed below:

Annexation (ANX 10-002)

The City of Santa Clarita proposes annexation of the project area consisting of 806.52 acres as shown on the vicinity
map. The annexation area consists primarily of natural open space, a single family residence, freeway right-of-way, and
contains utility corridors (an aqueduct and power transmission lines).

General Plan Amendment (GPA 10-003)

The proposed General Plan Amendment (GPA) is summarized in Table 1. A map showing the GPA area can be found in
Exhibit Il. The existing City General Plan land use designation for the project area consists of RE (Residential Estate; .5
dwelling units per acre). GPA 10-003 would redesignate the non-residential portion of the project area, approximately
792 acres, to OS (Open Space). The existing residence and a neighboring parcel in the vicinity of the intersection of
Newhall Avenue and State Route 14 would retain the General Plan land use designation of RE, approximately 15 acres.

Table I: General Plan Amendment Summary

Current City of Santa Clarita | Proposed City of Santa Clarita
Acres General Plan Designation General Plan Designation
Annexation Area:
Elsmere Canyon 792 Residential Estate (RE) Open Space (0OS)

Prezone (PRZ 10-002)

The proposed Prezone (PRZ) is summarized in Table 2 and Exhibit I11. The existing County Zoning for the project area
consists of A-2-1 (Heavy Agricultural — 1 acre minimum lot size). The prezoning of the residential parcels (15 acres) to
Residential Estate (RE), and the prezoning of the remaining 792 acres to Open Space (OS), would be consistent with
GPA 10-003.





Table Il: Prezone Summary

Current Zoning Designation Proposed City of Santa Clarita
Acres County of Los Angeles Prezoning Designation
Existing single family
residence and adjacent Agriculture A-2-1/
parcels 15* Heavy Agriculture Residential Estate (RE)
Elsmere Canyon open Not Agriculture A-2-1/
space parcels 792* Heavy Agriculture Open Space (0S)
Total:  807* |

*Acreage is approximate due to rounding.

Sphere of Influence Amendment (SOIA 10-002)

The project area is currently not located within the City of Santa Clarita Sphere of Influence. Therefore, the project
proposes to amend the City’s Sphere of Influence to include the entire project area of 806.52 acres. Please refer to
Exhibit IV.

Surrounding land uses:

North: Whitney Canyon; open space, vacant land (Open Space (MOCA) zone) within the City of Santa
Clarita

East: Angeles National Forest; open space, vacant land

South: Los Angeles City Sphere of Influence; vacant land

West: Undeveloped industrial land (Business Park Planned Development Overlay zone) within City of

Santa Clarita

Site Access and Infrastructure

The project area takes access from Sierra Highway and Newhall Avenue. The project area is primarily undeveloped,
with rugged hillsides and canyons. Electric transmission lines, aqueducts, and other utility corridors traverse the area.
The proposed project would not require any additional access or infrastructure to be developed.

Other public agencies whose approval is required:
Local Agency Formation Commission





Exhibit I: Vicinity Map





Exhibit I1: Proposed General Plan Amendment Map
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Proposed Prezone





Exhibit IV
Sphere of Influence Amendment





A. ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:

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

[ 1 Aesthetics [ 1 Adgricultural Resources [ 1 AirQuality
[ 1 Biological Resources [ 1 Cultural Resources [1 Geology/Soils
[ 1 Hazards & Hazardous [1 Hydrology & Water Quality [ 1 Land Use & Planning
Materials
[ 1 Mineral Resources [1 Noise [ 1 Population & Housing
[ 1 Public Services [ 1 Recreation [ 1 Traffic & Transportation
[ 1 Utilities & Service Systems [1 Mandatory Findings of
Significance

B. DETERMINATION:

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

[X] [Ifindthatthe proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE
DECLARATION will be prepared.

[ 1 [Ifindthatalthough 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.

[T I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant impact on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

[ 1 [findthatthe 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 is a
“potentially significant impact” or “potentially significant unless mitigated.” An ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPORT, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.

[ 1 [Ifindthatalthough the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there WILL NOT
be a significant effect in this case because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately
in an earlier EIR pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that
earlier EIR, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project.

Signature Date

Signature Date





C. EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:

l.
a)

b)

<)

d)

€)

a)

b)

<)

d)

a)

b)

<)

Potentially Less Than Less Than
Significant Significant Significant
Impact With Impact No
Mitigation Impact
AESTHETICS - Would the project:

Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? ] ] ] X
Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but ] ] ] X
not limited to, primary/secondary ridgelines, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state
scenic highway?
Substantially degrade the existing visual character or ] ] X ]
quality of the site and its surroundings?
Create a new source of substantial light or glare that ] ] ] X
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the
area?
Other ] ] ] ]

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:

Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or ] ] ] X
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as

shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland

Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California

Resources Agency, to nonagricultural use?

Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a ] ] X ]
Williamson Act contract?

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

Other ] ] ] ]

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:

Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the ] ] ] X
applicable air quality plan?

Violate any air quality standard or contribute ] ] ] X
substantially to an existing or projected air quality

violation?

Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of ] ] ] X

any criteria pollutant for which the project region is





d)

€)

f)

Potentially Less Than
Significant Significant
Impact With
Mitigation
non-attainment under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard (including releasing
emissions that exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors)?

Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant ] ]
concentrations?

Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial ] ]
number of people?

Other: Climate Change/Greenhouse Gas Emissions ] ]

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES - Would the project:

a)

b)

<)

d)

4))

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?

Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian ] ]
habitat or other sensitive natural community identified

in local or regional plans, policies, and regulations or

by the California Department of Fish and Game or US

Fish and Wildlife Service?

Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected ] ]
wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water

Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool,

coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling,

hydrological interruption, or other means?

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?

Conflict with any local policies or ordinances ] ]
protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance? Oak trees?

Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat ] ]
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation

Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat

conservation plan?

Affect a Significant Ecological Area (SEA) or ] ]
Significant Natural Area (SNA) as identified on the
City of Santa Clarita ESA Delineation Map?

10

Less Than
Significant
Impact No

Impact
[] X
[] X
[] X
[] X
X []
X []
[] X
X []
X []
X []





Potentially Less Than Less Than
Significant Significant Significant

Impact With Impact No
Mitigation Impact
V. CULTURAL RESOURCES - Would the project:
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance ] ] X ]
of a historical resource as defined in '15064.5?
b)  Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance ] ] X ]
of an archaeological resource pursuant to '15064.5?
c)  Directly or indirectly destroy or impact a unique ] ] X ]
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic
feature?
d)  Disturb any human remains, including those interred ] ] X ]
outside of formal cemeteries?
VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS - Would the project:
a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial ] ] X ]
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or
death involving:
i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated ] ] X ]
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? ] ] X ]
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including ] ] X ]
liquefaction?
iv) Landslides? ] ] X ]
b) Result in substantial wind or water soil erosion or the ] ] ] X
loss of topsoil, either on or off site?
C) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or ] ] ] X

that would become unstable as a result of the project,
and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1- ] ] ] X
B of the Uniform Building Code (1997), creating
substantial risks to life or property?

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use ] ] ] X
of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal
systems where sewers are not available for the disposal
of wastewater?

f) Change in topography of a primary or secondary ] ] ] X

11





9

ridgeline?

Move or generate grading of earth exceeding 100,000
cubic yards?

Potentially Less Than
Significant Significant

Impact With
Mitigation

VII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS - Would the project:

a)

b)

<)

d)

€)

9)

h)

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

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)?

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

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

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

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?

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

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?

Exposure of people to existing sources of potential
health hazards (e.g. electrical transmission lines, gas
lines, oil pipelines)?

[ [
[ [
[ [
[ [
[ [
[ [
[ [
[ [
[ [

VIII. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY - Would the project:

12

Less Than
Significant
Impact No

Impact
[] X
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[] X
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Potentially Less Than Less Than
Significant Significant Significant
Impact With Impact No
Mitigation Impact

b)

c)

d)

9)

h)

)
K)

Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements?

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)?

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?

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?

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?

Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

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?

Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures
which would impede or redirect flood flows?

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 dam?

Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

Changes in the rate of flow, currents, or the course and
directions of surface water and/or groundwater?

Other modification of a wash, channel, creek, or river?

Potential impact of project construction and project
post-construction activity on storm water runoff?

Potential discharges from areas for materials storage,
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Potentially Less Than Less Than
Significant Significant Significant
Impact With Impact No
Mitigation Impact

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?

0) Significant environmentally harmful increase in the ] ] ] X
flow velocity or volume of storm water runoff?

p) Significant and environmentally harmful increases in ] ] ] X
erosion of the project site or surrounding areas?

q) Storm water discharges that would significantly impair ] ] ] X
or contribute to the impairment of the beneficial uses
of receiving waters or areas that provide water quality
benefits (e.g., riparian corridors, wetlands, etc.)?

r) Cause harm to the biological integrity of drainage ] ] X ]
systems, watersheds, and/or water bodies?

IX. LAND USE AND PLANNING - Would the project:

a) Disrupt or physically divide an established ] ] ] X
community?

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or ] ] ] X
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, ] ] ] X
natural community conservation plan, and/or policies
by agencies with jurisdiction over the project?

X. MINERAL AND ENERGY RESOURCES - Would the project:

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

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

C) Use nonrenewable resources in a wasteful and ] ] ] X
inefficient manner?

XI. NOISE - Would the project result in:

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in ] ] X ]
excess of standards established in the local general
plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of
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Potentially Less Than Less Than
Significant Significant Significant
Impact With Impact No
Mitigation Impact

other agencies?

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive ] ] ] X
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?

C) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise ] ] ] X
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing
without the project?

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

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

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

XII. POPULATION AND HOUSING — Would the project:

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either ] ] ] X
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, ] ] ] X
Necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?

C) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating ] ] ] X
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

XI1l. PUBLIC SERVICES - Would the project result in:

a) 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,
acceptable service ratios, response times or other
performance objectives for any of the public services:

i) Fire protection? ] ] R ]

ii) Police protection?

iii) Schools? O ] O X

[
[
X
[
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Potentially Less Than
Significant Significant

Impact With
Mitigation
iv) Parks? ] ]
XI1V. RECREATION - Would the project:
a) 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?
o)) Include recreational facilities or require the ] ]
construction or expansion of recreational facilities
which might have an adverse physical effect on the
environment?
XV. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC — Would the project:
a) Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in ] ]
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)?
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? ] ]
0) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs ] ]
supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts,
bicycle racks)?
h) Hazards or barriers for pedestrians or bicyclists? ] ]
XVI. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS - Would the project:
a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the ] ]
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?
o)) 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?
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Potentially Less Than Less Than
Significant Significant Significant
Impact With Impact No
Mitigation Impact

C) Require or result in the construction of new storm ] ] X ]
water drainage facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the ] ] X ]
project from existing entitlements and resources, or are
new or expanded entitlements needed?

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment ] ] X ]
provider which serves or may serve the project that it
has adequate capacity to serve the project's projected
demand in addition to the provider's existing
commitments?

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted ] ] X ]
capacity to accommodate the project's solid waste
disposal needs?

0) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and ] ] X ]
regulations related to solid waste?

h) Does the proposed project include provisions for the ] ] X ]
separation, recycling, and reuse of materials both
during construction and after project occupancy?

XVIl. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE:

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the ] ] ] X
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 ] ] ] X
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)?

C) Does the project have environmental effects which will ] ] ] X
cause substantial adverse effects on human beings,
either directly or indirectly?
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CITY OF SANTA CLARITA
NEGATIVEDECLARATION

[X] Proposed (Corrected) [ ] Final

MASTER CASE NO: 10-150

PERMIT/PROJECT
NAME: Annexation No. 10-002, General Plan Amendment No. 10-003, Prezone No. 10-
002, and Sphere of Influence Amendment 10-002 for the Elsmere Annexation

APPLICANT: City of Santa Clarita

LOCATION OF THE

PROJECT: The proposed project consists of 806.52 acres of land generally located east and
south of State Route 14, south of Whitney Canyon, west of the Angeles National
Forest, and north of the Los Angeles City sphere of influence in the Elsmere
Canyon area in the southern portion of the Santa Clarita Valley.

DESCRIPTION OF

THE PROJECT: This is a proposal for a Sphere of Influence Amendment, General Plan Amendment
(GPA), Prezone, and Annexation of approximately 807 acres consisting primarily of
undeveloped land. The undeveloped land would be annexed into the City of Santa
Clarita with the intent to preserve the land as permanent open space. The
annexation area contains one home and includes utility corridors (aqueducts and
power transmission lines).

The project proposes a prezone and a General Plan Amendment to designate the
undeveloped area as OS (Open Space) while the residential parcels remaining RE
(Residential Estate). The prezoning designation would likewise be OS and RE,
respectively, over the same parcels. No development is proposed as part of this
Annexation, Sphere of Influence Amendment, General Plan Amendment and
Prezone.

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 [X] Planning Commission [ ] Director of Community Development

finds that the project as proposed or revised will have no significant effect upon the environment, and that a Negative
Declaration shall be adopted pursuant to Section 15070 of CEQA.

Mitigation measures for this project

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

Paul D. Brotzman
Director of Community Development

Prepared by: Ben Jarvis, AICP, Associate Planner
(Signature) (Name/Title)

Approved by: Sharon Sorensen, Senior Planner
(Signature) (Name/Title)

Public Review Period From__January 28, 2011 To March 1, 2011

Public Notice Given On January, 27, 2011

[X] Legal Advertisement [X] Posting of Properties [X] Written Notice

CERTIFICATION DATE:

S:\CD\ANNEX\EIsmere Canyon\Environmental\Initial Study and Negative Declaration\Negative Declaration--Elsmere Canyon Annexation.doc






RESOLUTION NO. P11-07

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION

OF THE CITY OF SANTA CLARITA RECOMMENDING THAT THE CITY COUNCIL
APPROVE MASTER CASE NO. 10-150 FOR GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT NO. 10-003,
AN AMENDMENT TO THE GENERAL PLAN LAND USE MAP, AND PREZONE 10-002,
FOR THE PURPOSE OF PREZONING APPROXIMATELY 807 ACRES, AND
RECOMMEND THE CITY COUNCIL ADOPT A NEGATIVE DECLARATION FOR THE
PROJECT, GENERALLY LOCATED EAST OF STATE ROUTE 14, SOUTH OF WHITNEY
CANYON, WEST OF THE ANGELES NATIONAL FOREST, AND NORTH OF THE CITY
OF LOS ANGELES SPHERE OF INFLUENCE FOR THE PURPOSE OF ANNEXATION

THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF SANTA CLARITA DOES HEREBY
RESOLVE AS FOLLOWS:

SECTION 1. FINDINGS OF FACT. The Planning Commission does hereby make the
following findings of fact:

a.

The project area is located in unincorporated territory within the County of Los Angeles,
bounded by the centerline of State Route 14 on the west, the existing city limit in the
Whitney Canyon area on the north, the Angeles National Forest boundary to the east, and
the City of Los Angeles Sphere of Influence boundary on the south.

The project area consists of approximately 807 acres of land contiguous to the corporate
limits of the City of Santa Clarita on the western and northern boundary of the project
area, as shown in Exhibit A.

The project area is primarily undeveloped land and open space, containing electrical
transmission lines, aqueducts, and one single-family dwelling unit.

The land use to the west of the project consists of the State Route 14 freeway and
undeveloped commercial property within the City of Santa Clarita. The land use to the
north of the proposed annexation area consists of permanent open space in the Whitney
Canyon area, also located within the City of Santa Clarita. Land use east of the project
area consists of open space and undeveloped lands within the Angeles National Forest in
unincorporated Los Angeles County. Land use to the south of the project area includes
vacant agricultural and hillside land within the County of Los Angeles, and also within
the City of Los Angeles Sphere of Influence.

Currently, the project area is zoned A-2-1 (Heavy Agriculture, 1 Acre Minimum Lot
Size) by the County of Los Angeles. Land use designations under the Santa Clarita
Valley Area Plan include Hillside Management and Transportation Corridor.

General Plan Amendment (GPA) 10-003 would designate the project area with General
Plan designations consistent with Los Angeles County land use planning policies and
also consistent with the existing development within the project area. The proposed
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GPA would change a portion of the project area to Open Space (OS) while another
portion would retain its Residential Estate (RE) designation as shown in Exhibit B.

g. Prezone (PRZ) 10-002 would designate the project area with City of Santa Clarita zoning
designations including Open Space (OS) and Residential Estate (RE) as shown in Exhibit
C. The proposed prezone designations reflect the existing development in the area.

h. OnJanuary 28, 2010, an environmental Initial Study was prepared for GPA 10-003, PRZ
10-002, Annexation (ANX) 10-002, Sphere of Influence Amendment (SOIA) 10-002, for
the Elsmere Canyon Annexation. Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA), the Initial Study concluded that no significant adverse environmental impacts
were associated with the project and a Negative Declaration was prepared.

i. The environmental document has been circulated for review and comment by affected
governmental agencies, and also the public, for a 30-day public review period from
January 28, 2011, to March 1, 2011, and posted with the County Clerk.

J.  The Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing on this issue on March 1,
2011. This public hearing was held at 7:00 p.m. at City Hall, 23920 Valencia Boulevard,
Santa Clarita. At the hearing, the Planning Commission considered the staff
presentation, the staff report, the Negative Declaration prepared for the project, and
public testimony on the proposal.

k. Public participation and notification requirements pursuant to Sections 65090, 65391,
and 65854 of the Government Code of the State of California were duly followed.

SECTION 2. CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT FINDINGS. The
Planning Commission has reviewed and considered the Initial Study prepared for the project and
finds and determines as follows:

a. ThePlanning Commission, hereby finds that the proposed Negative Declaration prepared
in connection with GPA 10-003, PRZ 10-002, ANX 10-002, and SOIA 10-002, has been
prepared in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act, has been
reviewed and considered by the Planning Commission, and reflects the independent
judgment of the Planning Commission. Based on the Initial Study and the entire record
of proceedings, there is substantial evidence that the project will not have a significant
effect on the environment. Therefore, the Planning Commission recommends that the
City Council adopt the Negative Declaration for the project as included in the agenda
packet for the March 1, 2011 Planning Commission Meeting. The Director of
Community Development is hereby designated as the custodian of the documents and
other materials which constitute the record of proceedings in this matter. The documents
and materials are on file in the Department of Community Development, City Hall,
23920 Valencia Boulevard, Suite 302, Santa Clarita, CA, 91355.
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SECTION 3. GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT FINDINGS. Based upon the foregoing

facts and findings, the Planning Commission hereby recommends that the City Council find as

follows:

a. The proposed General Plan Amendment 10-003 is consistent with the goals, policies and
objectives of the General Plan in that the proposed land use change is consistent with
existing development and/or existing development entitlements for the subject site;

b. The proposed GPA is consistent with the following policies and goals of the Santa
Clarita General Plan Land Use Element and the Open Space and Conservation Element:

From the Land Use Element:

Policy 2.12:

Policy 2.13:

Policy 5.9:

Policy 5.11:

Promote the retention of open space to preserve significant
ridgelines, to provide land use buffers, and to provide for both public
safety and oak tree preservation.

Encourage the preservation of the Angeles National Forest and Los
Padres National Forest as an open space reserve close to the urban
interface, and an important wildlife habitat and corridor.

Promote the public acquisition of significant ecological areas with
the intent of preserving them as natural open space.

Preserve and protect endangered fauna and flora species, and their
habitats.

From the Open Space and Conservation Element:

Goal 1:

Goal 2:

Goal 3:

Goal 4:

Goal 5:

Goal 10:

To preserve the special natural features which define the Santa
Clarita planning area and give it its distinct form and identity.

To preserve designated natural ridgelines in the planning area to
maintain the aesthetic character of the Santa Clarita Valley.

To protect significant ecological resources and ecosystems, including
but not limited to, sensitive flora and fauna habitat areas.

To preserve open space areas for recreational use as a natural buffer
to more intensive land uses.

To use the open space designation to ensure the public health and
safety and welfare in areas subject to natural hazards.

Protect the historical and culturally significant resources which
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contribute to community identity and a sense of history.

This proposed land use designation change complies with these policies because the land
use designation change will bring the project area into compliance with the City’s
Unified Development Code and the City’s General Plan;

c. The proposed General Plan Amendment 10-003 is in compliance with Section 65358(b)
of the Government Code in that the Land Use Element has been amended no more than
four times in the current calendar year; and

d. Based upon the testimony and other evidence, if any, received at the public hearing, and
upon studies and investigations made by the Planning Commission and on its behalf, the
Commission further finds and determines that this proposal is consistent with the City's
General Plan.

SECTION 4. PREZONE FINDINGS. Based upon the foregoing facts and findings, the
Planning Commission hereby recommends that the City Council find as follows:

a. The Prezoning is required under Section 56375(a)(3) of the Government Code in that
prior to the Local Agency Formation Commission taking an action on an annexation,
annexing land must be prezoned by the annexing city.

b. The proposed PRZ 10-002 amending the City of Santa Clarita Zoning Map is consistent
with the existing development and land use for the subject site; and

c. The proposed PRZ 10-002 is consistent with the objectives of the Unified Development
Code in that it implements the goals and objectives of the General Plan and guides the
future growth of the City in that it meets the development policies of the City of Santa
Clarita.

SECTION 5. The Planning Commission recommends that the City Council hereby adopt the
Negative Declaration prepared for the project and approve Master Case 10-150 for General Plan
Amendment 10-003 and Prezone 10-002 as described in Sections 1 through 4 above.

SECTION 6. The Planning Commission Secretary shall certify to the adoption of this
Resolution and certify this record to be a full, complete, and correct copy of the action taken.
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PASSED, APPROVED, AND ADOPTED this 1st day of March, 2011.
TIM BURKHART, CHAIRPERSON
PLANNING COMMISSION
ATTEST:

JEFF HOGAN, INTERIM SECRETARY
PLANNING COMMISSION

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

I, Jeff Hogan, Interim Planning Commission Secretary of the City of Santa Clarita, do hereby certify
that the foregoing Resolution was duly adopted by the Planning Commission of the City of Santa
Clarita at a regular meeting thereof, held on the 1st day of March, 2011 by the following vote of the
Planning Commission:

AYES: COMMISSIONERS:

NOES: COMMISSIONERS:

ABSENT: COMMISSIONERS:

PLANNING COMMISSION SECRETARY

S:\CD\ANNEX\Elsmere Canyon\Planning Commission\MC 10-150 Resolution.DOC





