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TO:  LAFCo Commissioners 
 
FROM:  Kai Luoma, Executive Officer 
 
SUBJECT: LAFCo 15-08S City of Santa Paula Sphere of Influence Review/Update 
 
 

RECOMMENDATIONS:   
 
It is recommended that the Commission approve one of the following options:   
 
Option 1 - Review the sphere of influence for the City of Santa Paula and determine that no update 
is necessary. 

 
Option 2 - Adopt the attached Resolution (Attachment 3) making determinations and updating the 
sphere of influence for the City of Santa Paula to remove most of the Adams Canyon Expansion 
Area from the sphere of influence for the City of Santa Paula. 

 
Option 3 - Adopt the attached Resolution (Attachment 4) making determinations and updating the 
sphere of influence for the City of Santa Paula to remove most of the Adams Canyon and all of the 
Fagan Canyon Expansion Areas from the sphere of influence for the City of Santa Paula. 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
LAFCos are required, as necessary, to review and update the spheres of influence for each local 
agency a minimum of once every five years.  The sphere of influence for the City of Santa Paula was 
last reviewed by the Commission beginning in 2012 as part of the 2008-2012 Work Plan that was 
adopted by the Commission in 2007.  As part of the 2012 review, the Commission accepted a 
Municipal Service Review (MSR) and made written determinations regarding the City’s current and 
future provision of services (Attachment 1 is the Resolution adopted by the Commission accepting 
the MSR and approving the written determinations in 2012).  On March 20, 2013, based on the 
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determinations of the MSR, the Commission considered three options to review and/or update the 
City’s sphere of influence.  The options were the same as those outlined under the 
“Recommendations” section of this report and discussed in greater detail starting on page 15 of 
this Staff Report.  The Staff Report prepared for the March 20, 2013 LAFCo meeting is attached to 
this Report as Attachment 2.  After substantial public testimony, a motion was made to adopt 
Option 2; however, the motion failed on a 3-3 vote.  A second motion was made to adopt Option 1; 
however, that motion also failed on a 3-3 vote.  As a result, the Commission took no action 
regarding the City sphere of influence and it remained in place without change.     
 
In March 2015, LAFCo staff informed the Commission that the City of Santa Paula Planning 
Commission was scheduled to consider a development project and annexation proposal for 
territory located within the Adams Canyon Expansion Area.  The 79-unit subdivision on 
approximately 35 acres proposes extensive grading on and off the site, as well as the deposition of 
hundreds of thousands of cubic yards of earth into three canyons also located within the Adams 
Canyon Expansion Area.  At the March 18 LAFCo meeting, the Commission directed staff to 
schedule a review of the City’s sphere of influence for the May 20 LAFCo meeting.         
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Spheres of Influence 
 
LAFCo law defines a “sphere of influence” as “a plan for the probable physical boundaries and 
service area of a local agency, as determined by the commission.” (Govt. Code § 56076)  The 
sphere of influence for a city is an important benchmark because it defines the primary area within 
which urban development is to be encouraged.  Indeed, for an area to be annexed to a city, it must 
be located within that city’s sphere of influence.   In a 1977 opinion, the California Attorney 
General stated that an agency’s sphere of influence should “serve as an essential planning tool to 
combat urban sprawl and provide well planned, efficient urban development patterns, giving 
appropriate consideration to preserving prime agricultural and other open-space lands” (60 
Ops.Cal.Atty.Gen. 118, 120).  
 
A local agency formation commission may revise the sphere of influence of a city or district at any 
time the commission determines it is necessary to do so to carry out the commission’s purposes 
and responsibilities.  Accordingly, a commission’s power to revise a sphere of influence is not 
limited to the five-year review set forth in the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government 
Reorganization Act of 2000 (CKH) nor to the submission of a proposal for a change of organization. 
 
Government Code section 56425 is the opening section in the portion of CKH that governs spheres 
of influence.  Section 56425(a) provides, “In order to carry out its purposes and responsibilities for 
planning and shaping the logical and orderly development and coordination of local governmental 
agencies so as to advantageously provide for the present and future needs of the county and its 
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communities, the commission shall develop and determine the sphere of influence of each local 
governmental agency within the county and enact policies designed to promote the logical and 
orderly development of areas within the sphere.”  (Italics added.)  Nothing in CKH says the 
commission’s power to “develop and determine” spheres of influence is limited to particular 
circumstances, such as the five-year review or a proposal for a change of organization.  To the 
contrary, the power is expressly given to the commission “to carry out its purposes and 
responsibilities for planning and shaping the logical and orderly development and coordination of 
local governmental agencies so as to advantageously provide for the present and future needs of 
the county and its communities.”  The broad purpose for which the power is given counsels against 
construing the power too narrowly.  (This, in turn, is supported by Government Code section 
56107(a), which provides that CKH as a whole “shall be liberally construed to effectuate its 
purposes.”) 
 
Furthermore, Government Code section 56427 provides, “The commission shall adopt, amend, or 
revise spheres of influence after a public hearing called and held for that purpose.”  Nothing in CKH 
indicates that the commission’s power to call and hold a public hearing to “amend” or “revise” a 
sphere of influence is limited to the five-year review or actions initiated by others. 
 
In fact, Government Code section 56428(a) provides, “Any person or local agency may file a written 
request with the executive officer requesting amendments to a sphere of influence ... adopted by 
the commission.”  Government Code section 56428(f) says the request can be, but does not have 
to be, “considered and studied as part of the periodic review of spheres of influence required by 
Section 56425.”  Nothing in CKH indicates that the Legislature intended to give “[a]ny person” the 
power to trigger a sphere of influence revision at any time but to withhold that power from the 
commission itself, the very body the Legislature charged with the “responsibilities for planning and 
shaping the logical and orderly development and coordination of local governmental agencies so as 
to advantageously provide for the present and future needs of the county and its communities.”  
Such an interpretation of CKH would be contrary to the Legislature’s mandate that CKH is to be 
“liberally construed to effectuate its purposes.” 
 
Summarizing these (and predecessor) statutes, one court stated, “A sphere of influence is a flexible 
planning and study tool to be reviewed and amended periodically as appropriate.”  (City of Agoura 
Hills v. Local Agency Formation Com. (1988) 198 Cal. App. 3d 480, 490, italics added.)  Consistent 
with this, your Commission has adopted a local policy that provides that your commission “shall 
review and update, as necessary, the adopted sphere of influence of each local agency not less 
than once every five years.”  (Commissioner’s Handbook, rule 4.1.4(a), italics added.) 
 
Thus, your commission may, at any time it determines it is necessary and appropriate to do so, 
review and revise the sphere of influence of a city or district. 
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City of Santa Paula Sphere of Influence 
 
The “Background” section of the March 
20, 2013 staff report (beginning on page 
1 of Attachment 2) describes in detail 
the City’s sphere of influence and 
explains the history that led to its 
current location.  No changes have been 
made to the City’s sphere of influence 
since 2013.    
 
The City’s sphere of influence contains 
approximately 7,783 acres of 
unincorporated land, more than the 
spheres of influence for any other city in 
the County.  The majority of this land 
(approximately 7,586 acres or 11.85 
square miles) is located in an area that 
extends up to approximately five miles 
north of the City (see inset to right).    
  
City of Santa Paula General Plan 
 
The City General Plan divides the area to 
the north of the City into two “Expansion 
Areas” totaling approximately 8,750 
acres, or 13.7 square miles.  These are 
the “Adams Canyon Expansion Area” and 
the “Fagan Canyon Expansion Area” (see 
inset to right).  The Adams Canyon 
Expansion Area encompasses 
approximately 6,600 acres, 
approximately 5,400 of which are 
located within the sphere of influence.  
The Fagan Canyon Expansion Area 
encompasses approximately 2,175 acres, 
all of which are located within the 
sphere of influence.   
 
Proposed land uses within the Expansion 
Areas have been subject to a number of 
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actions by the City and City voters since 2000 and are discussed in detail on pages 16-17 of the 
March 20, 2013 Staff Report (Attachment 2).  Currently, the City General Plan allows for the 
following land uses within the Expansion Areas: 
 

Expansion Area Use/Acreage 

Adams Canyon - 
6,578 acres (5,413 
acres within 
current sphere of 
influence) 

Residential - 495 dwelling units 

One resort hotel 

One golf course 

One school - 40 acres 

Recreation - 100 acres 

Open space - 200 acres  

Fagan Canyon - 
2,173 acres  

Single family residential - 450 dwelling units on 1,953 acres 

Commercial - 76,230 square feet on 5 acres 

Active parks -     7 acres 

Open space - 208 acres  

 
Though the City General Plan lists the uses that are allowed within each Expansion Area, the 
General Plan does not address future development within the Expansion Areas to the degree 
required by state general plan law.  Indeed, it is unknown, even in the most general terms, where 
within the 13.7 square miles contained in the Expansion Areas any house, road, public facility, park, 
school, or other use is to be located.     
 
The inadequacy of the General Plan as it applies to the Expansion Areas is discussed in more detail 
in the March 20, 2013 staff report.  In summary, for the territory within the two Expansion Areas, 
the City General Plan does not include the following required components of a General Plan: 
 

 A land use plan/map that designates the proposed general distribution and general location 
and extent of the uses of the land (see the City General Plan Map Land Use Plan on the 
following page). 

 A circulation plan consisting of the general location and extent of existing and proposed major 
thoroughfares, transportation routes, and other local public utilities and facilities, all correlated 
with the land use element of the plan.   

 A plan for the conservation, development, and utilization of natural resources including water 
and its hydraulic force, soils, rivers and other waters, wildlife, minerals, and other natural 
resources.  

 An Open Space Plan that identifies open space for the preservation of natural resources, 
managed production of resources (including agriculture), recreation, and public health and 
safety.   

 
The only change to the General Plan that has occurred since March 2013 of which staff is aware is 
the certification of the Housing Element by the State Department of Housing and Community 
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Development.  The Housing Element identifies the two Expansion Areas as potential sites for 
market-rate housing in the future.  However, neither site is necessary in order for the City to meet 
its regional housing needs obligation.  
   

 
 
Because the General Plan does not plan for the Expansion Areas consistent with the requirements 
of state law, it does not provide a reliable means by which to determine the location and extent of 
potential future development and service needs within either Expansion Area.   

33



 

 

Staff Report 
LAFCo 15-08S City of Santa Paula Sphere of Influence Review and Update 

May 20, 2015 
Page 7 of 17 

Without adequate planning, it is difficult, if not impossible, to determine if a sphere of influence 
accurately denotes the probable boundaries and service area of a city.  For instance, the Adams 
Canyon Expansion Area is 6,578 acres in size.  Based on the allowed uses identified in the City 
General Plan, the amount of acreage devoted to development could be estimated as follows:  
 

City General Plan Acreage 

Residential - 495 dwelling units 600 acres (1 acre lots plus 20% for roads, other)  

One resort hotel 100 acres 

One golf course 200 acres (according to the Golf Course Superintendent 
Association of America for courses in resort areas) 

One school 40 acres (per City General Plan) 

Recreation 100 acres (per City General Plan) 

Open Space 200 acres (per City General Plan) 

TOTAL 1,240 acres 
    
Based on the above estimates, approximately 1,240 acres within the Adams Canyon Expansion 
Area would be devoted to the allowable uses identified by the City General Plan.  Of the 6,578 
acres identified as being within the Expansion Area, approximately 5,300 acres (over 8.3 square 
miles or 81% of the Expansion Area) would remain undeveloped and would not need urban 
services.  Under this (or a similar) scenario, the current sphere of influence would not be consistent 
with the probable service area of the City.        
 
There are two subareas, one within and one 
adjacent to the Adams Canyon and Fagan 
Canyon Expansion Areas, that warrant special 
consideration: the “Peck/Foothill Property” 
and the approximately 100 acres of 
undeveloped land denoted as “Other Area” 
(see inset).  In 2003, voters elected to include 
the 32-acre Peck/Foothill property within the 
CURB line.  It became part of the Adams 
Canyon Expansion Area as part of the vote to 
include Adams Canyon within the CURB in 
2007.  The City is currently processing an 
application for development of 79 residential 
units on this 32-acre site.  This development is 
not associated with the larger development 
that was envisioned for the remainder of 
Adams Canyon in 2007.  The “Other Area” is 
not a part of either Expansion Area and was 
within the sphere prior to 2000.  It is 
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identified on the General Plan land use map for “Hillside Residential” development.  Therefore, the 
general location, type, and density of planned development of this area are known, and thus its 
service needs can be anticipated.  Staff recommends that both of these areas remain within the 
sphere.     
 
County of Ventura General Plan 
 
In 2014, the Commission adopted policies requiring that for changes of organization and changes to 
spheres of influence, LAFCo must consider the impacts to agriculture and existing open space lands 
as defined by the County’s General Plan.  Because this policy was adopted in 2014, the March 20, 
2013 staff report did not specifically evaluate the potential impact that development of the area as 
part of the City might have on County-designated agricultural and open space lands.  
 
The territory is in the unincorporated 
County, and the County’s General Plan and 
Zoning Ordinance regulate land use.  The 
County General Plan (see inset to right) 
designates approximately 6,626 acres of 
the territory as “Open Space – Urban 
Reserve” and this area is zoned “Open 
Space” with 160-acre minimum lot sizes.  
Approximately 960 acres are designated 
“Agricultural – Urban Reserve” and zoned 
“Agricultural Exclusive” with 40-acre 
minimum parcel sizes.  The “Urban 
Reserve” designation acknowledges that 
the area is currently within the City’s 
sphere, but does not grant any land use or 
development potential beyond that 
allowed for under the “Open Space” or 
“Agricultural” designation.  The table 
below indicates the County General Plan 
designations/acreages for the sphere of 
influence area within each Expansion Area. 
        
Given the fact that the entirety of the 
Expansion Areas consists of existing open 
space and agricultural lands, any development within them is likely to result in adverse impacts.  
However, because the City’s General Plan does not contain a land use plan/map that identifies the 
extent and location of any land uses within the Expansion Areas, the full degree of these impacts of 
developed as part of the City cannot be determined.    
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Agricultural – 

Urban Reserve 
Open Space – 
Urban Reserve 

Adams Canyon Expansion Area  
(5,413 acres within sphere) 

710 acres 4,703 acres 

Fagan Canyon Expansion Area 
(2,173 acres within sphere) 

250 acres 1,923 acres 

Total 960 acres 6,626 acres 
 
Determining a Sphere Of Influence 
 
Govt. Code § 56425(e) provides that in determining a sphere of influence, the Commission must 
prepare written determinations with respect to five areas of consideration.  Each of these 
considerations is listed below followed by a brief discussion.  Additional information and discussion 
related to these determinations can be found in the March 20, 2013 staff report: 
 
(1) The present and planned land uses in the area, including agricultural and open-space lands. 
 

Present Uses:  The approximately 7,586 acres within the Adams and Fagan Canyon Expansion 
Areas that are within the sphere of influence are primarily undeveloped open space land, 
with agriculture (orchards) in limited areas.   
 
Planned Uses - County:  The County General Plan land use designates approximately 87% of 
the territory within the sphere of influence north of the City as “Open Space”, with the 
remaining 13% designated “Agricultural”.  Thus, the planned uses are open space and 
agricultural uses.       
 
Planned Uses – City:  The City General Plan does not identify the location or extent of any 
planned land use designations within either Expansion Area, including agricultural and open-
space lands.     

 
(2) Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services in the Area.  

 
The territory in the Adams and Fagan Canyon Expansion Areas is primarily undeveloped open 
space land with agriculture (orchards) in some areas, thus there is no present need for public 
facilities and services in the area.  The County’s Agricultural and Open Space General Plan and 
zoning designations will allow for the existing uses to continue, thus there is no probable 
need for public facilities and services in the area. 
 
The City’s current General Plan does not include many of the basic requirements of a general 
plan for the Expansion Areas.  Because the City has not identified the location or extent of 
land uses within the Expansion Areas, the location of urban development that would be in 
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need of public facilities and services is not known.  Therefore, it is unknown whether the 
current sphere represents the probable boundary and service area of the City.          

 
(3) The present capacity of public facilities and adequacy of public services that the agency 

provides or is authorized to provide. 
 

The City’s current General Plan does not include many of the basic requirements of a General 
Plan for the Expansion Areas.   Information is not available to determine if the City’s public 
facilities and services are adequate for future development within the Expansion Areas 
because the location, extent, and service needs of future development have not been 
identified or analyzed.   

 
(4) Social or Economic Communities of Interest in the Area.  

 
Staff is not aware of any social or economic communities of interest within or adjacent to the 
current sphere of influence.    

 
(5) Any disadvantaged unincorporated community within the existing sphere of influence. 
 

As defined by Section 56033.5 of the Government Code, a “Disadvantaged Unincorporated 
Community” (DUC) is a community with an annual median household income that is less than 
80 percent of the statewide annual median household income.  There are no DUCs within or 
contiguous to the City sphere of influence. 

 
VENTURA LAFCo COMMISSIONER’S HANDBOOK 
 
The Commissioner’s Handbook (Handbook) is a compendium of the Commission’s local policies.  
Division 4 contains policies and standards related to determining, updating, and amending sphere 
of influence boundaries.  As discussed below, particular sections of the Handbook pertaining to 
spheres of influence merit consideration with regard to the sphere for Santa Paula. 
 
Section 4.2.1 – Consistency with Voter Approved Growth Boundaries 
 
Section 4.2.1 of the Handbook provides:  
 

“For cities that have enacted ordinances that require voter approval for the extension of 
services or for changing general plan designations, sphere of influence boundaries should 
coincide with, or cover lesser area than, voter approved growth boundaries.”  

 
This policy does not indicate a preference that the CURB line is to be the basis for a sphere 
boundary, only that the maximum extent of the sphere is to be the CURB line.  A sphere may cover 
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less area where appropriate.  The current City sphere of influence is consistent with this policy, as it 
covers lesser area than the CURB (the CURB extends beyond the sphere of influence to include 
approximately 1,165 acres that are not within the sphere of influence).  In addition, each of the 
options to reduce the size of the sphere of influence presented to the Commission in this report is 
consistent with this policy, as each would result in the sphere of influence covering lesser area than 
the CURB.   
 
CURBs and their related ordinances (often referred to as SOAR ordinances) are matters of local 
policy.  Generally speaking, they limit a city’s ability to extend services or change land use 
designations for area outside the CURB without the approval of city voters.  The approval of city 
voters to amend the CURB merely authorizes the city to consider future development in that area.  
Though the location of the CURB as established by the voters may be one of the considerations of 
LAFCo when determining a sphere of influence, the action of a city’s voters to amend the CURB 
does not obligate LAFCo to recognize the CURB as the probable future boundaries of the city.  
LAFCo must independently evaluate the appropriateness of including territory within a city’s sphere 
of influence based on relevant provisions of LAFCo law and local LAFCo policies.        
 
Section 4.3.1 – General Standards   
 
This section provides that LAFCo favors sphere boundaries that, among other standards, “[c]oincide 
with existing and planned service areas.” (4.3.1.1(a))  As discussed in this report, there is 
insufficient land use, infrastructure, and public facility planning for the Expansion Areas.  Therefore, 
it appears that the current sphere does not represent the planned service area for the City.   
 
This section also provides that LAFCo discourages sphere boundaries that, among other standards, 
“create areas where it is difficult to provide services.” (4.3.1.2(b))  The sphere extends 
approximately 5 miles north of City boundaries and is approximately 3 miles wide.  The area 
contains rugged topography, steep slopes, narrow canyons, and areas subject to flooding and 
landslides.  Given the size of the area and the variety of constraints, it can be assumed that the 
provision of services to certain areas would be difficult.  However, in the absence of adequate land 
use and infrastructure planning, the level of difficulty with providing services to the Expansion 
Areas is unknown.  
 
Section 4.3.2 – Agriculture and Open Space Preservation          
 
As noted previously in this report, in 2014 the Commission amended its policies pertaining to 
determining spheres of influence so that consideration is given to potential impacts to agricultural 
and existing open space lands as identified by the County’s General Plan.   Several hundred acres 
within the Expansion Areas are used for agriculture and appear to meet the definition of prime 
agricultural land pursuant to LAFCo law (Govt. Code § 56064).  Several thousand acres of the 
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territory is considered to be open space and is devoted to open space uses, as defined by LAFCo 
law (Govt. Code §§ 56059 and 56060). 
 
Pursuant to Handbook section 4.3.2.1:  
 

“LAFCo will approve sphere of influence amendments and updates which are likely 
to result in the conversion of prime agricultural or existing open space land use to 
other uses only if the Commission finds that the amendment or update will lead to 
planned, orderly, and efficient development.”   

 
In order for an update to result in “planned, orderly, and efficient development”, the Commission 
must determine that five specific criteria have been met.  Though this policy most often applies to 
updates that expand a sphere, it is equally applicable to updates that retract a sphere.  Indeed, 
Section 4.1.2 defines a sphere update to be, in short, a “modification of a sphere”.  Furthermore, 
Section 4.1.4(c) acknowledges that sphere updates can include the removal of territory from a 
sphere.  Therefore, it is appropriate for the Commission to consider this policy in the context of this 
sphere update.  Thus, in order for the area to remain within the sphere, the Commission should 
determine that it meets the five specified criteria, each of which is listed and discussed below.   
 
(a) The territory is likely to be developed within 5 years and has been designated for non-

agricultural or open space use by applicable general and specific plans. 
 

Though not specified in the Handbook, LAFCo’s practice has been to consider the general plan 
of a city to be the applicable general plan for any changes to that city’s sphere of influence.  
However, this policy assumes that the city general plan is complete and consistent with the 
requirements of state law for the affected area.  As explained in this report, the City’s current 
General Plan does not include many of the basic requirements of a general plan for the 
Expansion Area, and thus should not be considered to be the applicable general plan.  
Moreover, the City General Plan does not designate any territory of the Expansion Areas for 
non-agricultural or open space use.   
   
The County General Plan designates the entirety of the territory within the Expansion Areas as 
“Open Space” or “Agricultual”.     
 

(b) Insufficient non-prime agricultural or vacant land exists within the sphere of influence of the 
agency that is planned and developable for the same general type of use. 

 
 The 1,500-unit, 500-acre East Area 1 Specific Plan, for which the Commission amended the City 

sphere, was annexed to the City in February 2013.  Therefore, the City sphere contains vacant 
land that is planned and developable for the same general type of use as that contemplated 
within the Expansion Areas    
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(c) The proposal will have no significant adverse effects on the physical and economic integrity of 

other prime agricultural or existing open space lands. 
 
 Due to the inadequacy of land use planning in the Expansion Areas, it is unknown at this time 

the extent to which development in the area would affect other prime agricultural or existing 
open space lands.    

 
(d) The territory is not within an area subject to a Greenbelt Agreement adopted by a city and the 

County of Ventura. If a City proposal involves territory within an adopted Greenbelt area, LAFCo 
will not approve the proposal unless all parties to the Greenbelt Agreement amend the 
Greenbelt Agreement to exclude the affected territory. 

 
 The area is not within a Greenbelt Agreement.   
 
(e) The use or proposed use of the territory involved is consistent with local plan and policies. 
 

The City General Plan is inconsistent with state requirements and does not adequately plan for 
the Expansion Areas in terms of the land use map, circulation plan, public facilities plan, open 
space plan, and conservation plan.  As such, the locations and extent of land uses have not 
been identified or planned for as part of the City General Plan.  Attempting to establish 
consistency with an incomplete plan serves little purpose.            

 
Based on the above analysis, it appears that the current sphere of influence may not “lead to 
planned, orderly, and efficient development”.     
 
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA) 
 
Changes to spheres of Influence are normally considered to be projects subject to CEQA.  LAFCo 
has the sole responsibility for taking action to review and update spheres of influence and is, 
therefore, considered to be the lead agency for this project.  Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15061, 
once a project is determined to be subject to CEQA, the lead agency shall determine whether the 
project is exempt from CEQA.  A project is exempt from CEQA if, among other factors,  
 

“The activity is covered by the general rule the CEQA applies only to projects which 
have the potential for causing a significant effect on the environment.  Where it can 
be seen with certainty that there is no possibility that the activity in question may 
have a significant effect on the environment, the activity is not subject to CEQA.” 
(Section 15061(b)(3)) 
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For CEQA purposes, the options presented in this report for the City of Santa Paula sphere of 
influence review and/or update are exempt from CEQA under Section 15061(b)(3) of the CEQA 
Guidelines, the “general rule” exemption.  The options are exempt because it can be seen with 
certainty that there is no possibility that any of the three options may have a significant effect on 
the environment because the options either make no modifications to the sphere of influence or 
reduce the extent of territory that LAFCo has determined to represent the City’s probable physical 
boundaries and service area. 
 
The territory within the Expansion Areas and the sphere of influence are within unincorporated 
County area and subject to the County General Plan and zoning.  The territory consists of primarily 
undeveloped lands devoted to open space and agricultural uses.  These uses are consistent with 
the County General Plan land use designations and County zoning as discussed previously in this 
report.  The fact that these lands are currently within the sphere of influence for the City does not 
preclude their development consistent with the County General Plan.  Thus, the removal of these 
lands from the City sphere of influence would result in no greater or lesser development potential 
than what exists currently.  The current and allowable uses would remain consistent with the 
General Plan.  
 
With respect for the Adam and Fagan Canyon Expansion Areas, the City’s General Plan does not 
contain many of the basic components outlined in state law.  As such, the General Plan does not 
adequately plan for the area.  Moreover, because the City has no land use authority within the 
subject area and no jurisdiction over changes to the sphere of influence, the City General Plan is 
not applicable.  Thus, from a CEQA perspective, LAFCo’s actions to update the sphere of influence 
need not be consistent with the City General Plan.   
 
In addition, the removal of the territory from the sphere of influence does not alter the City’s 
General Plan in any way.  Only the City can amend its General Plan.  Any development identified in 
the General Plan for the Expansion Areas would not be displaced to another area by LAFCo’s action.  
If the City determines that development in the Expansion Areas is no longer feasible or desirable, it 
could choose to amend the General Plan to remove development potential within the Expansion 
Areas.  If the City determines that development is desirable elsewhere, it can pursue an 
amendment of the General Plan accordingly.  However, these would be voluntary actions by the 
City and the City, as lead agency, would be responsible for complying with CEQA.   
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COMMISSION OPTIONS 
 
Staff has identified three options available to the Commission regarding the review and/or update 
of the City sphere of influence, as follows: 
 

 Option 1: No change 
 
Under this option, no changes would be made to the current sphere.  This would allow the City 
to potentially annex an additional approximately 7,600 acres and expand to approximately 
three times its current size.   
 

 Option 2: Remove Adams Canyon 
Expansion Area (See inset to right) 
   
Under this option, the majority of the 
5,413-acre portion of the Adams 
Canyon Expansion Area would be 
removed from the sphere of influence.  
Should the Commission choose this 
option, it is recommended that the 32-
acre Peck/Foothill property remain 
within the sphere, as the City is 
currently processing a development 
proposal on this property.  Staff also 
recommends that approximately 100 
acres denoted as “Other Area” be 
retained in the sphere, as this area has 
been planned for as part of the 
General Plan and is identified for 
residential development.   
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 Option 3:  Remove both Adams Canyon 
and Fagan Canyon Expansion Areas (See 
inset to right) 
 
Under this option, the Commission 
would remove most of the 
approximately 7,600 acres of the sphere 
that are within the Adams Canyon and 
Fagan Canyon Expansion Areas.  Similar 
to Option 2 above, should the 
Commission choose this option staff 
recommends that the 32-acre parcel at 
the Peck/Foothill intersection and the 
approximately 100 acres denoted as 
“Other Area” be retained in the sphere. 

 
Should the Commission choose Option 2 or 
3, the City would not be precluded from 
submitting an application for a concurrent 
sphere amendment and annexation at any 
time in the future subsequent to the 
adoption of a General Plan update and, if 
desired by the City, adoption of a specific 
plan.   
 
PUBLIC NOTICE 
 
Regarding public notice, Govt. Code Section 56427 provides: 
 

The commission shall adopt, amend, or revise spheres of influence after a public hearing 
called and held for that purpose. At least 21 days prior to the date of that hearing, the 
executive officer shall give mailed notice of the hearing to each affected local agency or 
affected county, and to any interested party who has filed a written request for notice with 
the executive officer. In addition, at least 21 days prior to the date of that hearing, the 
executive officer shall cause notice of the hearing to be published in accordance with 
Section 56153 in a newspaper of general circulation which is circulated within the territory 
affected by the sphere of influence proposed to be adopted. The commission may continue 
from time to time any hearing called pursuant to this section. 

 
Notice of the May 20 hearing was emailed to the City Manager and City Planning Director on April 
23, 2015.  Notice was also posted at the County Hall of Administration and published in the Ventura 
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County Star on April 26.  Though not required to do so, LAFCo staff emailed the public hearing 
notice to representatives of the property owners of the majority of the territory within the 
Expansion Areas on April 27.    
 
 
 
Attachments: (1) Resolution accepting the Municipal Service Review and approving the 

Statements of Determination for the City of Santa Paula. 
 (2) March 20, 2013 Staff Report 
 (3) Resolution to remove the Adams Canyon Expansion Area from sphere 
 (4) Resolution to remove both the Adams and Fagan Canyon Expansion  

 Areas from sphere 
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RESOLUTION OF THE VENTURA LOCAL AGENCY 
FORMATION COMMISSION ACCEPTING THE 
MUNICIPAL SERVICE REVIEW AND APPROVING THE 
STATEMENTS OF DETERMINATION FOR THE CITY OF 
SANTA PAULA 

WHEREAS, the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act 
of 2000 (California Government Code §56000 et seq.) requires each Local Agency 
Formation Commission (LAFCo or Commission) to conduct municipal service reviews 
prior to or in conjunction with sphere of influence studies and updates; and 

WHEREAS, LAFCos are also required, as necessary, to review and update the 
spheres of influence for all agencies not less than once every five years; and 

WHEREAS, the Ventura LAFCo has approved a work plan to conduct municipal 
service reviews and sphere of influence updates and the municipal service review for 
the City of Santa Paula is a part of that work plan; and 

WHEREAS, the Ventura LAFCo has prepared a report titled "Municipal Service 
Reviews - Nine Ventura County Cities" that includes the City of Santa Paula; and 

WHEREAS, the "Municipal Service Review - Nine Ventura County Cities" report 
contains draft statements of determinations as required by California Government Code 
§56430 for the City of Santa Paula ; and 

WHEREAS, the Ventura LAFCo Executive Officer gave notice of a public hearing 
by the Commission to consider the "Municipal Service Reviews - Nine Ventura County 
Cities" report and the statements of determinations necessary to comply with California 
Government Code §56430 for the City of Santa Paula; and 

WHEREAS, the Ventura LAFCo Executive Officer has recommended that the 
municipal service review for the City of Santa Paula be determined to be exempt from 
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to §15061 (b)(3) of the CEQA 
Guidelines; and 

WHEREAS, the municipal service review for the City of Santa Paula and the 
related recommended statements of determination were duly considered on November 
14,2012, as specified in the notice of hearing ; and 

WHEREAS, the Commission heard, discussed and considered all oral and 
written testimony for and against the recommended exemption from CEQA, the 
municipal service review and the written determinations for the City of Santa Paula, 
including, but not limited to , the "Municipal Service Reviews - Nine Ventura County 
Cities" report and the Executive Officer's report and recommendations; 
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, DETERMINED AND ORDERED by the 
Ventura Local Agency Formation Commission as follows: 

(1) The service review for the City of Santa Paula as contained in the Municipal 
Service Reviews - Nine Ventura County Cities report , together with the related 
statements of determination , are determined to be exempt from the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to §15061(b)(3) of the CEQA 
Guidelines. 

(2) The Commission directs staff to file a Notice of Exemption as the lead agency 
under Section 15062. 

(3) The Commission accepts the "Municipal Service Reviews - Nine Ventura County 
Cities" report as presented to the Commission on November 14, 2012, including 
any corrections and revisions accepted at the public hearing and authorizes the 
Executive Officer to make other minor, non-substantive revisions to this report for 
accuracy and completeness. 

(4) The Executive Officer's staff report recommending acceptance of the municipal 
service review report for the City of Santa Paula, dated November 14, 2012, is 
hereby adopted. 

(5) Pursuant to California Government Code §56430 the following statements of 
determination are hereby approved for the City of Santa Paula: 

A. Growth and population projections for the affected area 

According to the State Department of Finance, the City's population as of January 1, 
2012 was estimated to be 29,882. If the 0.38 percent average annual growth rate of 
the past 12 years contin ues, population projections for the City are: 

I City Populat_io_n_ -'--_ _ --'-_-'-

If all of the anticipated development projects that are identified in the General Plan 
were to be built, and additional approximately 8,825 residents would be added to the 
City. 

B. The location and characteristics of any disadvantaged unincorporated 
communities within or contiguous to the sphere of influence 

As defined by Section 56033.5 of the Government Code, a "Disadvantaged 
Unincorporated Community" (DUC) is a community with an annual median 
household income that is less than 80 percent of the statewide annual median 
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household income. There are no DUCs within or contiguous to the City sphere of 
influence. 

C. Present and planned capacity of public facilities, adequacy of public services, 
and infrastructure needs or deficiencies 

Fire services: 
• The City's Fire Department provides fire protection and related services within 

and adjacent to the City. 
• The City relies on firefighter/EMT volunteers to operate two engine companies. 

Based on information obtained in recent budgets, without volunteers, the City's 
current funding would provide for only a single engine company. However, this 
volunteer program on which the City has relied since 2005 has enabled the City 
to meet its response time goals the overwhelming majority of the time. 

• Additional fire protection staffing , equipment, and facilities will be required to 
provide services to future development anticipated in the City's General Plan. 
Though plans are in place to provide for adequate staffing and facilit ies to serve 
the East Area 1 and East Area 2 development projects, no plans appear to be in 
place to provide and fund the facilities and staffing necessary to provide 
adequate fire protection services to development anticipated in the Adams and 
Fagan Canyon Expansion Areas. Without additional fire resources to serve 
future development, current services may be adversely impacted. 

Police services: 
• The City's goal is to provide 1 sworn officer per 800 residents. The City's current 

ratio is 1 sworn officer per 1 ,150 residents. The ratio has fallen in recent years 
from a high of 1 officer per 912 residents. The City's decreased staffing levels 
have corresponded to significant increases in police response times to both 
emergency and non-emergency calls. 

• To maintain or increase the existing ratio of 1 sworn officer to 1,150 residents as 
well as response times, buildout of the General Plan will require additional 
officers, support staff, and equipment. The fiscal analysis conducted for the East 
Area 1 Specific Plan demonstrated that the development would generate 
adequate revenue to fund additional police personnel. Information is not 
available at this time to determine whether other future development will provide 
adequate revenue to fund the additional staffing and equipment that will be 
needed . 

Recreation and park services: 
• The City provides a wide range of park facilities and recreation programs. 
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• The City's goal is to provide 5 acres of park space per 1,000 residents. The City 
operates and maintains approximately 58 acres of developed parkland and 
parkland equivalent, a ratio of 5 acres per approximately 2,576 residents. 

• To meet the City's parkland goal for the current population , a total of 149 acres of 
parkland would be necessary. 

Solid waste services: 
• The City contracts with a refuse collection company for solid waste collection and 

disposal services. Customers are billed directly by the service provider for these 
services. 

• The sale of the City's waste hauling vehicles provided one-time revenues in 
2011 -12 ($575,000) and 2012-13 ($858,875). Ongoing revenues of $405,000 in 
franchise fees and rentals are anticipated . 

Streets and highways: 
• The City provides street maintenance, street sweeping, landscaping 

maintenance, and storm drain maintenance services. Street lighting services are 
provided by a private contractor. 

• The streets maintenance function of the Public Works Department has 
experienced substantial staff reductions since 2009, 

• Needed storm drain improvements identified in the 2008 Storm Drain Master 
Plan have not been funded or constructed. 

Potable and recycled water: 
• The City provides potable water within and adjacent to the City. The City's water 

supply comes exclusively from groundwater. 
• The City's current groundwater allocation is adequate to meet current demands. 
• The City's future water supplies appear to be adequate to meet future demands 

resulting from anticipated development. However, it is unclear at this time 
whether future development will generate sufficient revenue to cover the costs to 
construct, operate, and maintain the infrastructure necessary to deliver potable 
water, particularly to the Adams and Fagan Canyon Expansion Areas. 

• The City anticipates that beginning in 2015 , it will provide recycled water from the 
recently competed Water Recycling Facility to new development anticipated in 
the General Plan . However, demand projections for recycled water appear to be 
based on levels of future development that have since been substantially 
decreased. It is not clear whether it will be cost effective to install and maintain 
the infrastructure necessary to deliver recycled water to future development, 
particularly development in the Adams and Fagan Canyon Expansion Areas. 
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Wastewater: 
• The City provides wastewater collection and treatment services to the City and to 

adjacent areas. 
• The City entered into a contract with a private company to finance, design, build, 

and operate a new wastewater treatment and water recycling facility for 30 years. 
The new treatment facility was completed in 2010 with a treatment capacity of 
4.2 million gallons per day. It appears that the facility has the capacity to provide 
wastewater treatment services for the City. 

• Significant sections of the City's wastewater collection system are currently in 
poor condition and/or are over capacity and in need of replacement. 

• It appears that the new wastewater treatment facility has adequate capacity to 
accommodate wastewater treatment demands resulting from future development 
anticipated in the General Plan. 

• Future development anticipated in the General Plan will require substantial 
expansion of the City's wastewater collection system and will result in capacity 
deficiencies in some portions of the existing system. Information is not available 
at this time whether future development will generate adequate revenue to cover 
the costs to construct, upgrade, operate, and maintain the infrastructure 
necessary to provide wastewater collection, particularly to the Adams and Fagan 
Canyon Expansion Areas. 

D. Financial ability of agencies to provide services 

• At present, it appears that the City has the financial ability to provide a full range 
of municipal services. However, the levels of various services have decreased 
and service charges/rates paid by residents have increased, which is 
understandable due to revenue shortfalls and other budget constraints. 

• According to the fiscal analysis prepared for the East Area 1 Specific Plan 
development, for which LAFCo approved a sphere of influence amendment and 
reorganization in 2011, the development will generate adequate revenue to fully 
fund all necessary City services. 

• Due to their close proximity to existing service infrastructure, streets, and other 
City facilities the extension of services to the East Area 2 and West Area 2 
Planning areas, as well as the Stewart Property, is likely to be cost effective. 
This is particularly true given that the majority of development in these areas is 
anticipated to be revenue-generating commercial and industrial uses. 

• Given the large geographical extent of the Adams and Fagan Canyon Expansion 
Areas, the cost of extending, operating, and maintaining service infrastructure 
and facilities in these areas will likely be substantial based on the level of 
development anticipated in the current General Plan. Due to the fact that 
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planning in the way of land use, infrastructure, circulation , and financing for these 
areas has not yet occurred , the costs to provide services to them, as well as the 
sources of revenue to cover those costs, have not been identified. Given that 
development in each expansion area is currently limited to fewer than 500 
residential units and a limited amount of revenue-generating commercial 
development, it is unclear whether development in these areas would be 
financially feasible . 

• The fiscal year 2012-13 adopted budget provides $179,052 for contingencies, or 
1.6 percent of General Fund operating expenses. Thus, if actual revenues are 
1.6 percent less than anticipated or actual costs are 1.6 percent greater than 
anticipated , funds may have to be diverted and City operations may be impacted . 

E. Status of, and opportunities for, shared facilities 

• The City actively cooperates with other agencies as appropriate to share 
facilities. 

• The City has a formal joint use agreement with the Santa Paula Elementary 
School District for shared park and recreational facilities. Fire dispatch service is 
shared and provided by the Ventura County Fire Protection District. 

• No other obvious additional opportunities for shared facilities were noted . 

F. Accountability for community service needs, including governmental structure 
and operational efficiencies 

• The City is locally accountable through an elected legislative body, adherence to 
applicable government code sections, open and accessible meetings, 
dissemination of information, and encouragement of public participation. 

• The City's accountability to community service needs is reflected in the following 
objectives as described in the fiscal year 2012-13 adopted budget: 

).- Traffic Safety 
o Respond within 30 minutes to all requests from dispatch regarding traffic 

hazards. 
o Repair/replace all damaged regulatory signs, advisory signs, and 

informational signs within two week of report . 
o Remove graffiti from all signs, sign posts, and signal light posts within 24 

hours of report 
o Repair all City-owned street lighting fixtures within two weeks of report. 

Forward street lighting repair needs to Southern California Edison with 72 
hours of notice. 

).> Water Quality 
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o Respond within 30 minutes to sewage overflows; contain , report, and 
clean up overflow. 

o Investigate all customer concerns within 30 minutes. 
o Respond within 30 minutes to low-hazard spills or vehicle collision Hazmat 

clean up requests . 
." Water Service 

o Respond within 15 minutes to all requests regarding serious system water 
leaks 

o Respond within 30 minutes to all daytime and after hours requests 
regarding water distribution . 

." Wastewater 
o Keep leaks and overflows to less than 1 per month. 
o Establish a "hot spots" (problem areas) maintenance program. 

• The City maintains a web site that contains basic public information and has 
made various improvements to it since the 2007 MSR. The City now posts 
current and past operating and CIP budgets and the General Plan. 

• The City could substantially improve its web site for the purpose of local 
accountability and governance by posting staff reports linked to both City Council 
and Planning Commission agendas. In addition , due to the fact that the US 
Census reported that 59 percent of City residents speak other than English at 
home, the City should consider providing a bilingual format for the website. The 
City currently provides some public notices in Spanish and provides bilingual 
staff in each department. Until last year, City Council meetings were simulcast in 
Spanish. 

• Meetings of the City Council are broadcast live by the City's franchise cable TV 
operator and rebroadcast multiple times in the week following the meeting . 

• To achieve operational efficiencies for storm water quality purposes, the City is 
covered under the County's National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
permit. 

G. Any other matter related to effective or efficient service delivery, as required 
by Commission policy 

• No other matters were identified. 
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This resolution was adopted on November 14, 2012 . 

AYE NO ABSTAIN ABSENT 

Commissioner Cunningham ~ 0 0 0 
Commissioner Long 0 0 0 0 
Commissioner Freeman [0- 0 0 0 
Commissioner Morehouse G6 0 0 0 
Commissioner Parks U6 0 0 0 
Commissioner Parvin 0 0 0 0 
Commissioner Pringle 0 0 0 ~ 
Alt. Commissioner Bennett 0 0 0 Ga--
Alt. Commissioner Dandy Irl' 0 0 0 
Alt. Commissioner Smith 0 0 0 ~ 
Alt. Commissioner Ford-McCaffrey 0 0 0 0 

Date air Ventura Local Agency Formation Commission 

Cc: City of Santa Paula 
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LAFCo Commissioners

Kai Luoma, Deputy Executive Officer

 

TO

FROM:

SUBJECT: LAFCo 13-025 City of Santa Paula Sphere of lnfluence Review
(Continued from January 16, 2013)

RECOMMENDATIONS:

It is recommended that the Commission approve one of the following options:

Option 1 - Review the sphere of influence for the City of Santa Paula and determine that no
update is necessary.

Option 2 - Adopt the attached Resolution (Attachment 10) making determinations and
updating the sphere of influence for the City of Santa Paula to remove the Adams Canyon
Evnanaiaa 
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Option 2 as discussed in the Staff Report.

Option 3 - Adopt the attached Resolution (Attachment 11) making determinations and
updating the sphere of influence for the City of Santa Paula to remove both the Adams
Canyon and Fagan Canyon Expansion Areas from the sphere of influence for the City of
Santa Paula, consistent with Option 3 as discussed in the Staff Report.

BACKGROUND:

Santa Paula Sphere of influence

The Santa Paula sphere of influence (sphere) encompasses approximately 11,330 acres
(17 .7 square miles), of which approximately 3,550 acres (5.5 square miles) is within the
City of Santa Paula boundary and approximately 7 ,780 acres (12.2 square miles) is
unincorporated territory (Attachment 1). This makes it the largest city sphere in the County
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despite the fact that Santa Paula is the fourth smallest city by area. In addition, it is the
only city in the county for which the area of unincorporated territory within its sphere
exceeds the total area within the city boundary. The following table lists the acreage within
the boundary of each city and the acreage of unincorporated area within each city's sphere

City City Area
within Sphere*

Unincorporated
Area within Sphere*

Fillmore 2.111 0
Moorpark 7.982 0
Port Hueneme 2,888 0
Thousand Oaks 35,435 1,921
Camarillo 12.594 2.048
San Buenaventura 14,182 2,180
Oiai 2,795 2,364
Oxnard 17,219 2.800
Simi Vallev 27.052 4,003
Santa Paula 3.550 7,783

" Excludes offshore area

More specifically, the amount of unincorporated area within the Santa Paula sphere is more
than 2 times larger than the area of the City. The following table lists in order the
percentage increase in the size of each city if the unincorporated territory within each
sphere were to be annexed:

City

h-----^--- t------- :-^rcruciltage ¡iluredse ill
City Area if all Territory
within Sphere were to

be Annexed
Fillmore 0.0o/o

Moorpark 0.0o/o

Port Hueneme 0.0o/o

Thousand Oaks 5.4o/o

SimiVallev 14.8o/o

San Buenaventura 15.3o/o

Oxnard 16.3o/o

Camarillo 16.4o/o

Oiai 84.60/o

Santa Paula 219.2%

ln 1998, the City updated its General Plan to (among other revisions) include two
"Expansion Areas" north of the City: the 5,413-acre Adams Canyon Expansion Area and
the 2,173-acre Fagan Canyon Expansion Area. At the time, both areas were located
outside of the City sphere. ln 1999, the City filed a request with LAFCo to amend the City
sphere to include both Expansion Areas. After multiple meetings involving hundreds of
speakers and thousands of pages of correspondence, the Commission initially approved
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the inclusion of only the Fagan Canyon Expansion Area within the sphere. The denial of
the request to include the Adams Canyon Expansion Area was primarily due to concerns
about the capacity of the City to provide services. The City subsequently filed a request for
reconsideration accompanied by a white paper report which included a discussion of how
the City would provide services. The Commission considered the reconsideration request
in 2000 and, partly based on the white paper report, approved the sphere amendment to
include both Expansion Areas.

Citv of Santa Paula White Paper Report - Sphere of lnfluence

The City's white paper report was intended "to give a broad overview of how Santa Paula
will solve some of the more pressing issues" relating to City services and the infrastructure
needed to serve proposed development within the Expansion Areas. ln short, the white
paper outlined the various General Plan policies that might apply to a development project
within the Expansion Areas, as well as the City's plans to adopt impact fees and other
requirements to which development would be subject. The report acknowledges that little
in the way of planning has occurred within the Expansion Areas in terms of land use,
circulation, infrastructure, public facilities, and open space. The report specified that the
next step after inclusion of these areas within the sphere would be the development of a
specific plan for each area, in which planning and the provision of services would be
addressed. The white paper also indicates that in order to prepare for development in the
Expansion Areas, the City was working on a number of studies, including "detailed
infrastructure planning and impact analysis across the boards [sic]." These were to include
capital facilities plans for water, sewer, transportation, drainage, parks and recreation, and
general services.

ln 2005, the City approved a request to amend the General Plan and a specific plan in
Fagan Canyon. The approved project increased the number of allowable units in Fagan
Canyon from 450 lo 2,155 and allowed for an increased amount of commercial
development. This project was the subject of a referendum effort and was subsequently
rejected by voters, as discussed in more detail later in this report. To date there are no
approved specific plans for either Expansion Area and staff is aware of no detailed land use
or infrastructure planning for the Expansion Areas having been conducted by the City.

Historv of Development Proposals in Adams and Faqan Can:lons 1998-2007

Since the adoption of the General Plan Update in 1998 and the approval of the sphere
amendment in 2000, both the Adams Canyon and Fagan Canyon Expansion Areas have
been the focus of several development proposals. ln addition, both Expansion Areas have
been subject to voter initiatives regarding development. The following timeline outlines the
history of various actions that have affected past development proposals in each Expansion
Area:

1998 - The City of Santa Paula General Plan Update identifies development in the
Adams Canyon and Fagan Canyon Expansion Areas. Adams Canyon development
was to include up to 2,250 residential units, 152,000 square feet of commercial
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development, 2 hotels,2 golt courses, schools, and recreational uses on 5,413 acres
(8.5 square miles). Fagan Canyon was to include up to 450 residential units and a
limited amount of commercial development on 2,173 acres (3.4 square miles). The
General Plan Update did not include a land use map, infrastructure plan, circulation
plan, or open space plan for either Expansion Area.

. 2000
LAFCo amends sphere of influence to include both Expansion Areas.
City voters approve SOAR to include Fagan Canyon within the City Urban
Restriction Boundary (CURB) line, Adams Canyon is not included within the CURB
line.

o 2002 - City voters reject a developer-backed initiative to amend the CURB line to
include Adams Canyon to allow for potential annexation and development consistent
with the General Plan.

o 2003 - City voters approve an amendment to the CURB to include a 32-acre parcel
abutting the City (the Peck/Foothill Property).

. 2005 - Santa Paula City Council approves a General Plan amendment and
development project in the Fagan Canyon Expansion Area, which allows for the
development of up lo 2,155 residential units, commercial development, schools, and
other uses.

. 2006
City residents gather enough signatures to place a referendum on the ballot to
overturn the Fagan Canyon development project approved by the City Council in
2005.
City Council rescinds approval of the previously approved development project in
Fanan llanr¡rrn anr{ nlanoc fha nrnianl nn tha laaltnf crrhia¡l fa r¡a{ar ann'^.,^l. -Y-.. --.,J trrqvvv vJvv¡ vr. rrrv vqlv. euvJe9t ¡v Yvtvt qPPtvYqt.

Voters reject General Plan amendment and development project in Fagan Canyon.
City voters reject a second developer-backed initiative to include Adams Canyon
within the CURB line to allow for potential annexation and development of 495
dwelling units.
After collecting enough signatures to qualify for the ballot, voters approve a measure
that requires voter approval in order to increase development density on property
over 81 acres in size through 2020. This measure applies to all lands within the
General Plan planning area.

. 2007 - City voters approve a third developer-backed initiative to develop Adams
Canyon. The approved initiative amended the General Plan and CURB line to enlarge
the Adams Canyon Expansion Area from 5,413 acres to 6,578 acres (10.3 square
miles) and allowed for development of up to 495 units, a hotel, and a golf course. As a
result, the Adams Canyon Expansion Area and the CURB now include an additional
1,165 acres (1.8 square miles) of territory located outside the current sphere of
influence.

The current extent and the number of acres in the Adams Canyon and Fagan Canyon
Expansion Areas are depicted on Attachment 2.
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Fagan Canyon and places the project on the ballet subject to voter approva!. 

- Voters reject General Plan amendment and development project in Fagan Canyon. 
- City voters reject a second developer-backed initiative to include Adams Canyon 

within the CURB line to allow for potential annexation and development of 495 
dwelling units. 

- After collecting enough signatures to qualify for the ballot, voters approve a measure 
that requires voter approval in order to increase development density on property 
over 81 acres in size through 2020. This measure applies to all lands within the 
General Plan planning area. 

• 2007 - City voters approve a th ird developer-backed initiative to develop Adams 
Canyon. The approved initiative amended the General Plan and CURB line to enlarge 
the Adams Canyon Expansion Area from 5,413 acres to 6,578 acres (10.3 square 
miles) and allowed for development of up to 495 units, a hotel, and a golf course. As a 
resu lt, the Adams Canyon Expansion Area and the CURB now include an additional 
1,165 acres (1 .8 square miles) of territory located outside the current sphere of 
in fluence. 

The current extent and the number of acres in the Adams Canyon and Fagan Canyon 
Expansion Areas are depicted on Attachment 2. 
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East Area 1 Sphere Amendment

The most recent amendment to the City sphere of influence approved by LAFCo occurred
in 2011 as part of the EastArea 1 Specific Plan project, which included a sphere of
influence amendment and reorganization to annex approximately 550 acres to the City to
allow for the development of 1,500 residential units and several hundred thousand square
feet of commercial and various other uses. The Commission found that the project would
lead to the conversion of prime agricultural land. When a sphere of influence amendment
will lead to the conversion of prime agricultural land, Commission policies provide that the
development must meet five criteria in order to be considered "planned, orderly, and
efficient development" (Handbook Section 4.3.2.1). One of these criteria provides that the
Commission find that "lnsufficient non-prime agricultural or vacant land exists within the
sphere of influence of the agency that is planned and developable for the same general
type of use." The Commission determined that this criterion could not be met because
Adams and Fagan Canyons contained such vacant lands. To address the potential policy
inconsistency that would occur if the Commission were to approve the East Area 1 sphere
amendment, the Commission adopted the following condition as part of its approval of the
East Area 1 sphere of influence amendment:

"Upon this sphere of influence amendment becoming effective, the
Commission directs staff to include an amendment to the City sphere of
influence removing the area known as Adams Canyon in conjunction with the
next sphere of influence review and update scheduled for the City."

LAFCo Municipal Seryice Reviews

For each city and special district LAFCo must determine and adopt a sphere of influence.
A sphere of influence is defined as a plan for the probable physical boundaries and service
area of a local agency, as determined by the Commission (Government Code 556077).
Effective January 1,2001 each LAFCo is required to review and, as necessary, update the
sphere of influence of each city and special district on or before January 1, 2008, and every
five years thereafter (Government Code $56a25(g)). Prior to updating a sphere, LAFCo is
required to conduct a municipal service review (MSR) (Government Code 556430).

ln March 2007 LAFCo accepted a MSR report for the City. ln June 2007, LAFCo reviewed
the City of Santa Paula sphere of influence and, in acknowledgment of the action taken by
the voters in the previous month to amend the City's CURB to include the Adams Canyon
area, reaffirmed the continued inclusion of both the Fagan and Adams Canyon areas in the
sphere. However, LAFCo did not include the additional areas to the west and to the
northeast of Adams Canyon despite their being included in the CURB due to what was
considered by LAFCo staff to be imprecise mapping of the area. ln the southwesterly
portion of the City, area was removed from the sphere to align it with the City boundary and
the CURB, and in the southeasterly part of the City, to align with parcel boundaries rather
than the more imprecise floodplain boundaries. And finally, minor changes were made to
other portions of the sphere to align it with parcel boundaries.
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East Area 1 Sphere Amendment 
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Commission find that "Insufficient non-prime agricultural or vacant land exists within the 
sphere of influence of the agency that is planned and developable for the same general 
type of use," The Commission determined that this criteri on could not be met because 
Adams and Fagan Canyons contained such vacant lands. To address the potential policy 
inconsistency that would occur if the Commission were to approve the East Area 1 sphere 
amendment, the Commission adopted the following condition as part of its approval of the 
East Area 1 sphere of influence amendment: 

~Upon this sphere of influence amendment becoming effective, the 
Commission directs staff to include an amendment to the City sphere of 
influence removing the area known as Adams Canyon in conjunction with the 
next sphere of influence review and update scheduled for the City." 

LAFCo Municipal Service Reviews 

For each city and special district LAFCo must determine and adopt a sphere of influence. 
A sphere of influence is defined as a plan for the probable physical boundaries and service 
area of a local agency, as determined by the Commission (Government Code §56077). 
Effective January 1, 2001 each LAFCo is required to review and , as necessary, update the 
sphere of influence of each city and special district on or before January 1, 2008, and every 
five years thereafter (Government Code §56425(g)). Prior to updating a sphere, LAFCo is 
required to conduct a municipal serv ice review (MSR) (Government Code §56430) . 

In March 2007 LAFCo accepted a MSR report for the City. In June 2007, LAFCo reviewed 
the City of Santa Paula sphere of influence and, in acknowledgment of the action taken by 
the voters in the previous month to amend the City's CURB to include the Adams Canyon 
area, reaffirmed the continued inclusion of both the Fagan and Adams Canyon areas in the 
sphere. However, LAFCo did not include the additional areas to the west and to the 
northeast of Adams Canyon despite their being included in the CURB due to what was 
considered by LAFCo staff to be imprecise mapping of the area. In the southwesterly 
portion of the City , area was removed from the sphere to align it with the City boundary and 
the CURB, and in the southeasterly part of the City, to align with parcel boundaries rather 
than the more imprecise floodplain boundaries. And finally, minor changes were made to 
other portions of the sphere to align it with parcel boundaries. 

Staff Report 
LAFCo 13-02S City of Santa Pau la Sphere of Influence Review and Update 

March 20, 2013 
Page 5 of 23 

18 

East Area 1 Sphere Amendment 

The most recent amendment to the City sphere of influence approved by LAFCo occurred 
in 2011 as part of the East Area 1 Specific Plan project, which included a sphere of 
influence amendment and reorganization to annex approximately 550 acres to the City to 
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the voters in the previous month to amend the City's CURB to include the Adams Canyon 
area, reaffirmed the continued inclusion of both the Fagan and Adams Canyon areas in the 
sphere. However, LAFCo did not include the additional areas to the west and to the 
northeast of Adams Canyon despite their being included in the CURB due to what was 
considered by LAFCo staff to be imprecise mapping of the area. In the southwesterly 
portion of the City, area was removed from the sphere to align it with the City boundary and 
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Based on a work plan for the second round of sphere reviews adopted by the Commission
in May 2008, sphere of influence reviews for each of the nine cities was scheduled for
completion in 2012. On November 14,2012, the Commission accepted a MSR for the
cities, including Santa Paula. The sphere of influence review/update for the City of Santa
Paula was scheduled for the January 16,2013 LAFCo meeting. The MSR determinations
generally found that the City was able to adequately and efficiently provide services within
City boundaries and within areas adjacent to City boundaries slated for future annexation.
However, the MSR determined that due to insufficient planning for the Expansion Areas, it
is unclear whether the City has the ability or capability to efficiently provide services to
these areas. At the January 16 meeting, the Commission approved a request by the City to
continue the item to the March 20,2013 meeting.

DISGUSSION:

To determine a sphere of influence, the Commission must make written determinations with
respect to each of the following:

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

(2) The present and probable need for public facilities and seruices in the area.
(3) The present capacity of public facilities and adequacy of publlc services that the

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 that they are relevant to the agency.
(5) The present anct prohahle need for scwcr, water, ancl structtral fire protection,service.s

of any disadvantage unincorporated community within the existing sphere of influence.

These five considerations are discussed below

Present and Planned Land Use

The territory in the Adams and Fagan Canyon Expansion Areas is primarily undeveloped
land, with agriculture (orchards) in some areas. The County General Plan designates most
of the territory as Open Space - Urban Reserve. Several hundred acres are designated
Agriculture - Urban Reserve. The "Urban Reserve" designation acknowledges that the
area is within the City's sphere.

There are two subareas, one within and one adjacent to, the Adams Canyon and Fagan
Canyon Expansion Areas that warrant special consideration: the "Peck/Foothill Property"
and the approximately 100 acres of undeveloped land denoted as "OtherArea" on
Attachment 1, ln 2003, voters elected to include the 32-acre Peck/Foothill property within
the CURB line. lt became part of the Adams Canyon Expansion Area as part of the vote to
include Adams Canyon within the CURB in 2007. The City is currently processing an
application for development of 79 residential units on this 32-acre site. This development is
not associated with the larger development that was envisioned for the remainder of Adams
Canyon in 2007. The "Other Area" is not a part of either Expansion Area and has been
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Based on a work plan for the second round of sphere reviews adopted by the Commission 
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within the sphere prior to 2000. lt is identified on the General Plan land use map for
"Hillside Residential" development. Therefore, the general location, type, and density of
planned development of this area are known, and thus its service needs can be anticipated
Staff recommends that both of these areas remain within the sphere.

The City General Plan identifies the following development potential for each Expansion
Area:

Expansion Area Use/Acreaqe
Residential - 495 dwellins units
One resort hotel
One golf course
One school - 40 acres
Recreation - 100 acres

Adams Canyon -
6,578 acres
(5,413 acres
within current
sphere of
influence) Open space - 200 acres

Single family residential- 450 dwellinq units on 1.953 acres
Commercial - 76,23O square feet on 5 acres
Activeparks- Tacres

Fagan Canyon -
2,173 acres

Open space - 208 acres

The above table generally represents the current extent of land use planning contained on
the City General Plan land use map for the two Expansion Areas (see the City General
Plan Land Use Map, Attachment 3). Otherwise, there is limited information as to the
general location of land uses, infrastructure, roads, public facilities, natural resources, and
hazarcis wiihin the i3.7 square miies of area contained wittrin the txpanston Areas. lhis
information is required to be part of a General Plan, as discussed below:

a Land Use - The General Plan identifies the type of development that is to occur within
the Expansion Areas, such as the overall number of residences and acreage for
schools, parks, and commercial uses. However, it contains no land use map depicting
where within the Expansion Areas these uses are planned to occur. Govt. Code $
65302 provides that a General Plan shall include "a diaqram or diagrams and text
setting forth the objectives, principles, standards, and plan proposals" (underline
added). Section 65302 continues that the land use element shall designate the
"proposed general distribution and general location and extent of the uses of the land
for housing, business, industry, open space, including agriculture, natural resources,
recreation, and enjoyment of scenic beauty, education, public buildings and grounds,
solid and liquid waste disposal facilities, and other categories of public and private uses
of land..."
Circulation: General Plan law requires that a circulation element be included "consisting
of the general location and extent of existing and proposed major thoroughfares,
transportation routes.,.and other local public utilities and facilities, all correlated with the
land use element of the plan." Though the circulation element identifies which existing
streets might be extended to access the Expansion Areas, it contains no circulation
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within the sphere prior to 2000. It is identified on the General Plan land use map for 
"Hillside Residential" development. Therefore, the general location, type , and density of 
planned development of this area are known, and thus its service needs can be anticipated. 
Siaff recommends that both of these areas remain within the sphere. 
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Fagan Canyon - Commercial- 76,230 sauare feet on 5 acres 
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The above table generally represents the current extent of land use planning contained on 
the City General Plan land use map for the two Expansion Areas (see the City General 
Plan Land Use Map, AUachment 3) . Otherwise, there is limited information as to the 
general location of land uses, infrastructure, roads, public faci lities, natural resources, and 
hazards within the 13.7 square miles of area contained within the Expansion Areas. This 
information is required to be part of a General Plan , as discussed below: 

• Land Use - The General Plan identifies the type of development that is to occur within 
the Expansion Areas, such as the overall number of residences and acreage for 
schools, parks, and commercial uses. However, it contains no land use map depicting 
where within the Expansion Areas these uses are planned to occur. Govt. Code § 
65302 provides that a Genera l Plan shall include "3 diagram or diagrams and text 
setting forth the objectives, principles, standards, and plan proposals" (u nderline 
added). Section 65302 continues that the land use element shall designate the 
"proposed general distribution and general location and extent of the uses of the land 
for housing , business, industry, open space, including agriculture, natural resources, 
recreation, and enjoyment of scenic beauty, education , public buildings and grounds, 
solid and liquid waste disposal facilities , and other categories of public and private uses 
of land .. ." 

• Circulation: General Plan law requires that a circulation element be included "consisting 
of the general location and extent of existing and proposed major thoroughfares, 
transportation routes ... and other local public utilities and facilities , all correlated with the 
land use element of the plan." Though the circulation element identifies which existing 
streets might be extended to access the Expansion Areas, it contains no circulation 
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plans for future thoroughfares and transportation routes within the Expansion Areas
themselves. ln addition, no plans for local public utilities or facilities are included.
Open Space/Conservation: State law also requires that a conservation element and
open space plan are to be included in the General Plan. The City General Plan text
discusses the existence of habitat, agriculture, geological hazards, and other
resources/hazards within the Expansion Areas; however, no plan/map that identifies the
location of the resources to be preserved and the hazards to be avoided is provided.

ln January 2013, LAFCo staff met with two property owners in Fagan Canyon, Bruce
Dickinson and Mike Mobley, and Simon Malk of Accretive lnvestments, lnc. a development
company. Also in attendance was Ron Rakunas representing the primary property owner
in Adams Canyon. At the meeting, LAFCo staff was provided a conceptual development
plan for southern Fagan Canyon adjacent to the City boundary. The conceptual plan
includes development of up to approximately 1,900 residential units on what appear to be
urban-sized lots (likely under 10,000 square feet). Although the plan depicts land uses and
roads in greater detail than the General Plan, it does not demonstrate that access,
infrastructure, and other public facilities necessary to serve the development are feasible.
Moreover, the plan has not yet been submitted to the City for review. lt should also be
noted that the conceptual development plan is inconsistent with the City General Plan,
which currently allows up to 450 units in Fagan Canyon. Any proposed increase in the
number of units allowed by the General Plan would be subject to a public vote. As noted
previously in this report, voters rejected a 2,155-unit residential development in Fagan
Canyon in 2006. Thus, the probable level of services needed in Fagan Canyon is unknown
at this time,

The City adopted a growth management ordinance in the 1980s. The ordinance generally
restricts new residential development to 124 units per year. Unused units are carried over
and added to future years. The City General Plan Land Use Element provides several
objectives, policies, and implementation measures which provide that the City is to adhere
to the City's Growth Management Ordinance. These include Policy 1.b.b. which provides,
"Allow population growth in the City and expansion and planning areas based on the
numbers of new dwelling units allowed to be built under the Growth Management
Ordinance." According to the City's Housing Element (adopted April 2012), as of January
2008, there were 1,909 accumulated residential units available. ln the five years between
2008 and 2013, an additional 620 units will have accumulated, for a total of 2,529.
According to the Housing Element, as of 2012 there were 255 units that were approved or
were under construction. ln addition, the East Area 1 project has been allocated 1,500
units. lt appears another 159 units are allocated to vacant residential property within the
City. ln addition, the City is currently processing a proposalto develop 79 units on the
PecUFoothill property which, if approved, would reduce the number of available units to
approximately 541. The General Plan allows for development of up to 495 units in Adams
Canyon and 450 units in Fagan Canyon. Thus, it appears that there are currently not an
adequate number of units available to develop both the Adams and Fagan Canyon
Expansion Areas consistent with the current General Plan. lt appears that a General Plan
amendment to allow for the development of up to 1,900 units in Fagan Canyon would
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plans for future thoroughfares and transportation routes with in the Expansion Areas 
themselves. In addition , no plans for local public utilities or facilities are included. 

• Open Space/Conservation: State law also requires that a conservation element and 
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location of the resources to be preserved and the hazards to be avoided is provided. 
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substantially increase the disparity between the number of units available and the number
of units allowed for under the General Plan.

Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services in the Area

That portion of the Adams and Fagan Canyon Expansion Areas that is within the sphere of
influence is generally rectangular in shape and measures approximately 2.5 miles wide by
5 miles long. The primary land use anticipated by the City General Plan in the Expansion
Areas is residential. At an average of 3.5 persons per unit, the 945 units allowed within the
Expansion Areas would accommodate approximately 3,300 new residents within an area
that is larger than the City of Moorpark. From a population perspective, the City General
Plan envisions an approximately 220 percent increase in the size of the City to
accommodate an approximately 11 percent increase in population. Based on the total
acreage within each Expansion Area identified for residential development and the number
of residential units allowed for in the General Plan, the overall residential densities
envisioned by the City General Plan are as follows:

Acres Units Averaqe Densitv
Adams
Canyon

6,000" acres of potential residential
development (9.4 sq. mi.)

495 1 unit I 12.1acres

Fagan
Canyon

1,953 acres of residential
development (3.1 sq. mi.)

450 1 unit / 4.3 acres

Total 7.953 acres fi2.5 sq. mil 945 1 unit / 8.4 acres
*Excludes area identified for school (40 acres), recreation (100 acres), open space (200
anrac\ and hnfel/nnlf nnrrrco /ocfirnafo nf 2?R anroe\

The aforementioned development densities are typically not considered to be urban or
even suburban in terms of requiring a full array of urban services. lnstead, the overall
average total density of 1 unit per 8.4 acres is close to that allowed in the County of
Ventura's Open Space General Plan designation (10 acre minimum lot sizes). According to
the Guidelines for Orderly Development (which LAFCo has adopted as local policy),
residential development is defined as urban if it consists of lots less than two acres in size.
lf development in this area is to occur on large rural lots, the probable need for urban-type
services may not be sufficient to support annexation to the City,

Present Capacity of City Facilities and Adeouac:t of City Se¡vices

The 2012 MSR for the Nine Ventura County Cities includes a determination that the City of
Santa Paula's facilities and services are adequate to serve development anticipated for the
areas within the sphere of influence that are in close proximity to the City, such as East
Area 1 and East Area 2. The MSR notes that the City General Plan does not contain basic
land use and infrastructure planning for the Adams and Fagan Canyon Expansion Areas as
required by state law. Due in part to this absence of information, the Commission approved
the following MSR determinations regarding the City's planned capacity of public facilities,
adequacy of public services, and infrastructure needs or deficiencies:
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Acres Units Average Density 
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Canyon develonment (9.4 sq. mi.) 
Fagan 1,953 acres of residential 450 1 unit I 4.3 acres 
CanYOn development (3.1 sq . mi.) 
Total 7 953 acres (12.5 sa. mil 945 1 unitl8.4 acres 

'Excludes area Identified for school (40 acres), recreation (100 acres), open space (200 
acres) and hotel/go!f course (est!mate of 238 acres) 

The aforementioned development densities are typically not considered to be urban or 
even suburban in terms of requiring a full array of urban services. Instead, the overall 
average total density of 1 unit per 8.4 acres is close to that allowed in the County of 
Ventura's Open Space Genera l Plan designation (10 acre minimum lot sizes) . Accord ing to 
the Guidelines for Orderly Development (which LAFCo has adopted as local policy), 
residential development is defined as urban if it consists of lots less than two acres in size. 
If development in this area is to occur on large rural lots, the probable need for urban-type 
services may not be sufficient to support annexation to the City. 

Present Capacity of City Facilities and Adequacy of City Services 

The 2012 MSR for the Nine Ventura County Cities includes a determination that the City of 
Santa Paula's facilities and services are adequate to serve development anticipated for the 
areas within the sphere of influence that are in close proximity to the City, such as East 
Area 1 and East Area 2. The MSR notes that the City General Plan does not contain basic 
land use and infrastructure planning for the Adams and Fagan Canyon Expansion Areas as 
required by state law. Due in part to this absence of information, the Commission approved 
the following MSR determinations regarding the City's planned capacity of public facilities, 
adequacy of public services, and infrastructure needs or deficiencies: 
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Santa Paula's facilities and services are adequate to serve development anticipated for the 
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Fire services: ".,.no plans appear to be in place to provide and fund the facilities and
staffing necessary to provide adequate fire protection services to development
anticipated in the Adams and Fagan Canyon Expansion Areas. Without additional
fire resources to serve future development, current services may be adversely
impacted."

Police services: "lnformation is not available at this time to determine whether other
future development [including Adams and Fagan Canyon]will provide adequate
revenue to fund additional staffing and equipment that will be needed."

Potable and recycled water: ". .. it is unclear at this time whether future development
will generate sufficient revenue to cover the costs to construct, operate, and
maintain the infrastructure necessary to deliver potable water, particularly to the
Adams and Fagan Canyon Expansion Areas."

"...demand projections for recycled water [from the City's Urban Water Management
Planl appear to be based on levels of future development that have since been
substantially decreased. lt is not clear whether it will be cost effective to install and
maintain the infrastructure necessary to deliver recycled water to future
development, particularly development in the Adams and Fagan Canyon Expansion
Area,"

o Wastewater: "Future development anticipated in the General Plan will require
substantial expansion of the City's wastewater collection system and will result in
¡ana¡ifrr r{afi¡ian¡iac in onma nnrfinnc nf fha aviolin¡ or¡c}am lnfa¡ma{ian ia nalvul/sv.r, uvr.vrvrrvrvg rrr gvrarv |Jvrrrvr19 vr rrrv v^rg\lrav 9rgrvlar. ¡rr¡vraragtlvra rÐ rrvr
available at this time whether future development will generate adequate revenue to
cover the costs to construct, upgrade, operate, and maintain the infrastructure
necessary to provide wastewater collection, particularly to the Adams and Fagan
Canyon Expansion Areas."

Regarding the City's financial ability to provide services to the Expansion Areas, the
Commission determined :

"Given the large geographical extent of the Adams and Fagan Canyon
Expansion Areas, the cost of extending, operating, and maintaining service
infrastructure and facilities in these areas will likely be substantial based on
the level of development anticipated in the current General Plan. Due to the
fact that planning in the way of land use, infrastructure, circulation, and
financing for these areas has not yet occurred, the costs to provide services
to them, as well as the sources of revenue to cover those costs, have not
been identified. Given that development in each expansion area is currently
limited to fewer than 500 residential units and a limited amount of revenue-
generating commercial development, it is unclear whether development in
these areas would be financially feasible."
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• Fire services: u".no plans appear to be in place to provide and fund the facilities and 
staffing necessary to provide adequate fire protection services to development 
anticipated in the Adams and Fagan Canyon Expansion Areas. Without additional 
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cover the costs to construct, upgrade, operate, and maintain the infrastructure 
necessary to provide wastewater co llection, particularly to the Adams and Fagan 
Canyon Expansion Areas." 

Regarding the City's financial ability to provide services to the Expansion Areas, the 
Commission determined: 

"Given the large geograph ica l extent of the Adams and Fagan Canyon 
Expansion Areas, the cost of extending, operating, and maintaining service 
infrastructure and facilities in these areas wi ll likely be substantia l based on 
the level of development anticipated in the current General Plan. Due to the 
fact that planning in the way of land use, infrastructure, circu lation, and 
financing for these areas has not yet occurred, the costs to provide services 
to them, as well as the sources of revenue to cover those costs, have not 
been identified. Given that development in each expansion area is currently 
limited to fewer than 500 residential units and a limited amount of revenue­
generating commercial development, it is unclear whether development in 
these areas would be financially feasib le." 
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The level of planning that is necessary to evaluate a City's capacity to efficiently provide
services in an area to be included within a sphere can typically be found in a General Plan
that has been prepared and adopted consistent with state law. The level of detail need not
be that of a specific plan or project entitlements. However, the City's current General Plan
does not include many of the basic requirements of a General Plan and thus, does not
provide adequate information to determine whether the current sphere represents the
probable boundary and service area of the City.

Social or Economic Communities of lnterest in the Area

Although LAFCo law does not define a social or economic community of interest, a
community of interest is generally understood to be a group of people that can be identified
by common social, political, economic, or ethnic similarities. The shared characteristics
that contribute to a community of interest may include class or socio-economic status, race,
ethnicity/culture, language, religion, occupations/industry, transportation patterns, family
structures, population age, housing patterns, trading/shopping patterns, geography/climate,
or shared history among other factors. According to City staff, the majority of development
in Adams Canyon would likely occur in the northern portion of the Expansion Area where
terrain is generally less steep. This area is geographically and physically separated from
the remainder of the City by a distance of several miles and by intervening areas of steep
topography. A preliminary fiscal analysis provided to the City by the developer in support of
the 2007 CURB initiative assumes that an assessment district will fund all on-going
operations and maintenance of public facilities and infrastructure. ln addition, it assumes
that the 495 dwelling units will be sold for an average price of $3 million, have an annual
appreciation rate of 3o/o, and be occupiecl by householclswith an average annr-la! income of
$600,000, only half of whom will reside there full time, Thus it appears that the plan for this
area is intended to result in an exclusive community that is separated geographically,
physically, economically, and socially from the remainder of the City.

However, it appears that the development of 495 multimillion-dollar residential units is not
certain. Currently, the City is processing a requestto subdividea 32-acre parcelwithin the
Adams Canyon Expansion Area into 79 residential parcels of approximately 10,000 square
feet (the Peck/Foothill property). lf approved, the number of allowable units remaining
within the Expansion Area would be reduced to 416. ln addition, according to the white
paper report prepared by the City to support inclusion of the Expansion Areas within the
sphere in 2000, development proposals in Adams and Fagan Canyons "cannot conform to
the hundreds of goals, policies, objectives, and implementation measures obtained in the
General Plan if the projects propose nothing but high income housing. The development
proposalswill needtoincludethefull rangeofhousingtypes..." ltisimportanttonotethat
one of the factors to be considered by LAFCo in the review of an annexation proposal is the
extent to which the proposal will affect a city in achieving its fair share of regional housing
needs.

Based on the preliminary fiscal analysis, it appears that the development of a
social/economic community of interest comprised of 495 multimillion-dollar homes occupied
by high-income households is necessary to ensure that the project is financially feasible,
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Adams Canyon Expansion Area into 79 residential parcels of approximately 10,000 square 
feet (the Peck/Foothill property). If approved, the number of allowable units remaining 
within the Expansion Area would be red uced to 416. In addition, according to the white 
paper report prepared by the City to support inclusion of the Expansion Areas within the 
sphere in 2000, development proposals in Adams and Fagan Canyons "cannot conform to 
the hundreds of goals, poliCies, objectives, and implementation measures obtained in the 
General Plan if the projects propose nothing but high income housing. The development 
proposals will need to include the full range of housing types ... " It is important to note that 
one of the factors to be considered by LAFCo in the review of an annexation proposal is the 
extent to which the proposal will affect a city in achieving its fair share of regional housing 
needs. 

Based on the preliminary fiscal analysis, it appears that the development of a 
social/economic community of interest comprised of 495 multimillion-dollar homes occupied 
by high-income households is necessary to ensure that the project is financially feasible. 

Staff Report 
LAFCo 13-02S City of Santa Paula Sphere of Influence Review and Update 

March 20, 2013 
Page 11 of 23 

24 

The level of planning that is necessary to evaluate a City's capacity to efficiently provide 
services in an area to be included within a sphere can typically be found in a General Plan 
that has been prepared and adopted consistent with state law. The level of detail need not 
be that of a specific plan or project entitlements. However, the City's current General Plan 
does not include many of the basic requirements of a General Plan and thus, does not 
provide adequate information to determine whether the current sphere represents the 
probable boundary and service area of the City. 

Social or Economic Communities of Interest in the Area 

Although LAFCo law does not define a social or economic community of interest, a 
community of interest is generally understood to be a group of people that can be identified 
by common social, political, economic, or ethnic similarities. The shared characteristics 
that contribute to a commun ity of interest may include class or socio·economic status, race, 
ethnicity/culture, language, religion , occupations/industry, transportation patterns, family 
structures, population age, housing patterns, trading/shopping patterns, geography/climate, 
or shared history among other factors . According to City staff, the majority of development 
in Adams Canyon would likely occur in the northern portion of the Expansion Area where 
terrain is generally less steep. This area is geographically and physically separated from 
the remainder of the City by a distance of several miles and by intervening areas of steep 
topography. A preliminary fiscal analysis provided to the City by the developer in support of 
the 2007 CURB initiative assumes that an assessment district will fund all on·going 
operations and maintenance of public facilities and infrastructure . In addition, it assumes 
that the 495 dwelling units wi ll be sold for an average price of $3 million , have an annual 
appreciation rate of 3%, and be occupied by hOllseholds with an average annual income of 
$600,000 , only half of whom wi ll reside there full time. Thus it appears that the plan for this 
area is intended to result in an exclusive community that is separated geographically, 
physically, economically, and socially from the remainder of the City. 

However, it appears that the development of 495 multimillion-dollar residential units is not 
certain. Currently, the City is processing a request to subdivide a 32-acre parcel within the 
Adams Canyon Expansion Area into 79 residential parcels of approximately 10,000 square 
feet (the Peck/Footh ill property) . If approved, the number of allowable units remaining 
within the Expansion Area would be reduced to 416. In addition , according to the white 
paper report prepared by the City to support inclusion of the Expansion Areas within the 
sphere in 2000, development proposals in Adams and Fagan Canyons "cannot conform to 
the hundreds of goals, policies, objectives, and implementation measures obtained in the 
General Plan if the projects propose nothing but high income housing. The development 
proposals will need to include the full range of housing types ... " It is important to note that 
one of the factors to be considered by LAFCo in the review of an annexation proposal is the 
extent to which the proposal will affect a city in achieving its fair share of regional housing 
needs. 

Based on the preliminary fiscal analysis, it appears that the development of a 
social/economic community of interest comprised of 495 multimil lion-dollar homes occupied 
by high-income households is necessary to ensure that the project is financia lly feasible . 

Staff Report 
LAFCo 13-02S City of Santa Paula Sphere of Influence Review and Update 

March 20, 2013 
Page 11 of 23 

24 



However, it appears that the development of 495 multimillion-dollar homes may not occur,
is inconsistent with the information provided to LAFCo to justify the inclusion of Adams
Canyon within the sphere, is inconsistent with the goals, policies, and implementation
measures of the City General Plan, and would not help the City in meeting its regional
housing needs obligation.

Anv disadvantaqed unincorporated communit:/ within the existina sphere of influence

As defined by Section 56033.5 of the Government Code, a "Disadvantaged Unincorporated
Community" (DUC) is a community with an annual median household income that is less
than 80 percent of the statewide annual median household income. There are no DUCs
within or contiguous to the City sphere of influence.

VENTURA LAFCo COMMISSIONER'S HANDBOOK

The Commissioner's Handbook (Handbook) is a compendium of the Commission's local
policies. Division 4 contains policies and standards related to determining, updating, and
amending sphere of influence boundaries. As discussed below, two of the Handbook
sections pertaining to spheres of influence merit consideration with regard to the sphere for
Santa Paula.

Section 4.3.1 - General Standards

This section provides that LAFCo favors sphere boundaries that, among other standards,
"fnlnineidc with evistinn anrl nlanned senriee âreâs " (Á ? I l laìì As discussed in thisl-.¡-...-...J-...-.r.'..\..-....\-.t'

report, there is insufficient land use, infrastructure, and public facility planning for the
Expansion Areas. Therefore, it appears that the current sphere does not represent the
planned service area for the City.

This section also provides that LAFCo discourages sphere boundaries that, among other
standards, "create areas where it is difficult to provide services." (4.3.1.2(b)) The sphere
extends approximately 5 miles north of City boundaries and is approximalely 2 miles wide.
The area contains rugged topography, steep slopes, narrow canyons, and areas subject to
flooding and landslides. Given the size of the area and the variety of constraints, it can be
assumed that the provision of services to certain areas would be difficult. However, in the
absence of adequate land use and infrastructure planning, the level of difficulty with
providing services to the Expansion Areas is unknown.

Section 4.3.2 - Agriculture and Open Soace Preservation

Several hundred acres within the Expansion Areas are used for agriculture and appear to
meet the definition of prime agricultural land pursuant to LAFCo law (Govt. Code S 56064).
Most, if not all, of the territory is considered to be open space and is devoted to open
spaces uses, as defined by LAFCo law (Govt. Code SS 56059 and 56060).
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However, it appears that the development of 495 multimillion-dollar homes may not occur, 
is inconsistent with the information provided to LAFCo to justify the inclusion of Adams 
Canyon within the sphere, is inconsistent with the goals, policies, and implementation 
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than 80 percent of the statewide annual median household income. There are no DUCs 
within or contiguous to the City sphere of influence. 

VENTURA LAFCo COMMISSIONER'S HANDBOOK 

The Commissioner's Handbook (Handbook) is a compend ium of the Commission's local 
policies. Division 4 conta ins policies and standards related to determining, updating, and 
amending sphere of influence boundaries. As discussed below, two of the Handbook 
sections pertaining to spheres of influence merit consideration with regard to the sphere for 
Santa Paula. 

Section 4.3.1 - Genera l Standards 

This section provides that LAFCo favors sphere boundaries that, among other standards, 
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report, there is insufficient land use, infrastructure, and public facility planning for the 
Expansion Areas. Therefore, it appears that the current sphere does not represent the 
planned service area for the City. 

This section also provides that LAFCo discourages sphere boundaries that, among other 
standards, "create areas where it is difficult to provide services." (4.3.1.2(b)) The sphere 
extends approximately 5 miles north of City boundaries and is approximately 2 miles wide. 
The area conta ins rugged topography, steep slopes, narrow canyons, and areas subject to 
flooding and landslides. Given the size of the area and the variety of constraints, it can be 
assumed that the provision of services to certa in areas would be difficult. However, in the 
absence of adequate land use and infrastructure plann ing, the level of difficulty with 
providing services to the Expansion Areas is unknown. 

Section 4.3.2 Agricu lture and Open Space Preservation 

Several hundred acres within the Expansion Areas are used for agriculture and appear to 
meet the definition of prime agricultura l land pursuant to LAFCo law (Gov!. Code § 56064), 
Most, if not all, of the territory is considered to be open space and is devoted to open 
spaces uses, as defined by LAFCo law (Gov!. Code §§ 56059 and 56060), 
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absence of adequate land use and infrastructure planning, the level of difficulty with 
providing services to the Expansion Areas is unknown. 

Section 4.3.2 Agricu lture and Open Space Preservation 

Several hundred acres within the Expansion Areas are used for agriculture and appear to 
meet the definition of prime agricultural land pursuant to LAFCo law (Govt. Code § 56064). 
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Pursuant to this Handbook section, LAFCo will approve a sphere amendment or update
that is likely to result in the conversion of prime agricultural or open space land use to other
uses only if the Commission finds that the amendment or update will lead to planned,
orderly, and efficient development. ln order for an update to result in planned, orderly, and
efficient development, the Commission must determine that five specific criteria have been
met. Though this policy most often applies to updates that expand a sphere, it is equally
applicable to updates that retract a sphere. lndeed, Section 4.1.2 defines a sphere update
to be, in short, a "modification of a sphere". Furthermore, Section 4.1.4(c) acknowledges
that sphere updates can include the removal of territory from a sphere. Therefore, it is
appropriate for the Commission to consider this policy in the context of this sphere update.
Thus, in order for the area to remain within the sphere, the Commission should determine
that it meets the five specified criteria, each of which is listed and discussed below.

(a) The territory is likely to be developed within 5 years and has been designated for non-
agricultural or open space use by applicable general and specific plans.

It is unclear whether the territory is likely to be developed within 5 years. No
development proposals have been submitted to the City. ln addition, the only
conceptual development proposal of which staff is aware (the 1,900-unit conceptual
plan for Fagan Canyon) will require a public vote and appears to be inconsistent with
the City growth management ordinance,

(b) Insufficient non-prime agricultural or vacant land exists within the sphere of influence of
the agency that is planned and developable for the same general type of use.

The 1,500-unit, 550-acre East Area 1 Specific Plan, for which the Commission amended
the City sphere, was annexed to the City in February 2013. Therefore, the City sphere
contains vacant land that is planned and developable for the same general type of use
as that contemplated within the Expansion Areas

(c) The proposalwill have no significant adverse effects on the physical and economic
integrity of other prime agricultural or open space lands.

Due to the inadequacy of land use planning in the Expansion Areas, it is unknown at
this time the extent to which development in the area would effect other prime
agricultural or open space lands.

(d) The territory is not within an area subject to a Greenbelt Agreement adopted by a city
and the County of Ventura. lf a City proposal involves territory within an adopted
Greenbelt area, LAFCo will not approve the proposal unless all parties to the Greenbelt
Agreement amend the Greenbelt Agreement to exclude the affected territory.

The area is not within a Greenbelt Agreement.

(e) The use or proposed use of the territory involved is consistent with local plan and
policies.

Staff Report
LAFCo 13-02S City of Santa Paula Sphere of lnfluence Review and Update

March 20,2013
Page 13of23

26
65

Pursuant to this Handbook section, LAFCo will approve a sphere amendment or update 
that is like ly to result in the conversion of prime agricultural or open space land use to other 
uses only jf the Commission finds that the amendment or update will lead to planned, 
orderly, and efficient development. In order for an update to result in planned, orderly, and 
efficient development, the Commission must determine that five specific criteria have been 
met. Though this policy most often applies to updates that expand a sphere, it is equally 
applicable to updates that retract a sphere. Indeed, Section 4.1.2 defines a sphere update 
to be, in short, a "modification of a sphere". Furthermore, Section 4.1.4(c} acknowledges 
that sphere updates can include the removal of territory from a sphere. Therefore , it is 
appropriate for the Commission to consider this policy in the context of this sphere update. 
Thus, in order for the area to remain within the sphere, the Commission should determine 
that it meets the five specified criteria, each of which is listed and discussed below. 

(a) The territory is likely to be developed within 5 years and has been deSignated for non­
agricultural or open space use by applicable general and specific plans. 

It is unclear whether the territory is likely to be developed within 5 years. No 
development proposals have been submitted to the City. In addition, the only 
conceptual development proposal of which staff is aware (the 1 ,gOO-unit conceptual 
plan for Fagan Canyon) will require a public vote and appears to be inconsistent with 
the City growth management ordinance. 

(b) Insufficient non-prime agricultural or vacant land exists within the sphere of influence of 
the agency that is planned and developable for the same general type of use. 

The 1 ,500-unit, 550-acre East Area 1 Specific Plan, for which the Commission amended 
the City sphere, was annexed to the City in February 2013. Therefore, the City sphere 
contains vacant land that is planned and developable for the same general type of use 
as that contemplated within the Expansion Areas 

(c) The proposal wi ll have no significant adverse effects on the physical and economic 
integrity of other prime agricultural or open space lands. 

Due to the inadequacy of land use planning in the Expansion Areas, it is unknown at 
this time the extent to which development in the area would effect other prime 
agricultural or open space lands. 

(d) The territory is not with in an area subject to a Greenbelt Agreement adopted by a city 
and the County of Ventura. If a City proposal involves territory within an adopted 
Greenbelt area, LAFCo will not approve the proposal unless all parties to the Greenbelt 
Agreement amend the Greenbelt Agreement to exclude the affected territory. 

The area is not within a Greenbelt Ag reement. 

(e) The use or proposed use of the territory involved is consistent with local plan and 
policies. 
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The City General Plan does not adequately plan for the Expansion Areas in terms of the
land use map, circulation plan, public facilities plan, open space plan, and conservation
plan,

COMMENTS RECEIVED

As of the writing of this report, LAFCo staff had received five comment letters. Three of
these letters (combined as Attachment 7) appear to be from City residents and are
summarized below:

The first letter is from Richard Main, J.D, received January 10,20'13, in which he
expresses support for making no changes to the current City sphere so long as
development in Adams and Fagan Canyons remains consistent with the levels of
development currently allowed for in the General Plan. He does not support increased
levels of development, such as the 1,800-2,000 residential units that have been
envisioned in Fagan Canyon.

a

o

a

The second letter from Robert Borrego, dated January 11,2013, discusses various
aspects of the elections affecting development in the Adams Canyon Expansion Area

The third letter from Douglas Smith, dated March 11,2013, expresses support for
removing both the Adams Canyon and Fagan Canyon Expansion Areas from the
sphere. Mr. Smith cites concerns with development in the Expansion Areas, including,
h¡ rl nal limi{a¡l la imna¡l¡ }a tha anr¡i¡anman{ r¡ralar ^.,^il^h¡l¡+., ¡aa+ af ¡ñf'^^r', ¡a*¡ ¡¡aver.rvt rrr.ltvu rv, Ir.yqvrg ¡v rrrv vrrYlrvrrrrrvlrt, rvglgt qYqilqviltry, uvJt vt ilillG¡trUltvtt¡tl'

and public safety, traffic, and loss of open space.

The fourth letter, dated March 1,2013, is from Latham & Watkins, LLP, a law firm retained
by R.E. Loans, the owner of most of the property within the Adams Canyon Expansion Area
(Attachment 8). The final letter, dated March 4,2013, is from the City of Santa Paula
(Attachment 9). Each of these letters is discussed below.

Latham and Watkins letter, dated March 1 . 2013

This letter is divided into three general sections. The pertinent points of each section are
summarized below followed by staffs response.

Secfion l: Under sect¡on 1 of the letter, the commenter maintains that the Commission
must repeal or amend LAFCo Resolution 10-125 before taking any further action on the
City sphere. The commenter appears to be of the understanding that a condition
adopted in the resolution obligates LAFCo to remove Adams Canyon from the sphere,
thereby biasing the Commission regarding the City sphere update and removing the
Commission's objectivity in its determination.

Response l: LAFCo Resolution 10-125, which amended the City sphere, was adopted
by the Commission in 2011 to allow for the annexation and development of the East
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The City General Plan does not adequately plan for the Expansion Areas in terms of the 
land use map, circulation plan, public facilities plan, open space plan , and conservation 
plan. 

COMMENTS RECEIVED 

As of the writing of this report, LAFCo staff had received five comment letters. Three of 
these letters (combined as Attachment 7) appear to be from C ity residents and are 
summarized below: 

• The first letter is from Richard Main, J.D, received January 10, 2013, in which he 
expresses support for making no changes to the current City sphere so long as 
development in Adams and Fagan Canyons remains cons istent w ith the levels of 
development currently allowed for in the General Plan. He does not support increased 
levels of development, such as the 1,800-2,000 residential units that have been 
envisioned in Fagan Canyon. 

• The second letter from Robert Borrego, dated January 11,2013, discusses various 
aspects of the e lections affect ing development in the Adams Canyon Expansion Area. 

• The third letter from Douglas Smith , dated March 11 , 2013, expresses support for 
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and public safety, traffic, and loss of open space. 
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by R.E. Loans, the owner of most of the property w ithin the Adams Canyon Expansion Area 
(Attachment 8) . The final letter, dated March 4, 2013, is from the City of Santa Paula 
(Attachment 9). Each of these letters is discussed below. 

Latham and Watkins letter, dated March 1, 2013 
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adopted in the resolution obligates LAFCo to remove Adams Canyon from the sphere, 
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Commission's object ivity in its determination. 

Response 1: LAFCo Resolution 10-12S, which amended the City sphere, was adopted 
by the Commission in 2011 to allow for the annexation and development of the East 
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City sphere. The commenter appears to be of the understanding that a condition 
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thereby biasing the Commission regarding the City sphere update and removing the 
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Area 1 Specific Plan in the City. As part of the approval of the East Area 1 sphere of
influence amendment, the Commission adopted a condition directing staff to include an
amendment to the City sphere of influence removing the area known as Adams Canyon
in conjunction with the next sphere of influence review and update scheduled for the
City. The reason for this condition was to avoid a potential policy inconsistency, as
discussed previously in this report (as well as the staff reports prepared for the East
Area 1 project). Pursuant to this condition, staff has included the removal of Adams
Canyon from the sphere among the options available to the Commission as part of the
sphere update. However, the condition in no way obligates the Commission to remove
Adams Canyon from the City sphere, as the commenter maintains. ln fact, staff has
included an option that does not involve the removal of Adams Canyon from the sphere
Furthermore, the East Area 1 sphere amendment associated with LAFCo Resolution
10-125 has already been effectuated and the annexation of the EastArea 1 Specific
Plan was finalized in February 2013.

Secfion 2: Under section 2 of the letter, the commenter maintains that there is no
factual basis in the record for changing LAFCo's decision in 2007 to make only non-
substantive changes to the City sphere and it is unclear why LAFCo is considering
changing the City sphere when it is not desired by the City. The commenter also notes
that the voters amended the CURB line in 2007 to make it coterminous with the sphere

Response 2: LAFCos are mandated to review and, as necessary, update the spheres
of influence for each agency over which LAFCo exercises jurisdiction at least every five
years. This mandate applies whether or not the local agency whose sphere is being
reviewecl and/or Lrpclatecl clesires it. The current sphere review/update for the City was
scheduled to occur in 2012 as part of the work plan adopted by the Commission in
2008. LAFCo law outlines the process for updating a sphere, which requires that a
municipal service review (MSR) be prepared and that written determinations be adopted
by the Commission. As noted in the staff report, a MSR for the City of Santa Paula was
prepared and accepted by the Commission in November 2012. Written determinations
were also approved by the Commission at that time. ln addition, to amend or update a
sphere, the Commission must make an additionalfive written determinations, which
were discussed previously in this report. The 2008 work plan, the 2012 MSR, the 2012
MSR written determinations, and this staff report in which the sphere review/update is
discussed provide a substantialfactual basis in the record regarding the Commission's
review and/or update of the City sphere.

ln regards to the CURB line, when the CURB was amended to include Adams Canyon
is 2007, only portions of it were established coterminous with the sphere. The majority
of the CURB is not conterminous with the sphere. Most of the CURB line extends
beyond the sphere and includes over 1,100 acres of territory located outside the sphere

Secllon 3: Section 3 of the letter begins on page 2 and ends on page 11. The
commenter maintains that the possible changes to the City sphere being contemplated
by the Commission warrant the preparation of an environmental impact report (ElR), as
they will create conflicts with the City General Plan. To support this conclusion the

Staff Report
LAFCo 13-025 City of Santa Paula Sphere of lnfluence Review and Update

March 20,2013
Page 15 o123

28
67

Area 1 Specific Plan in the City. As part of the approval of the East Area 1 sphere of 
influence amendment, the Commission adopted a condition directing staff to include an 
amendment to the City sphere of influence removing the area known as Adams Canyon 
in conjunction with the next sphere of influence review and update scheduled for the 
City. The reason for this condition was to avoid a potential policy inconsistency, as 
discussed previously in this report (as well as the staff reports prepared for the East 
Area 1 project). Pursuant to this condition, sta ff has included the removal of Adams 
Canyon from the sphere among the options available to the Commission as part of the 
sphere update. However, the condition in no way obligates the Commission to remove 
Adams Canyon from the City sphere, as the commenter maintains. In fact, staff has 
included an option that does not involve the removal of Adams Canyon from the sphere. 
Furthermore, the East Area 1 sphere amendment associated with LAFCo Resolution 
1 0~12S has already been effectuated and the annexation of the East Area 1 Specific 
Plan was finalized in February 2013. 

• Section 2: Under section 2 of the letter, the commenter maintains that there is no 
factual basis in the record for changing LAFCo's decision in 2007 to make only non~ 
substantive changes to the City sphere and it is unclear why LAFCo is considering 
changing the City sphere when it is not desired by the City. The commenter also notes 
that the voters amended the CURB line in 2007 to make it coterminous with the sphere. 

Response 2: LAFCos are mandated to review and, as necessary, update the spheres 
of influence for each agency over which LAFCo exercises jurisdiction at least every five 
years. This mandate applies whether or not the local agency whose sphere is being 
reviewed and/or updated desires it. The current sphere review/update for the City was 
scheduled to occur in 2012 as part of the work plan adopted by the Commission in 
2008. LAFCo law outlines the process for updating a sphere, which requires that a 
municipal service review (MSR) be prepared and that written determinations be adopted 
by the Commission. As noted in the staff report, a MSR for the City of Santa Paula was 
prepared and accepted by the Commission in November 2012. Written determinations 
were also approved by the Commission at that time. In addition, to amend or update a 
sphere, the Commission must make an additional five written determinations, which 
were discussed previously in this report. The 2008 work plan, the 2012 MSR, the 2012 
MSR written determinations, and this staff report in which the sphere review/update is 
discussed provide a substantial factual basis in the record regarding the Commission's 
review and/or update of the City sphere. 

In regards to the CURB line, when the CURB was amended to include Adams Canyon 
is 2007, only portions of it were established coterminous with the sphere. The majority 
of the CURB is not conterminous with the sphere. Most of the CURB line extends 
beyond the sphere and includes over 1,100 acres of territory located outside the sphere. 

• Section 3: Section 3 of the letter begins on page 2 and ends on page 11 . The 
commenter maintains that the possible changes to the City sphere being contemplated 
by the Commission warrant the preparation of an environmental impact report (EIR) , as 
they will create conflicts with the City Genera l Plan . To support this conclusion the 
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Area 1 Specific Plan in the City. As part of the approval of the East Area 1 sphere of 
influence amendment, the Commission adopted a condition directing staff to include an 
amendment to the City sphere of influence removing the area known as Adams Canyon 
in conjunction with the next sphere of influence review and update scheduled for the 
City. The reason for this condition was to avoid a potential policy inconsistency, as 
discussed previously in this report (as well as the staff reports prepared for the East 
Area 1 project). Pursuant to this condition, sta ff has included the removal of Adams 
Canyon from the sphere among the options available to the Commission as part of the 
sphere update. However, the condition in no way obligates the Commission to remove 
Adams Canyon from the City sphere, as the commenter maintains. In fact, staff has 
included an option that does not involve the removal of Adams Canyon from the sphere. 
Furthermore, the East Area 1 sphere amendment associated with LAFCo Resolution 
10-12S has already been effectuated and the annexation of the East Area 1 Specific 
Plan was finalized in February 2013. 

• Section 2: Under section 2 of the letter, the commenter maintains that there is no 
factual basis in the record for changing LAFCo's decision in 2007 to make only non­
substantive changes to the City sphere and it is unclear why LAFCo is considering 
changing the City sphere when it is not desired by the City. The commenter also notes 
that the voters amended the CU RB line in 2007 to make it coterminous with the sphere. 

Response 2: LAFCos are mandated to review and, as necessary, update the spheres 
of influence for each agency over which LAFCo exercises jurisdiction at least every five 
years. This mandate applies whether or not the local agency whose sphere is being 
reviewed and/or updated desires it. The current sphere review/update for the City was 
scheduled to occur in 2012 as part of the work plan adopted by the Commission in 
2008. LAFCo law outlines the process for updating a sphere, which requires that a 
municipal service review (MSR) be prepared and that written determinations be adopted 
by the Commission. As noted in the sta ff report, a MSR for the City of Santa Paula was 
prepared and accepted by the Commission in November 2012. Written determinations 
were also approved by the Commission at that time. In addition , to amend or update a 
sphere, the Commission must make an additional five written determinations, which 
were discussed previously in this report. The 2008 work plan, the 2012 MSR, the 2012 
MSR written determinations, and this staff report in which the sphere review/update is 
discussed provide a substantial factual basis in the record regarding the Commission's 
review and/or update of the City sphere. 

In regards to the CURB line, when the CURB was amended to include Adams Canyon 
is 2007, only portions of it were established coterminous with the sphere. The majority 
of the CURB is not conterminous with the sphere. Most of the CURB line extends 
beyond the sphere and includes over 1,100 acres of territory located outside the sphere. 

• Section 3: Section 3 of the letter begins on page 2 and ends on page 11 . The 
commenter maintains that the possible changes to the City sphere being contemplated 
by the Commission warrant the preparation of an environmental impact report (EIR), as 
they will create conflicts with the City Genera l Plan . To support this conclusion the 
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commenter c¡tes section X.b. of Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines which provides
that a potentially significant impact to Land Use and Planning may exist if a project will
"[c]onflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with
jurisdiction over the project..." (note this section of Appendix G is not accurately cited in
the letter). On pages 4 through 11 the commenter discusses the various perceived
conflicts with the City General Plan in the areas of land use, housing, agricultural lands,
growth management, and transportation.

Response 3; Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the legal citation offered by the
commenter, expressly states that it is a "sample form" "intended to encourage thoughtful
assessment of impacts" but which "do[es] not necessarily represent thresholds of
significance" under CEQA. As such, Appendix G by itself does not carry any legal
authority. ln any event, Appendix G is inapplicable on its face for two separate reasons.
First, as noted above, according to Appendix G, a potentially significant impact may
occur if the project conflicts with "any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of
an aoencv with iurisdiction over the proiect . . . ." The project under consideration by
the Commission is the review and/or update of the City sphere. Spheres of influence
are established and amended solely by LAFCo. No other agency has jurisdiction over
any aspect of spheres of influence, including updates or amendments. Therefore, as
LAFCo is the agency with jurisdiction over decisions concerning the sphere for the City,
any associated conflicts with any plans, policies, or regulations adopted by the City
would not be a potentially significant impact under Appendix G. Second, Appendix G
applies only to "any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation . . . adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect." There is no evidence that
any part of the City General Plan citecl hy the commenter was aclopted for the purpose
of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. Because the various perceived
conflicts with the City Genera! Plan discussed on pages 4 through 11 of the letter are
not relevant in a CEQA context, staff has determined that point-by-point responses are
not necessary,

Comment 4: ln the conclusion on page 11 of the letter, the commenter maintains that
the Commission's action regarding the City sphere review/update is subject to CEQA
review and that sphere updates are not exempt from CEQA. The commenter claims
that it has been demonstrated that any LAFCo action to remove Adams Canyon from
the sphere would result in serious conflicts with the City General Plan and therefore an
EIR is required under CEQA. The commenter also maintains that LAFCo regulations
preclude exempting sphere updates from CEQA. Finally, the commenter notes that
changes to spheres of influence require that the Commission make fìve written
determinations.

Response. As noted in the previous response above, any conflicts resulting between
the Commission's action to update the City sphere and the City General Plan would not
be considered a potentially significant impact under CEQA.

The commenter is correct that a sphere update is considered to be a project subject to
CEQA review. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 15061 , once a determination has been
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commenter cites section X.b. of Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines which provides 
that a potentially significant impact to Land Use and Planning may exist if a project will 
"[c)onftict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with 
jurisdiction over the project.. ." (note this section of Appendix G is not accurately cited in 
the letter) . On pages 4 through 11 the commenter discusses the various perceived 
conflicts w ith the City General Plan in the areas of land use, housing, agricu ltural lands, 
growth management, and transportation . 

Response 3: Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the legal citation offered by the 
commenter, expressly states that it is a "sample form" "intended to encourage thoughtful 
assessment of impacts" but which "doles) not necessarily represent thresholds of 
sign ificance" under CEQA As such, Appendix G by itself does not carry any legal 
authority. In any event, Appendix G is inapplicable on its face for two separate reasons. 
First, as noted above, accord ing to Appendix G, a potentially significant impact may 
occur if the project conflicts with "any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of 
an agency with jurisdiction over the project ... . " The project under cons ideration by 
the Commission is the review and/or update of the City sphere. Spheres of influence 
are established and amended solely by LAFCo. No other agency has jurisdiction over 
any aspect of spheres of influence, including updates or amendments. Therefore, as 
LAFCo is the agency with jurisdiction over decisions concerning the sphere for the City, 
any associated conflicts with any plans, policies, or regulations adopted by the City 
would not be a potentially significant impact under Appendix G. Second, Appendix G 
applies only to "any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation . . . adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect." There is no evidence that 
any part of the City General Plan cited by the commenter was adopted for the purpose 
of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. Because the various perceived 
conflicts with the City General Plan discussed on pages 4 through 11 of the letter are 
not relevant in a CEQA context, staff has determined that point-by-point responses are 
not necessary. 

• Comment 4: In the conclusion on page 11 of the letter, the commenter maintains that 
the Commission's action regarding the City sphere review/update is subject to CEQA 
rev iew and that sphere updates are not exempt from CEQA. The commenter claims 
that it has been demonstrated that any LAFCo action to remove Adams Canyon from 
the sphere would result in serious conflicts with the City General Plan and therefore an 
EIR is required under CEQA. The commenter also maintains that LAFCo regulations 
preclude exempting sphere updates from CEQA. Finally, the commenter notes that 
changes to spheres of influence require that the Commission make five written 
determinations. 

Response: As noted in the previous response above, any confl icts resulting between 
the Commission's action to update the City sphere and the City General Plan would not 
be considered a potentia lly significant impact under CEQA. 

The commenter is correct that a sphere update is considered to be a project subject to 
CEQA review. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 15061 , once a determination has been 
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commenter cites section X.b. of Append ix G of the CEQA Guidelines which provides 
that a potentially significant impact to Land Use and Planning may exist if a project will 
"[c)onflict with any applicable land use plan , policy, or regulation of an agency with 
jurisdiction over the project. .. " (note this section of Appendix G is not accurately cited in 
the letter) . On pages 4 through 11 the commenter discusses the various perceived 
conflicts w ith the City General Plan in the areas of land use, housing, agricu ltural lands, 
growth management, and transportation. 

Response 3: Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the legal citation offered by the 
commenter, expressly states that it is a "sample form" ~ intended to encourage thoughtful 
assessment of impacts" but which "doles) not necessarily represent thresholds of 
sign ificance" under CEQA. As such , Append ix G by itself does not carry any legal 
authority. In any event, Appendix G is inapplicable on its face for two separate reasons. 
First, as noted above, according to Appendix G, a potentially significant impact may 
occur if the project confl icts with "any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of 
an agency with jurisdiction over the project ... . " The project under cons ideration by 
the Commission is the review and/or update of the City sphere. Spheres of influence 
are established and amended solely by LAFCo. No other agency has jurisd iction over 
any aspect of spheres of influence, including updates or amendments. Therefore, as 
LAFCo is the agency with jurisdiction over decisions concern ing the sphere for the City, 
any associated conflicts with any plans, policies, or regulations adopted by the City 
would not be a potentially significant impact under Append ix G. Second, Appendix G 
applies only to "any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation . . . adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect." There is no evidence that 
any part of the City General Plan cited by the commenter was adopted for the purpose 
of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. Because the various perceived 
confl icts with the City General Plan discussed on pages 4 through 11 of the letter are 
not relevant in a CEQA context, staff has determined that point-by-point responses are 
not necessary. 

• Comment 4: In the conclus ion on page 11 of the letter, the commenter maintains that 
the Commission 's action regarding the City sphere review/update is subject to CEQA 
rev iew and that sphere updates are not exempt from CEQA. The commenter claims 
that it has been demonstrated that any LAFCo action to remove Adams Canyon from 
the sphere would resu lt in serious conflicts with the City Genera l Plan and therefore an 
EIR is required under CEQA. The commenter also maintains that LAFCo regulations 
preclude exempting sphere updates from CEQA. Finally, the commenter notes that 
changes to spheres of influence require that the Commission make five written 
determinations. 

Response: As noted in the previous response above, any confl icts resulting between 
the Commission's action to update the City sphere and the City General Plan wou ld not 
be considered a potentially significant impact under CEQA. 

The commenter is correct that a sphere update is considered to be a project subject to 
CEQA review. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 15061 , once a determination has been 

Staff Report 
LAFCo 13-02S City of Santa Paula Sphere of Influence Review and Update 
March 20, 2013 
Page 16 of 23 

29 



made that a project is subject to CEQA review, the lead agency shall determine whether
the project is exempt from CEQA. As discussed in the staff report, staff believes that
the sphere update is a project subject to CEQA review and that the project is exempt
from CEQA under the general rule that CEQA applies only to projects which have the
potential for causing a significant effect on the environment.

The commenter's statement that LAFCo regulations do not allow for a CEQA exemption
for a sphere update is unclear. Staff is aware of no such regulations. The commenter
may be referring to Commissioner's Handbook Division 1, Chapter 4, which is the
Commission's Administrative Supplement to CEQA. Section 1.4.4.3 identifies specifìc
projects/actions that the Commission has determined to meet certain CEQA
exemptions. However, this list does not preclude the exemption of other Commission
actions/projects not on the list but for which a CEQA exemption may apply. Indeed,
Section 1.4.4.2 provides that the Executive Offìcer is to determine whether an
environmental document will be required or whether the project is exempt.

Finally, the five written determinations that are required to be adopted by the
Commission in order to update the sphere are discussed in this report.

Letter from the City of Santa Paula. dated March 4. 2013

The letter from The City of Santa Paula expresses concerns with and opposition to the
removal of the Adams Canyon and Fagan Canyon Expansion Areas from the sphere. The
City's letter is formatted into six sections listed alphabetically. Each section is summarized
below followed by staffs response.

Secfion A: The City notes that spheres of influence are similar to General Plans in that
they both are essential tools for providing well-planned, efficient urban development
patterns. The City notes that development of Adams and Fagan Canyons is identified
throughout the General Plan.

a

a

Response A: As discussed in the staff report, in the over 13 square miles within the
Adams and Fagan Canyon Expansion Areas, the City General Plan does not provide a
land use map, circulation plan, public facilities plan, open space plan, or conservation
plan, all of which are required components of a General Plan pursuantto state law.
Though sections of the General Plan text include general references to future
development in these areas, little in the way of land use and infrastructure planning has
occurred. As a result, it is unknown whether the level of development currently
identified in the General Plan will result in well-planned, efficient urban development
patterns.

Comment B: The City maintains that the intent of directing development into Adams
and Fagan Canyon is to prevent the conversion of prime agricultural lands located to
the east and west of the City. According to the City, the removal of these areas from
the sphere may force the City to expand into the prime agricultural lands to the east and
west.
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made that a project is subject to CEQA review, the lead agency shall determine whether 
the project is exempt from CEQA As discussed in the staff report, staff believes that 
the sphere update is a project subject to CEQA review and that the project is exempt 
from CEQA under the genera l ru le that CEQA applies only to projects which have the 
potential for causing a sign ificant effect on the environment. 

The com menter's statement that LAFCo regulations do not allow for a CEQA exemption 
for a sphere update is unclear. Staff is aware of no such regulations. The commenter 
may be referring to Commissioner's Handbook Division 1, Chapter 4, which is the 
Commission's Administrative Supplement to CEQA. Section 1.4.4.3 identifies specific 
projects/actions that the Commission has determined to meet certain CEQA 
exemptions. However, this list does not preclude the exemption of other Commission 
act ions/projects not on the list but for which a CEQA exemption may apply. Indeed, 
Section 1.4.4.2 provides that the Executive Officer is to determine whether an 
environmental document wil l be required or whether the project is exempt. 

Finally, the five written determinations that are required to be adopted by the 
Commission in order to update the sphere are discussed in this report. 

Letter from the City of Santa Paula, dated March 4, 2013 

The letter from The City of Santa Paula expresses concerns with and opposition to the 
removal of the Adams Canyon and Fagan Canyon Expansion Areas from the sphere. The 
City's letter is formatted into six sections listed alphabetically. Each section is summarized 
below followed by staffs response. 

• Section A: The City notes that spheres of influence are simi lar to General Plans in that 
they both are essential tools for providing well-p lanned, efficient urban development 
patterns. The City notes that development of Adams and Fagan Canyons is identified 
throughout the General Plan. 

Response A: As discussed in the staff report, in the over 13 square miles with in the 
Adams and Fagan Canyon Expansion Areas, the City General Plan does not provide a 
land use map, circulation plan , public facilities plan, open space plan , or conservation 
plan, all of which are required components of a General Plan pursuant to state law. 
Though sections of the General Plan text include general references to future 
development in these areas, little in the way of land use and infrastructure planning has 
occurred. As a result, it is unknown whether the level of development currently 
identified in the General Plan wi ll result in well-p lanned, efficient urban development 
patterns. 

• Comment B: The City maintains that the intent of directing development into Adams 
and Fagan Canyon is to prevent the conversion of prime agricultural lands located to 
the east and west of the City. According to the City, the removal of these areas from 
the sphere may force the City to expand into the prime agricultural lands to the east and 
west. 

Staff Report 
LAFCo 13-025 City of Santa Paula Sphere of Influence Review and Update 

March 20, 2013 
Page 17 of 23 

30 

made that a project is subject to CEQA review, the lead agency shall determine whether 
the project is exempt from CEQA As discussed in the staff report, staff believes that 
the sphere update is a project subject to CEQA review and that the project is exempt 
from CEQA under the general rule that CEQA applies only to projects which have the 
potential for causing a significant effect on the environment. 

The com menter's statement that LAFCo regulations do not allow for a CEQA exemption 
for a sphere update is unclear. Staff is aware of no such regulations. The commenter 
may be referring to Commissioner's Handbook Division 1, Chapter 4, which is the 
Commission's Administrative Supplement to CEQA. Section 1.4.4.3 identifies specific 
projects/actions that the Commission has determined to meet certain CEQA 
exemptions. However, this list does not preclude the exemption of other Commission 
actions/projects not on the list but for which a CEQA exemption may apply. Indeed, 
Section 1.4.4.2 provides that the Executive Officer is to determine whether an 
environmental document wil l be required or whether the project is exempt. 

Finally, the five written determinations that are required to be adopted by the 
Commission in order to update the sphere are discussed in this report. 

Letter from the City of Santa Paula, dated March 4, 2013 

The letter from The City of Santa Paula expresses concerns with and opposition to the 
removal of the Adams Canyon and Fagan Canyon Expansion Areas from the sphere. The 
City's letter is formatted into six sections listed alphabetically. Each section is summarized 
below followed by staff's response. 

• Section A: The City notes that spheres of influence are simi lar to General Plans in that 
they both are essential tools for providing well-p lanned, efficient urban development 
patterns. The City notes that development of Adams and Fagan Canyons is identified 
throughout the General Plan. 

Response A: As discussed in the staff report, in the over 13 square miles within the 
Adams and Fagan Canyon Expansion Areas, the City General Plan does not provide a 
land use map, circu lation plan, public facilities plan, open space plan, or conservation 
plan, all of which are required components of a General Plan pursuant to state law. 
Though sections of the General Plan text include general references to future 
development in these areas, little in the way of land use and infrastructure planning has 
occurred. As a result, it is unknown whether the level of development currently 
identified in the General Plan will result in well-p lanned , efficient urban development 
patterns. 

• Comment B: The City maintains that the intent of directing development into Adams 
and Fagan Canyon is to prevent the conversion of prime agricultural lands located to 
the east and west of the City. According to the City, the removal of these areas from 
the sphere may force the City to expand into the prime agricultural lands to the east and 
west. 
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Response B: The City General Plan encourages development in the Adams and Fagan
Canyon areas, in part, to direct development away from agricultural lands to the east
and west of the City. However, the East Area 1 Specific Plan (which required a SOAR
vote, greenbelt amendment, general plan amendment, sphere of influence amendment,
and annexation) includes the conversion of over 400 acres of prime agricultural land to
the east of the City. We understand that the City is currently considering an industrial
development and annexation that will convert prime agricultural land to the west of the
City. Thus, it appears that the intent of the General Plan to preserve prime agricultural
land to the east and west of the City by directing development to these canyon areas
has not occurred. ln addition, there are several hundred acres of prime agricultural
lands located within the Adams and Fagan Canyon Expansion Areas. Without a land
use plan, it is unknown the extent to which development would convert these
agricultural lands.

Comment C: The City maintains that the voter's overuhelming support to expand the
CURB line to include the Adams and Fagan Canyon Expansion Areas demonstrates
their support for development and annexation of these areas. The City notes that
Ventura LAFCo Commissioner's Handbook Section 4.2.1 recognizes the importance of
voter-approved growth boundaries in establishing spheres of influence.

Response C: Section 4.2.1 ol the Commissioners Handbook provides that for cities
with voter-approved growth boundaries, spheres of influence should coincide with, or
cover lesser area than, voter-approved growth boundaries. This policy does not
indicate a nreference that the CUR.B line is to be the basis for a snhere hor¡ndan¡. onlr¡
that the maximum extent of the sphere is to be the CURB line. A sphere may cover less
area where appropriate. With regards to establishing the sphere of influence in the
Adams and Fagan Canyon Expansion Areas, the CURB line was never a factor in the
location of the sphere, When the sphere was amended by LAFCo in 2000 to include
the Expansion Areas, the CURB did not exist. The sections where the CURB and
sphere are coterminous resulted from the establishment of, and subsequent
amendments to, the CURB, not the sphere.

Measure Ê.7, a developer-backed initiative which amended the General Plan and the
CURB line to include the over 6,500-acre Adams Canyon Expansion Area, was
supported by 2,485 voters, or approximately 24 percent of the registered voters in the
City in 2007. The initiative included no development project, no land use plan, and no
environmental review.

Comment D: According to the City, no applications for development projects within the
Expansion Areas have been submitted. However, representatives of land owners within
the Expansion Areas have indicated to the City that they will soon submit applications
for development projects. The City maintains that should the expansion areas be
removed from the sphere, the application process for development in the Expansion
Areas would increase by up to two years and cost up to an additional $10 million. The
City believes that such delays would discourage housing development in the Expansion
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Response B: The City General Plan encourages development in the Adams and Fagan 
Canyon areas, in part, to direct development away from agricultural lands to the east 
and west of the City. However, the East Area 1 Specific Plan (which required a SOAR 
vote, greenbelt amendment, general plan amendment, sphere of influence amendment, 
and annexation) includes the conversion of over 400 acres of prime agricu ltural land to 
the east of the City. We understand that the City is currently considering an industrial 
development and annexation that will convert prime agricu ltural land to the west of the 
City. Thus, it appears that the intent of the General Plan to preserve prime agricultural 
land to the east and west of the City by directing development to these canyon areas 
has not occurred. In addition, there are several hundred acres of prime agricultural 
lands located within the Adams and Fagan Canyon Expansion Areas. Without a land 
use plan, it is unknown the extent to which development wou ld convert these 
agricultural lands. 

• Comment C: The City maintains that the voter's ovelWhelming support to expand the 
CURB line to include the Adams and Fagan Canyon Expansion Areas demonstrates 
their support for development and annexation of these areas. The City notes that 
Ventura LAFCo Commissioner's Handbook Section 4.2. 1 recognizes the importance of 
voter~approved growth boundaries in establish ing spheres of influence. 

Response C: Section 4.2.1 of the Commissioners Handbook provides that for cities 
with voter~approved growth boundaries, spheres of influence should co incide with , or 
cover lesser area than , voter-approved growth boundaries. This policy does not 
indicate a preference that the CURB line is to be the basis for a sphere boundary, only 
that the maximum extent of the sphere is to be the CURB line. A sphere may cover less 
area where appropriate . With regards to establishing the sphere of influence in the 
Adams and Fagan Canyon Expansion Areas, the CURB line was never a factor in the 
location of the sphere. When the sphere was amended by LAFCo in 2000 to include 
the Expansion Areas, the CURB did not exist. The sections where the CURB and 
sphere are coterminous resulted from the establishment of, and subsequent 
amendments to, the CURB, not the sphere. 

Measure A7, a developer-backed initiative which amended the General Plan and the 
CURB line to include the over 6,500~acre Adams Canyon Expansion Area, was 
supported by 2,485 voters, or approximately 24 percent of the registered voters in the 
City in 2007. The initiative included no development project, no land use plan, and no 
environmental review. 

• Comment 0 : According to the City, no applications for development projects within the 
Expansion Areas have been submitted. However, representatives of land owners within 
the Expansion Areas have indicated to the City that they will soon submit applications 
for development projects. The City maintains that should the expansion areas be 
removed from the sphere, the application process for development in the Expansion 
Areas would increase by up to two years and cost up to an additional $10 million. The 
City believes that such delays would discourage housing development in the Expansion 
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Response B: The City General Plan encourages development in the Adams and Fagan 
Canyon areas, in part, to direct development away from agricultural lands to the east 
and west of the City. However, the East Area 1 Specific Plan (which required a SOAR 
vote, greenbelt amendment, general plan amendment, sphere of influence amendment, 
and annexation) includes the convers ion of over 400 acres of prime agricultural land to 
the east of the City. We understand that the City is currently considering an industrial 
development and annexation that will convert prime agricu ltura l land to the west of the 
City. Thus, it appears that the intent of the General Plan to preserve prime agricultural 
land to the east and west of the City by directing development to these canyon areas 
has not occurred. In addition, there are several hundred acres of prime agricultural 
lands located within the Adams and Fagan Canyon Expansion Areas. Without a land 
use plan, it is unknown the extent to which development wou ld convert these 
agricultural lands. 

• Comment C: The City maintains that the voter's ovelWhelming support to expand the 
CURB line to include the Adams and Fagan Canyon Expansion Areas demonstrates 
their support for development and annexation of these areas. The City notes that 
Ventura LAFCo Commissioner's Handbook Section 4.2. 1 recognizes the importance of 
voter·approved growth boundaries in establish ing spheres of influence. 

Response C: Section 4.2.1 of the Commissioners Handbook provides that for cities 
with voter-approved growth boundaries, spheres of influence should coincide with, or 
cover lesser area than, voter-approved growth boundaries. This policy does not 
indicate a preference that the CURB line is to be the basis for a sphere boundary, only 
that the maximum extent of the sphere is to be the CURB line. A sphere may cover less 
area where appropriate. With regards to establishing the sphere of influence in the 
Adams and Fagan Canyon Expansion Areas, the CURB line was never a factor in the 
location of the sphere. When the sphere was amended by LAFCo in 2000 to include 
the Expansion Areas, the CURB did not exist. The sections where the CURB and 
sphere are coterminous resulted from the establishment of, and subsequent 
amendments to, the CURB, not the sphere. 

Measure A7, a developer-backed initiative which amended the General Plan and the 
CURB line to include the over 6,500-acre Adams Canyon Expansion Area, was 
supported by 2,485 voters, or approximately 24 percent of the registered voters in the 
City in 2007. The initiative included no development project, no land use plan , and no 
environmental review. 

• Comment 0 : According to the City, no applications for development projects within the 
Expansion Areas have been submitted. However, representatives of land owners within 
the Expansion Areas have indicated to the City that they will soon submit applications 
for development projects. The City maintains that should the expansion areas be 
removed from the sphere, the application process for development in the Expansion 
Areas would increase by up to two years and cost up to an additional $10 million. The 
City believes that such delays would discourage housing development in the Expansion 
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Areas, in which case the City would not be able to meets it regional housing needs
obligation for the 2014-2021 period.

Response D: LAFCo staff has met with property owners and/or their representatives of
both Expansion Areas. The previous owner of Adams Canyon who intended to
develop the 495 multimillion-dollar residences is no longer in business. The current
owner is in the process of selling, not developing, the area. Though the property
owners of Fagan Canyon presented a preliminary development plan to LAFCo staff, the
development would be subject to a public vote and appears to be inconsistent with the
City's growth management ordinance.

The basis for the claim that the removal of the sphere will result in a two-year increase
to the time it takes to process a development application and a $10 million increase to
the cost is unclear. The LAFCo application form for a sphere amendment is a single
page in length, The application fee to amend a sphere in conjunction with an
annexation is $2,650. A concurrent sphere amendment would take no more time for
LAFCo to process than an annexation proposal without a concurrent sphere
amendment. The City may be referring to the cost and time associated with updating
the General Plan to include the Expansion Areas. However, such an update must occur
prior to or in conjunction with a development project, regardless of whether the area is
within the sphere. The need to update the General Plan is not a function of the location
of the sphere.

Comment E: The City maintains that LAFCo staff repeatedly noted in the 2012 MSR
fh¡f lharo ic a lanl¿ nf infractrrrnlrrro in fha Fwnancinn Aroec anr{ fhaf fha lanl¡ nf

infrastructure necessitates the removal of the Expansion Areas from the sphere. The
City states that the General Plan deferred land use, infrastructure, open space, and
fiscal planning within the Expansion Areas. Such planning is to occur later through
development of specific plans. The City also notes that the new wastewater treatment
facility was designed to accommodate new growth anticipated in the sphere,

Response E: The City was provided with a draft of the 2012 MSR for review and
comment. The City found that no substantive corrections where necessary. The MSR
does not discuss an absence of infrastructure within the Expansion Area; it discusses
that there exists insufficient planning in terms of land use, circulation, public facilities,
and infrastructure in the Expansion Areas. The General Plan's deferral of planning in
the Expansion Areas is acknowledged in the City's letter. lt is the absence of sufficient
planning that resulted in several MSR determinations that it is unclear whether the City
has the capacity and ability to efficiently provide services within the Expansion Areas.
Nowhere in the MSR does it conclude that the removal of Adams and Fagan Canyons
from the sphere is necessary.

Comment F: The City maintains that there is no compelling or logical reason to exclude
the Expansion Areas from the sphere and there has been no change to conditions
within the City to necessitate changing the sphere, The City also maintains that
overarching LAFCo policies to keep the sphere consistent with voter approved growth
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Areas, in which case the City would not be able to meets it regional housing needs 
obligation for the 2014-2021 period. 

Response 0: LAFCo staff has met with property owners and/or their representatives of 
both Expansion Areas. The previous owner of Adams Canyon who intended to 
develop the 495 multimillion-dollar residences is no longer in business. The current 
owner is in the process of selling, not developing , the area. Though the property 
owners of Fagan Canyon presented a preliminary development plan to LAFCo staff, the 
development would be subject to a public vote and appears to be inconsistent with the 
City's growth management ordinance. 

The basis for the claim that the removal of the sphere will result in a two-year increase 
to the time it takes to process a development application and a $10 million increase to 
the cost is unclear. The LAFCo application form for a sphere amendment is a single 
page in length. The application fee to amend a sphere in conjunction with an 
annexation is $2,650. A concurrent sphere amendment would take no more time for 
LAFCo to process than an annexation proposa l without a concurrent sphere 
amendment. The City may be referring to the cost and time associated with updating 
the General Plan to include the Expansion Areas. However, such an update must occur 
prior to or in conjunction with a development project, regardless of whether the area is 
within the sphere. The need to update the General Plan is not a function of the location 
of the sphere. 

• Comment E: The City maintains that LAFCo staff repeatedly noted in the 2012 MSR 
that there is a lack of infrastructure in the Expansion Areas and that the lack of 
infrastructure necessitates the removal of the Expansion Areas from the sphere. The 
City states that the General Plan deferred land use, infrastructure, open space, and 
fiscal planning within the Expansion Areas. Such planning is to occur later through 
development of specific plans. The City also notes that the new wastewater treatment 
facility was designed to accommodate new growth anticipated in the sphere. 

Response E: The City was provided with a draft of the 2012 MSR for review and 
comment. The City found that no substantive corrections where necessary. The MSR 
does not discuss an absence of infrastructure within the Expansion Area; it discusses 
that there exists insufficient planning in terms of land use, circulation, public facilities, 
and infrastructure in the Expansion Areas. The General Plan's deferral of planning in 
the Expansion Areas is acknowledged in the City's letter. It is the absence of sufficient 
planning that resulted in several MSR determinations that it is unclear whether the City 
has the capacity and ability to efficiently provide services within the Expansion Areas. 
Nowhere in the MSR does it conclude that the removal of Adams and Fagan Canyons 
from the sphere is necessary. 

• Comment F: The City maintains that there is no compelling or logica l reason to exclude 
the Expansion Areas from the sphere and there has been no change to conditions 
within the City to necessitate changing the sphere. The City also maintains that 
overarching LAFCo policies to keep the sphere consistent with voter approved growth 
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Areas, in which case the City would not be able to meets it regional housing needs 
obligation for the 2014-2021 period. 

Response 0: LAFCo staff has met with property owners and/or their representatives of 
both Expansion Areas. The previous owner of Adams Canyon who intended to 
develop the 495 multimillion-doliar residences is no longer in business. The current 
owner is in the process of selling , not developing , the area. Though the property 
owners of Fagan Canyon presented a preliminary development plan to LAFCo staff, the 
development would be subject to a public vote and appears to be inconsistent with the 
City's growth management ordinance. 

The basis for the claim that the removal of the sphere will result in a two-year increase 
to the time it takes to process a development application and a $10 million increase to 
the cost is unclear. The LAFCo application form for a sphere amendment is a single 
page in length. The application fee to amend a sphere in conjunction with an 
annexation is $2,650. A concurrent sphere amendment would take no more time for 
LAFCo to process than an annexation proposal without a concurrent sphere 
amendment. The City may be referring to the cost and time associated with updating 
the General Plan to include the Expansion Areas. However, such an update must occur 
prior to or in conjunction with a development project, regardless of whether the area is 
within the sphere. The need to update the General Plan is not a function of the location 
of the sphere. 

• Comment E: The City maintains that LAFCo staff repeatedly noted in the 2012 MSR 
that there is a lack of infrastructure in the Expansion ,fI.,reas and that the lack of 
infrastructure necessitates the removal of the Expansion Areas from the sphere. The 
City states that the General Plan deferred land use, infrastructure, open space, and 
fiscal planning within the Expansion Areas. Such planning is to occur later through 
development of specific plans. The City also notes that the new wastewater treatment 
facility was designed to accommodate new growth anticipated in the sphere. 

Response E: The City was provided with a draft of the 2012 MSR for review and 
comment. The City found that no substantive corrections where necessary. The MSR 
does not discuss an absence of infrastructure within the Expansion Area ; it discusses 
that there exists insufficient planning in terms of land use, circulation, public facilities, 
and infrastructure in the Expansion Areas. The General Plan's deferral of planning in 
the Expansion Areas is acknowledged in the City's letter. It is the absence of sufficient 
planning that resulted in several MSR determinations that it is unclear whether the City 
has the capacity and ability to efficiently provide services within the Expansion Areas. 
Nowhere in the MSR does it conclude that the removal of Adams and Fagan Canyons 
from the sphere is necessary. 

• Comment F: The City maintains that there is no compelling or log ica l reason to exclude 
the Expansion Areas from the sphere and there has been no change to conditions 
within the City to necessitate changing the sphere. The City also maintains that 
overarching LAFCo policies to keep the sphere consistent with voter approved growth 
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boundaries and limiting development of prime farmland warrant keeping the sphere in
its current location.

Response F: The reasons for potentially removing one or both Expansion Areas from
the sphere are outlined in LAFCo Resolution 10-125 approving the East Area 1 sphere
amendment, the 2012 MSR and its determinations, and this report. Based on
information in the 2012 MSR and this report, conditions related to the City have
materially changed since the previous MSR was prepared in 2007. lt is again noted that
LAFCo policies indicate no preference that spheres are to be consistent with voter-
approved growth boundaries. lt is speculative to conclude that the removal of the
Expansion Areas from the sphere would encourage or otherwise result in additional
development of prime farmland and associated conflicts with LAFCo policies to
preserve prime farmland.

SUMMARY

Pursuant to Govt. Code S 56076

"'Sphere of influence' means a plan for the probable physical boundaries and service
area of a local agency, as determined by the commission."

Govt. Code Section 56425 provides:

"ln order to carry out its purposes and responsibilities for planning and shaping the
lnninel anr{ nrrlorlrr r{orralnnrnanf an¡l nnnrr{inalinn nf ln¡¡l ^^rrôrnmônlal aaanniac

vv rvr I rr I rvr rter uv9r.vrge

subject to the jurisdiction of the commission to advantageously provide for the
present and future needs of the county and its communities, the commission shall
develop and determine the sphere of influence of each city and each special district,
as defined by Section 56036, within the county and enact policies designed to
promote the logical and orderly development of areas within the sphere."

Due to the absence of adequate land use and infrastructure planning within the Adams
Canyon and Fagan Canyon Expansion Areas, it is unclear whether the current sphere
boundary represents the probable physical boundaries and service area of the City. Thus,
there is no certainly that the existing sphere will achieve the intended purposes of a sphere,
as outlined above, lt remains unclear whether the sphere will result in logical and orderly
development or allow the City to advantageously provide for the present and future needs
of the City.
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boundaries and limiting development of prime farmland warrant keeping the sphere in 
its current location . 

Response F: The reasons for potentially removing one or both Expansion Areas from 
the sphere are outlined in LAFCo Resolution 1 0-12S approving the East Area 1 sphere 
amendment, the 2012 MSR and its determinations, and this report. Based on 
information in the 2012 MSR and this report, conditions related to the City have 
materially changed since the previous MSR was prepared in 2007. It is again noted that 
LAFCo policies indicate no preference that spheres are to be consistent with voter­
approved growth boundaries . It is speculative to conclude that the removal of the 
Expansion Areas from the sphere would encourage or otherwise result in additional 
development of prime farmland and associated conflicts with LAFCo policies to 
preserve prime farmland. 

SUMMARY 

Pursuant to Gov!. Code § 56076: 

"'Sphere of influence' means a plan for the probable physical boundaries and service 
area of a local agency, as determined by the commission." 

Gov!. Code Section 56425 provides: 

"In order to carry out its purposes and responsibilities for planning and shaping the 
!ogical and orderly development and coordination of local governmental agencies 
subject to the jurisdiction of the commission to advantageously provide for the 
present and future needs of the county and its communities, the commission shall 
develop and determine the sphere of influence of each city and each special district, 
as defined by Section 56036, within the county and enact policies designed to 
promote the logical and orderly development of areas within the sphere." 

Due to the absence of adequate land use and infrastructure planning within the Adams 
Canyon and Fagan Canyon Expansion Areas, it is unclear whether the current sphere 
boundary represents the probable physical boundaries and service area of the City. Thus, 
there is no certainly that the existing sphere will achieve the intended purposes of a sphere, 
as outlined above. It remains unclear whether the sphere will result in logical and orderly 
development or allow the City to advantageously provide for the present and future needs 
of the City. 
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boundaries and limiting development of prime farmland warrant keeping the sphere in 
its current location . 

Response F: The reasons for potentially removing one or both Expansion Areas from 
the sphere are outlined in LAFCo Resolution 1 0-12S approving the East Area 1 sphere 
amendment, the 2012 MSR and its determinations, and this report. Based on 
information in the 2012 MSR and this report , conditions related to the City have 
materially changed since the previous MSR was prepared in 2007. It is again noted that 
LAFCo policies indicate no preference that spheres are to be consistent with voter­
approved growth boundaries . It is speculative to conclude that the removal of the 
Expansion Areas from the sphere would encourage or otherwise result in additional 
development of prime farmland and associated conflicts with LAFCo policies to 
preserve prime farmland. 

SUMMARY 

Pursuant to Gov!. Code § 56076: 

"'Sphere of influence' means a plan for the probable physical boundaries and service 
area of a local agency, as determined by the commission." 

Gov!. Code Section 56425 provides: 

"In order to carry out its purposes and responsibilities for planning and shaping the 
logica l and orderly development and coordination of local governmental agencles 
subject to the jurisdiction of the commission to advantageously provide for the 
present and future needs of the county and its communities, the commission shall 
develop and determine the sphere of influence of each city and each special district, 
as defined by Section 56036, within the county and enact policies designed to 
promote the logical and orderly development of areas within the sphere." 

Due to the absence of adequate land use and infrastructure planning within the Adams 
Canyon and Fagan Canyon Expansion Areas, it is unclear whether the current sphere 
boundary represents the probable physical boundaries and service area of the City. Thus, 
there is no certainly that the existing sphere will achieve the intended purposes of a sphere, 
as outlined above. It remains unclear whether the sphere will result in logical and orderly 
development or allow the City to advantageously provide for the present and future needs 
of the City. 
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COMMISSION OPTIONS

Staff has identified three options available to the Commission regarding the review and/or
update of the City sphere of influence, as follows:

Option 1: No change (Attachment 4)a

a

a

Under this option, no changes would be made to the current sphere. This would allow
the City to potentially annex an addition al7 ,783 acres and expand to over three times
its current size. With respect to Adams Canyon, it would not address the policy
inconsistency related to the Commission's approval of the East Area 1 sphere of
influence amendment and annexation, as discussed on page 5 of this report.

Option 2: Remove Adams Canyon Expansion Area (Attachment 5)

Under this option, the majority of the 5,413-acre portion of the Adams Canyon
Expansion Area would be removed from the sphere of influence. Should the
Commission choose this option, it is recommended that the 32-acre Peck/Foothill
property remain within the sphere, as the City is currently processing a development
proposal on this property. Staff also recommends that approximately 100 acres
denoted as "Other Area" be retained in the sphere, as this area has been planned for as
part of the General Plan and is identified for residential development. ln addition, staff
recommends that this option include the expansion of the sphere of influence along the
aacfa¡n Jrnltnr{an¡ nf lha Eaaan ôan¡ran Evnan¡in^ 
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property lines along State Route 150.

This option would address the potential policy inconsistency related to the
Commission's approval of the East Area 1 proposal. This option would allow the City to
annex an additional approximately 2,500 acres.

Option 3: Remove both Adams Canyon and Fagan Canyon Expansion Areas
(Attachment 6)

Under this option, the Commission would remove most of the approximately 7,600
acres of the sphere that are within the Adams Canyon and Fagan Canyon Expansion
Areas. Similar to option 2 above, should the Commission choose this option staff
recommends that the 32-acre parcel at the Peck/Foothill intersection and the
approximately 100 acres denoted as "Other Area" be retained in the sphere.

Under this option, the level of development that would remain within the City sphere of
influence and within the recently annexed East Area 1 Specific Plan would allow for up
to approximately 2,120 residential units, 835,000 square feet of commercial
development, 1,900,000 square feet of light industrial/research development, and
340,000 square feet of industrial development. Also, this option would address the
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COMMISSION OPTIONS 

Staff has identified three options available to the Commission regarding the review andlor 
update of the City sphere of influence, as follows: 

• Option 1: No change (Attachment 4) 

Under this option , no changes would be made to the current sphere. This would allow 
the City to potentially annex an additional 7,783 acres and expand to over three times 
its current size. With respect to Adams Canyon , it would not address the policy 
inconsistency related to the Commission's approval of the East Area 1 sphere of 
influence amendment and annexation , as discussed on page 5 of this report. 

• Option 2: Remove Adams Canyon Expansion Area (Attachment 5) 

Under this option, the majority of the 5,413-acre portion of the Adams Canyon 
Expansion Area would be removed from the sphere of influence. Should the 
Commission choose this option , it is recommended that the 32-acre Peck/Foothill 
property remain within the sphere, as the City is currently processing a development 
proposal on this property. Staff also recommends that approximately 100 acres 
denoted as "Other Area" be retained in the sphere, as this area has been planned for as 
part of the General Plan and is identified for residential development. In add ition, staff 
recommends that this option include the expansion of the sphere of influence along the 
eastern boundary of the Fagan Canyon Expansion Area to better align the sphere ..... -lith 
property lines along State Route 150. 

This option would address the potential policy inconsistency related to the 
Commission's approval of the East Area 1 proposal. This option would allow the City to 
annex an additional approximately 2,500 acres. 

• Option 3: Remove both Adams Canyon and Fagan Canyon Expansion Areas 
(Attachment 6) 

Under this option , the Commission would remove most of the approximately 7,600 
acres of the sphere that are within the Adams Canyon and Fagan Canyon Expansion 
Areas. Similar to option 2 above, should the Commission choose this option staff 
recommends that the 32-acre parcel at the Peck/Foothill intersection and the 
approximately 100 acres denoted as "Other Area" be retained in the sphere . 

Under this option , the level of development that would remain within the City sphere of 
influence and within the recently annexed East Area 1 Specific Plan would allow for up 
to approximately 2,120 residential units, 835,000 square feet of commercial 
development, 1,900 ,000 square feet of light industrial/research development, and 
340,000 square feet of industrial development. Also, this option would address the 
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COMMISSION OPTIONS 

Staff has identified three options available to the Commission regarding the review andlor 
update of the City sphere of influence, as follows: 

• Option 1: No change (Attachment 4) 

Under this option , no changes would be made to the current sphere. This would allow 
the City to potentially annex an additional 7,783 acres and expand to over three times 
its current size. With respect to Adams Canyon, it would not address the policy 
inconsistency related to the Commission's approval of the East Area 1 sphere of 
influence amendment and annexation, as discussed on page 5 of this report. 

• Option 2: Remove Adams Canyon Expansion Area (Attachment 5) 

Under this option , the majority of the 5,413-acre portion of the Adams Canyon 
Expansion Area would be removed from the sphere of influence. Should the 
Commission choose this option , it is recommended that the 32-acre Peck/Foothill 
property remain within the sphere, as the City is currently processing a development 
proposal on this property. Staff also recommends that approximately 100 acres 
denoted as "Other Area" be retained in the sphere, as this area has been planned for as 
part of the General Plan and is identified for residential development. In addition, staff 
recommends that this option include the expansion of the sphere of influence along the 
eastern boundary of the Fagan Canyon Expansion Area to better align the sphere .... vith 
property lines along State Route 150. 

This option would address the potential policy inconsistency related to the 
Commission 's approval of the East Area 1 proposal. This option would allow the City to 
annex an additional approximately 2,500 acres. 

• Option 3: Remove both Adams Canyon and Fagan Canyon Expansion Areas 
(Attachment 6) 

Under this option , the Commission would remove most of the approximately 7,600 
acres of the sphere that are within the Adams Canyon and Fagan Canyon Expansion 
Areas. Similar to option 2 above, should the Commission choose this option staff 
recommends that the 32-acre parcel at the Peck/Foothill intersection and the 
approximately 100 acres denoted as "Other Area" be retained in the sphere. 

Under this option, the level of development that would remain within the City sphere of 
influence and within the recently annexed East Area 1 SpeCific Plan would allow for up 
to approximately 2,120 residential units, 835,000 square feet of commercial 
development, 1,900 ,000 square feet of light industrial/research development, and 
340,000 square feet of industrial development. Also, this option would address the 
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potential policy inconsistency related to the Commission's approval of the East Area 1

proposal.

Shoufd the Commission choose Option 2 or 3, the City would not be precluded from
submitting an application for a concurrent sphere amendment and annexation at any time
in the future subsequent to the adoption of a General Plan update and, if desired by the
City, adoption of a specific plan. The preparation of a specific plan and a concurrent
sphere of influence amendment and annexation was the process undertaken for the East
Area 1 project.

Although not recommended, another possible option would be to increase the current
sphere of influence so that the sphere and the CURB are coterminous in the area to the
west and northeast of the Adams Canyon Expansion Area. This action would also align the
sphere boundary with the boundary of the Adams Canyon Expansion Area, thus adding an
additional 1,165 acres to the territory within the sphere. However, as noted previously in
this staff report, mapping of the CURB is not precise. ln addition, the expansion of the
sphere would require the preparation of a CEQA document, which would be problematic
given that the location and type of development within the area is unknown.

Summary of Options

Unincorporated
Area in Sphere

Development potential*
(per General Plan)

Option 1 7,783 acres

Residential... ... .

Commercia!.....
Light I nd ustrial/Research
lndustrial
Hotel/Golf Course.

......2,895 un
Ql fì OflO qn

1,900,000 sq.
..340,000 sq.

its
ft.
fr.
ft.
..1

Option 2 2,500 acres

Residential....... .......2,570 units
Commercial..... ....910,000 sq.ft.
Light lndustrial/Research...,.. 1,900,000 sq. ft.
lndustrial ..,..340,000 sq. ft.

Option 3 322 acres

Residential....... .......2,120 units
Commercial,,... .....835,000 sq. ft.
Light Industrial/Research...... 1,900,000 sq. ft.
lndustrial .....340,000 sq. ft.

*lncludes the recently annexed East Area 1 project

CEQA

For CEQA purposes, the options presented in this report for the City of Santa Paula sphere
of influence review and/or update are exempt from CEQA under Section 15061(bX3) of the
CEQA Guidelines, the "general rule" exemption. The options are exempt because it can be
seen with certainty that there is no possibility that any of the three options may have a
significant effect on the environment because the options either make no modifications to
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potential policy inconsistency re lated to the Commission's approval of the East Area 1 
proposal. 

Should the Commission choose Option 2 or 3, the City wou ld not be precluded from 
submitting an application for a concurrent sphere amendment and annexation at any time 
in the future subsequent to the adoption of a General Plan update and , if desired by the 
City, adoption of a specific plan. The preparation of a specific plan and a concurrent 
sphere of influence amendment and annexation was the process undertaken for the East 
Area 1 project. 

Although not recommended , another possible option would be to increase the current 
sphere of influence so that the sphere and the CURB are coterminous in the area to the 
west and northeast of the Adams Canyon Expansion Area. Th is action would also align the 
sphere boundary with the boundary of the Adams Canyon Expansion Area, thus adding an 
additional 1,165 acres to the territory within the sphere. However, as noted previously in 
this staff report, mapping of the CURB is not precise . In addition, the expansion of the 
sphere would require the preparation of a CEQA document, which would be problematic 
given that the location and type of development within the area is unknown. 

Summary of Options 

Unincorporated Development potential* 
Area in Sphere (per General Plan) 

ResidentiaL ....... . .... .. .. . ... . .. . ... .2,895 un its 
CommerciaL .. ... ... .. .. .... .. . .. .. 91 0,000 sq . ft . 

Option 1 7,783 acres Light Industrial/Research .. . ... 1 ,900,000 sq. ft. 
Industrial ..... .. ....... . ....... . ... ... 340,000 sq. ft . 
Hotel/Golf Course .. ... . .. . ... ...... .. . ...... .... .... . 1 
Residential ... ... .. ... .. ... ... . ....... . .2,570 units 

Option 2 2,500 acres Commercial ...... .. .. . .... .. . ..... 910,000 sq. ft. 
Light Industrial/Research .. . .. . 1 ,900,000 sq. ft. 
Industrial .... .. .... .. ...... .. . ... .. .. . 340,000 SQ. ft. 
Residential.. ... . ....... ... .. .. . .. . ...... 2,120 units 

Option 3 322 acres 
CommerciaL .. ....................... 835,000 sq. ft. 
Light Industrial/Research .. .. .. 1 ,900,000 sq. ft . 
Industrial ... .. . . .. . ... ... . ...... .... 340,000 SQ. ft. 

*Includes the recently annexed East Area 1 project 

CEQA 

For CEQA purposes, the options presented in this report for the City of Santa Paula sphere 
of influence review and/or update are exempt from CEQA under Section 15061 (b)(3) of the 
CEQA Guidelines, the "general rule" exemption. The options are exempt because it can be 
seen with certainty that there is no possibility that any of the three options may have a 
significant effect on the environment because the options either make no modifications to 
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potential policy inconsistency related to the Commission's approval of the East Area 1 
proposal. 

Should the Commission choose Option 2 or 3, the City would not be precluded from 
submitting an application for a concurrent sphere amendment and annexation at any time 
in the future subsequent to the adoption of a General Plan update and , if desired by the 
City, adoption of a specific plan. The preparation of a specific plan and a concurrent 
sphere of influence amendment and annexation was the process undertaken for the East 
Area 1 project. 

Although not recommended , another possible option would be to increase the current 
sphere of influence so that the sphere and the CURB are coterminous in the area to the 
west and northeast of the Adams Canyon Expansion Area. This action wou ld also align the 
sphere boundary with the boundary of the Adams Canyon Expansion Area, thus adding an 
additional 1,165 acres to the territory within the sphere. However, as noted previously in 
this staff report , mapping of the CURB is not precise . In addition , the expansion of the 
sphere would require the preparation of a CEQA document, which would be problematic 
given that the location and type of development within the area is unknown. 

Summary of Options 

Unincorporated Development potential* 
Area in Sphere (per General Plan) 

ResidentiaL ....... . .. . ...... ........ ..... 2,895 units 
Commercial .................... . .... . 910,000 sq. ft. 

Option 1 7,783 acres Light Industrial/Research ...... 1 ,900,000 sq. ft. 
Industrial .......................... ... 340,000 sq. ft. 
Hotel/Golf Course .......... .. .. .... .................. 1 
Residentia l ... ... ... .. ................. .. 2,570 units 

Option 2 2,500 acres Commercial ...... .... . ..... . .. .. .. 910,000 sq. ft. 
Light Industrial/Research ...... 1 ,900,000 sq. ft . 
Industrial .. .. .... ..................... 340,000 SQ . ft . 
Residential.. ............... ........ ..... 2, 120 units 

Option 3 322 acres Commercial .. .. ............ ...... .... 835,000 sq. ft . 
Light Industrial/Research .. .... 1 ,900,000 sq . ft . 
Industria l .................... ......... 340,000 SQ. ft . 

*Includes the recently annexed East Area 1 project 

CEQA 

For CEQA purposes , the options presented in this report for the City of Santa Pau la sphere 
of influence review andlor update are exempt from CEQA under Section 15061 (b)(3) of the 
CEQA Guidelines, the "genera l rule" exemption. The options are exempt because it can be 
seen with certainty that there is no possibility that any of the three options may have a 
significant effect on the environment because the options either make no modifications to 
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the sphere of influence or reduce the extent of territory that LAFCo has determined to
represent the City's probable physical boundaries and service area.

PUBLIC NOTICE

Regarding public notice, Govt. Code Section 56427 provides

The commission shall adopt, amend, or revise spheres of influence after a public
hearing called and held for that purpose. At least 21 days prior to the date of that
hearing, the executive officer shall give mailed notice of the hearing to each affected
local agency or affected county, and to any interested party who has filed a written
request for notice with the executive officer. ln addition, at least 21 days prior to the
date of that hearing, the executive officer shall cause notice of the hearing to be
published in accordance with Section 56153 in a newspaper of general circulation
which is circulated within the territory affected by the sphere of influence proposed to
be adopted. The commission may continue from time to time any hearing called
pursuant to this section.

As indicated previously in this report, this matter was originally scheduled to be considered
by the Commission at a public hearing on January 16, but was continued by the
Commission to the March 20 meeting at the request of the City. Notice of the January 16
hearing was emailed to the City Manager and Planning Director on December 7,2012.
Notice was mailed to the City Clerk and posted at the County Hall of Administration on
December 17,2012. Notice was also published in the Ventura County Star on December
23,2012. ln addition, at the December 17 Santa Paula City Council meeting, LAFCo staff
informed the City Council and all others in attendance that the matter was scheduled to be
considered by the Commission at a public hearing on January 16.

Attachments: Map of current City sphere of influence
Map of Adams Canyon and Fagan Canyon Expansion Areas
City General Plan land use map
Map Option 1 - No change
Map Option 2 - Removal of Adams Canyon Expansion Area from
sphere of influence
Map Option 3 - Removal of Adams Canyon and Fagan Canyon
Expansion Areas from sphere of influence
Letters from Richard Main, Robert Borrego, and Douglas Smith
Letter from Latham & Watkins, LLP, dated March 1,2013
Letter from City of Santa Paula, dated March 4,2013
Resolution to remove the Adams Canyon Expansion Area from sphere
Resolution to remove both the Adams and Fagan Canyon Expansion
Areas from sphere

(6)
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(e)
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RICHARD MAIN 15888 FOOTHILL ROAD SANTA PAULA,€4,,93060
Tel: 805-525-2326 email:zmain@verizon.net 

AttaChment 7
l-AFCO,
Attn: Kim Uhlich Re: Pending Review

Santa Paula City Sphere of lnfluence
(Fagan Canyon - Adams Canyon)

The undersigned has been involved in land development and land use issues for
many years. My family was involved in development of home sites in the U.S. Virgin
Islands and in Coral Gables and Naples (Port Royal) Florida in the 1950's through
the 1990's. The Virgin Islands propefi near Christiansted, 5t. Croix, was
mountainous (Seven Hills) about to the same degree as is Fagan Canyon. In the
1970's, the undersigned owned/controlled approximately 800 acres of mountainous
terrain in North San Diego County (the Merriam Mountains) which adjoins I-15,
north of Escondido and opposite the Lawrence Welk Resort. It stands undeveloped
today. This is where I-AFCO fìrst popped up on my radar screen.

Several years ago I authored the "81 Acre" development limitation for lands in
Santa Paula and then wrote the Referendum which reversed the City Council's
approval of a 2000 plus unit planned development for Fagan Canyon, which was
then ratified by the voters, and which was upheld by the Appellate Couft when
challenged in court. Had Fagan been development at that time, at the peak of
the overblown housing market 5 years ago, we would now have a huge mess on
our hands in Fagan Canyon, as Centex, the developer, went out of business and
was absorbed by another developer, many projects abandoned and left in a
state of complete disaster. That could be Fagan Canyon today.

We (our citizens group in Santa Paula) did support the plans for Adams Canyon to
be developed into 495 "higher end" homes surrounding a golf course (Pinnacle
Developers of Phoenix, þ,2.), and we still do suppoft that plan. We also would
support development in Fagan Canyon, but only at a level far below the 1800-2000
units that has been consistently proposed by developers. The developers always
say that fewer units "will not pencil out".
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RICHARD MAIN 15888 FOOTHILL ROAD SANTA P~UlJAJrGA.I930~ 

LAFCO, 
Attn : Kim Uhlich 

Tel: 805-525-2326 email:rzmain@verizon.net h 7 
- Attac ment 

Re: Pending Review 
Santa Paula City Sphere of Influence 

(Fagan Canyon - Adams Canyon) 

The undersigned has been involved in land development and land use issues for 
many years. My family was involved in development of home sites in the U.s. Virgin 
Islands and in Coral Gables and Naples (Port Royal) Florida in the 1950's through 
the 1990's. The Virgin Islands property near Christiansted, St. Croix, was 
mountainous (Seven Hills) about to the same degree as is Fagan Canyon. In the 
1970's, the undersigned owned/controlled approximately 800 acres of mountainous 
terrain in North San Diego County (the Merriam Mountains) which adjoins 1-15, 
north of Escondido and opposite the Lawrence Welk Resort. It stands undeveloped 
today. This is where LAFCO first popped up on my radar screen. 

Several years ago I authored the "81 Acre" development limitation for lands in 
Santa Paula and then wrote the Referendum which reversed the City Council 's 
approval of a 2000 plus unit planned development for Fagan Canyon, which was 
then ratified by the voters, and which was upheld by the Appellate Court when 
challenged in court. Had Fagan been development at that time, at the peak of 
the overblown housing market 5 years ago, we would now have a huge mess on 
our hands in Fagan Canyon, as Centex, the developer, went out of bUSiness and 
was absorbed by another developer, many projects abandoned and left in a 
state of complete disaster. That could be Fagan Canyon today. 

We (our citizens group in Santa Paula) did support the plans for Adams Canyon to 
be developed into 495 "higher end" homes surrounding a golf course (Pinnacle 
Developers of Phoenix, Az.), and we still do support that plan. We also would 
support development in Fagan Canyon, but only at a level far below the 1800-2000 
units that has been consistently proposed by developers. The developers always 
say that fewer units "will not pencil out". 
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RICHARD MAIN 15888 FOOTHILL ROAD SANTA PAUlJAl rGA,I93£l~ 

LAFCO, 
Attn : Kim Uhlich 

Tel: 805-525-2326 email:rzmain@verizon.net h 7 
- Attac ment 

Re: Pending Review 
Santa Paula City Sphere of Influence 

(Fagan Canyon - Adams Canyon) 

The undersigned has been involved in land development and land use issues for 
many years. My family was involved in development of home sites in the U.S. Virgin 
Islands and in Coral Gables and Naples (Port Royal) Florida in the 1950's through 
the 1990's. The Virgin Islands property near Christiansted, St. Croix, was 
mountainous (Seven Hills) about to the same degree as is Fagan Canyon. In the 
1970's, the undersigned owned/controlled approximately 800 acres of mountainous 
terrain in North San Diego County (the Merriam Mountains) which adjoins I-IS, 
north of Escondido and opposite the Lawrence Welk Resort. It stands undeveloped 
today. This is where LAFCO first popped up on my radar screen . 

Several years ago I authored the "81 Acre" development limitation for lands in 
Santa Paula and then wrote the Referendum which reversed the City Council's 
approval of a 2000 plus unit planned development for Fagan Canyon, which was 
then ratified by the voters, and which was upheld by the Appellate Court when 
challenged in court. Had Fagan been development at that time, at the peak of 
the overblown housing market 5 years ago, we would now have a huge mess on 
our hands in Fagan Canyon, as Centex, the developer, went out of business and 
was absorbed by another developer, many projects abandoned and left in a 
state of complete disaster. That could be Fagan Canyon today. 

We (our citizens group in Santa Paula) did support the plans for Adams Canyon to 
be developed into 495 "higher end" homes surrounding a golf course (Pinnacle 
Developers of Phoenix, Az.), and we still do support that plan. We also would 
support development in Fagan Canyon, but only at a level far below the 1800-2000 
units that has been consistently proposed by developers. The developers always 
say that fewer units "will not pencil out". 
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That may be true, depending upon the price paid for the raw land, the
infrastructure costs associated with development, the state, county and local fees,
the then housing market and econoffiy, the amount of profit targeted, and a critical
component, frequently overlooked, luck,

The voters of Santa Paula are not stupid. They know what they want by way
of development. They do not want the groves, especially west of the city limits,
developed into housing tracts. They have spoken multiple times in favor of
rational, limited development in the foothills and canyons, and that is why
I-AFCO and the County should honor the vote of the people and make no significant
changes to the City's sphere of influence - at least that is my opinion and the
opinion of all the people I have spoken with in Santa Paula.

Economically we are in an "intermission" in California. We do not know when the
economy wlll grow in a signlflcant manner. Sometime the best thing to do ¡s -
nothing. We (our group in Santa Paula) believe this rs such an issue ancl such a
time.

Respectfully

Richard Main, J.D.
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That may be true, depending upon the price paid for the raw land, the 
infrastructure costs associated with development, the state, county and local fees, 
the then housing market and economy, the amount of profit targeted, and a critical 
component, frequently overlooked, luck. 

The voters of Santa Paula are not stupid. They know what they want by way 
of development. They do not want the groves, especially west of the city limits, 
developed into housing tracts. They have spoken multiple times in favor of 
rational, limited development in the foothills and canyons, and that is why 
LAFCO and the County should honor the vote of the people and make no significant 
changes to the City's sphere of influence - at least that is my opinion and the 
opinion of all the people I have spoken with in Santa Paula. 

Economically we are in an "intermission" in California. We do not know when the 
economy will grow In a significant manner. Sometime the best thing to do Is -
nothing. We (our group in Santa Paula) believe this IS such an Issue and such a 
time. 

Respectfully su~tted, 

~~ -C..--c ___ - -
Richard Main, J.D. 
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That may be true, depending upon the price paid for the raw land, the 
infrastructure costs associated with development, the state, county and local fees, 
the then housing market and economy, the amount of profit targeted, and a critical 
component, frequently overlooked, luck. 

The voters of Santa Paula are not stupid. They know what they want by way 
of development. They do not want the groves, especially west of the city limits, 
developed into housing tracts. They have spoken multiple times in favor of 
rational, limited development in the foothills and canyons, and that is why 
LAFCO and the County should honor the vote of the people and make no significant 
changes to the City's sphere of influence - at least that is my opinion and the 
opinion of all the people I have spoken with in Santa Paula. 

Economically we are in an "intermission" In California. We do not know when the 
economy will grow In a significant manner. Sometime the best thing to do Is -
nothing. We (our group in Santa Paula) believe thiS IS such an Issue and such a 
time. 

Respectfully su;~tted, 

1~~·--~· ~ _______ ----
Richard Main, J.D. 
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Kim tjhlich.
ttall of Administration.lû Ftool
8(X) S. Victoria Ave¡ruc
Vc¡ttura. Calittrmia.

January I l. 20{)-1

[)car N'ls. t lhlich:

I am writing in rcsponsc to l,AFt'O's rcl'icw ol'Atlams antl Fagan ('anyons sphcrc ol'
i¡tlìucncc dcsignation in Santa Paula. t-nclosed is a document that may disqualiþ lÌrb
(ìonz:¡les antl Jinr lìrvias from tcstilying at f .ÂF('()'s nrccting next rvcek.

ln 1997 When Rrthin Sullivan was Mayor ol'thc city, shc askcd that a citizens committce
he fornred to rcview the cir.v's pr,oposcd Ccncral Plan thur includetl l-imoneiru's E¿st
Arca Onc. t:agan and Adams ('anvon. 'l-hc conrnritlcc liu¡sctl ils attcnlirrn lo Atl¿¡nrs
('anyon. I scrvcd on lhc co¡rr¡niltcc that included a school hoard mernber. a city council
menrbcr. a buikling contraclor. a real eslate hrokcr. architt:ct. a hank president. a housing.
specialist a hou.se rr,ill'.a lJead S¡art l'eachcr antl others, Alìer ten or so meelings where
wc rotÍ¡lcd thc chair plus thc ¡nc'licr¡lous rcvir'w ol' all thc ncgutivc cnvironmcntal impacts
if'thc Adams werc dcvclopcd thc committcc rcportcd to the citv cor¡ncil that with the
cxceptirtn ol'o¡ìc co¡nnritlæ ¡ncn¡her all thc othcrs votctl against tl¡c rtcvclopntcnt ol
Atjanrs ('anyon.

l'hc ncgalivr,- inrpacls itlentilìcd rnclutlcrJ lhc provision ol'$'¡¡s¡ ¡md scwcr scrvices
rvidcning ol'fjoothill lìoarJ and. the cr¡st ol'cit¡ serviccs. l'he conrn¡ittec also lblt thut the
tlc'velopment ol-the c¿rnyon constitutcrJ lcap liog dcvckrpmcnt and that it would nol hc a
part ol'thc rcst ol'lhc cit."". Rssidents thcrc r*oulcl shop in Vcntrua onlv fìlicu nlintrtcs
nway and not in Sunta Paula. ln 2007 thc Santa l'aula ('hamttr rrl' Commcrce also voted
against tltt'developmcnt of Adams ('anyon.

'l'hc lìrst timc thc Pinnaclc Oroup pnrposcd to devclop Ar.l¡uns C'anvon it lailcd to rcceivc
vr)tc'r approval. A couplc ol'vears luter Pinnuclc came hack into town :rn clcction was
ulreatlv scheduled lirr ('cnlex's l;agan C'anvon tl,'vclopnrcnt. Whcn Pil¡nacle canrc buck
r¡nc ol'the lìrst thirrgs it did w¿r-s lly. rvinc and di¡rr- ahout two dozen pronrinent city
residents to lìstancia. an impressivc Pinnaclc pnricct in Âri¿onu. Pinnacle hinted th¡rt it is
wl¡at u tlc-r'ckrpctl Âtlanls ('anytrn n,or¡ld look li[c.

ln ortlcr tcr gct ahead ol' thc C'cntcs clectirrn . Pinnaclc collc'ctctl signaturcs tirr a special
election to havc a volc on its plan to dcvelop Atlu¡ns ('anyon. l'lrey askcd individuals
coming (ìul Vôn's Market to sign a pctition ogriinst child molestcrs. ( )ncc they gtrr thcrr
utte¡rtitrn the,'- askctl thcm to sign thc pctition asking ltrr a spccial elcclion. l:nough
sign¿¡lurcs rvc-re g:rthcred ttl have the eleclirl¡r.

\f,'hcn Pinnaclc htgin it's clcclion cantpaign ¡t snid the tlevelopmcnt would inclt¡tlc a O.iai

Vallr"'y lnn typc hotel. a w<¡rld class goll'coume ar¡d prcp¿ìrc.l9-5 parcels tilr mansions to
hc built. l)innaclc said all this woukJ gcncrutc $20 nrillion nnnuallv lìrr thc cit¡ starting
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Kim Uhlid), 
Iiall or Administration 4111 Floor 
ROO S. Victoria Avenul: 
VClltUW. C'aliftlmi'l 

Derl r Ms. Uhlich: 

January II . 2UOJ 

AN 

J <1111 writing in response to LAFCO's n,', ie\, or Adams and Fagan Canyons sphen: of 
influence designat ion in Santa Paula. Enclosed is a docUnll'nl that may dbquali(v Bub 
tioll.f .. ah:s imJ Jim l ov iHS from tcsli(ving iit I AFCO's meet ing next week. 

r 

In 1997 When Rtlhin Su lli van W;.lS Ma)'or nfl he city. she asked that a c iti /cnscommiltec 
he formed to re view tht! city's proposed General PhUl that induded Limonc iru 's East 
I\ rl!<l Onc. / 'agun and Adam :. Canyon The committ ee focLlscd its a1Lcnt it)1l Ii) "dam~ 

Canyon. I served on the comlllitt~c that included a schoClI hoard member. a elly counCil 
member. a building COIHrnclOr. II real es1atc hrokcr. archit(~ct. a bank president. a housin~, 
~peci alj s t :I house wi le." ,·Iead Starl I eacher :lIld (lthcrs. A ller ten or ~o meeling:) wh~re 

we rotated the chai r plus the meti culous re' ie\\ of nil the ncgllli vc cnvironmcnlul impacts 
ir lhc Adams \\cre devcloped tht: committee reported to the c ity cuunciltha t with the 
exception of one C(lfllllliUec IIlc mhc r (t il the other:. , 'uted against thl,.:' (kvclopmcnt or 
J\dilm~ ('anyon. 

I he nc~ati\'e IlIlpac ts IdCll llti~d Illdudr:d the prO\ I<,;anll oj water ,lilt! ~I!'\\er 'cr' ices 
widening til' I'oothill Road and, the cost of cit) serVice:., rhe cOnlmlnec also ICitthm the 
development oflhe Ci.myon co nstituted leap frog dc\'clopmL'm i.lnd thm il \\Otdd not he 11 
pari oflhe rest o t'thc ci ty, Res idents then: v.ou ld shop in Ventura unly fi lk-cn nllnlltc~ 
away and not in Sun ta Paula . In ]:007 thc Sanw Pau la C hamber or Commerce also voted 
agui n~ 1 the dc-vchlpmcnt of Adam~ Ca nyon . 

rile li r!>1 tlllle the Pinnacle Group proposed 10 de\clup 1\t!:..I.IllS Can)on il liJilt.:J to n: l.!ei\l,~ 

voter approval. A couple or years later Pinnacle came- had .. inlo luwn an tlcc ti on was 
already scheduled fur Cenlex's I'agan Cun)t)n Ucwillpll1ent When I'illnal'ie ":Wllt!' hac!.. 
Olle llr Ihe fi rst things it did was J1y. w inl' ,UlU d jnl~ ahout 1\\00 do/en prominent city 
rC'sidents [0 Estancia. an lmpre~sivc Pinnacll.! project in AriLona Pinnad~ hintt.!d Ihul it IS 
\\ hat :1 dcveloped Adums Canynn WtlulJ IIlil!.. like 

In order 10 get ahc>.ld ur the ('c!llt.:\ eleetion _I'innaclt.: co lil-clt.:d s ignature!l. for a spct:ial 
I!lectiol1 10 hove a vote on its plan to deve lop i\dmns ('anyon, Theyasked indi viduu.ls 
coming (lUI Von-" Market to stgn:1 peti tion agam .. , c hild molesters. Once they gnt thclr 
J tlClllion Ihey as!..ed the m to sign Ihe petition a8k.ing, for a special dcclion. Fnoug.h 
.. Igmllures \\'cn;, ga thered to bave;' the elt'c ti illl. 

When Pinnacle ~gin it ','; di .. 't:tion campaign it s~lId the devdopmcill w(luld include a ()jai 
Va lley Inn t)pI! hOld , a world das!l. golf course and prepare 4Q5 parce ls lor mansion:) hi 
he buih. Pinnat:k , aid all thi, \\'ou lt! generate $20 million annuall y for the c il) ~Iartl ng 

45 

KlIll Uhl idl. 
Iiall or Admilllsimiloll 411• Floor 
ROO S. Victoria AVellll1.: 

VCl llUra . California 

Dear Ms. l lhli !.:h: 

January II . 2U03 

AN 

Jam \\riling in response 10 1....A f-CO·::> re, ic,\ o f Ai.kulls Hnll Fagi.ln Canyon::> sphere of 
inllucllcc designat ion in Sunln Pau la Pncloscd i ~ a docunwnllhall11ay dbqualily Bob 
tiun.f.a l e~ i.lnJ Jim I elvi .. :- fml1lteslifyinll <111 ,\1,(,0'::> meeling next week . 

In 1997 When Rohin Sulli van wm. Majur nl the city, she n.-;keJ lhal a eil i/cm; commillcl' 
he fimned (0 review Iht! ci ty's proposed General PhUllhul im: luJed I LIllOIl r.: iru·s f:.us l 
t\ rt:a (Inc . I agun and Allam:. Cun),un Thl.: CtlmmilllX foc Lised liS alLCnlil>1l III Adarn\ 
Canyon. I served nn Ihe committee thai indudcd a ScilOCl I hoard member. a ell) council 
member. i.I building cOlllrnclOr. 1.1 real eslalC brokl!r. archill'ct, a hank president. ;'1 hou.'i in~. 

"pel'iai is l a hOll ...... wi le.'1 Ilc<.ad Start I c<Lcher and olhl!N. A nl;!r I.,:n nr su meeting::> Vvhere 
we rotated Ihe dUlIr plus Ihe mCliculolts r<.'"ie" nf nil the ncgu li\ e ~nvironmc nta l imp:lcts 
il the Adams \\cre devdoped Ihe cOmmillCl.' r,,::porled 1\' Ihe Ci l) cOllneil thn l wi l.h the 
exception of Ol1e C(I!llI1UHL'C IIlcmhcr <t Il the olher::> \ulcll against tile devclupmcllI 01 
AJam~ ('an ,'on. 

I h ~ nCl:Wli\c Impac ts IUCLlIL tkd Illdulkd thc prm I'>lnll III '~atcr ;1111.1 \c\\er "cn ke:­
wic.h:nlng uf I'llothill R()(uJ <lnJ , 1 he ellsl of" cit) -;l!r'v Jce:., I he commi tte..: <.a l:.:o ICit lhut the 
dl'vdopnll.:nt tlfthe canyon cllnsllI lIlcJ h.:ap frog dc,clopmL'nt i.lnd Ihat it \\ould nOI h..: ,I 
ran nfl ill.' rest ol"lhe cil) Rcsiu"::l1b thl!rc ,,,ouIJ ~hop III Ventura IInly li lltXn nllnlll "::~ 
UW,i) (lnUllot in San ta I'alda. In 20Q7 the SanUl P;Hl la l 'hambcr n l" Cmnmcrcc also voted 
tl!:min:-. ' Ilw dc"clnpmenl or Adams l'an) on 

n1l.: l i r.~:i tllllll' lhe Pi nnacle Gro up proposed Ln dC\I.! lop Auams ('an~lIn it fuilt,;J hI recci\c 
vOler appnwul. A coupk ot'years laler Pinnacll: camc hack Hllu tuwn an t lt:cti lln was 
already sdll;!Ju led for C\!lltc,':-; I'agun Canyon Jevdnpment When I'ilmal'le ..:rullt.' had.. 
1I1l~ III" the: lirM Ihings it Jid W<L'. ny. win.: ,UlJ d in(' uhoul n\O dO.fcn prominent ci ty 
re:'ld~nt s 10 b tam:i:.. an impre::.:. ivc Pillnadc pruject in AriLollil . Pinnal!ic hintl.!d llml II L:. 
\~ h "l a Jc\'clop..:d Ad<.l OlS C'anynn \\(lu lJ Ill,-l].. like 

In orJ~r 1(1 gd uhc'-IJ ul thr.: Cellte\ dcet inn . I'mnadc cu lil"Cted lugnalurc3 li.lr a speeial 
dCClioll 10 have a vol(' on its phm 10 dr.:vchlp AJam:. Canyon. Theyask.:d individuals 
coming (lUI Vl)n'~ Markel 10 s ign a pClition agnln'" child molesters Oncl' the) gnl lheLr 
.ulcntil111 they u::> l...cJ thelll 1\..1 sign tile I1l'1 it ion asking lor a spel' lul decrion . Fnough 
"LgnalUrcs wen;: g .. l h~red to h~I\'t' (he t;;it-clmn. 

When Pinnacll' hcgin il '~ del' li on campaign il s~Lld lhe dcvc!opment w(luld include a Ojai 
V<.alky Inn I) JlC hotel. a world da::'3 goll course and prepare olQ5 r arcds lor mansion::. hI 
h..: bu ilt . Pinn,H: k ..,.ud alllhi .. w(\ukl gl'ncrale $20 l1u ll itll1 :HmuaJly for Ihl' e il) slanlllg 
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lionr tlay onc. l'uicc i¡t lcttcrs to lhc Sl) l'inres papcr l¿sketl Pi¡rnaclc to rcvcal thc
source ol'the $ltl millio¡r and it ignorctl my rcqucst. I kcpt ruking questions. so to protect
its hack l)inluclc said that the cnlculations on the projcct h¡¡d hcen donc b¡'¡r ltrn¡leru Citv
Mattagcr tionr l"illn¡orc. Pi¡¡¡nclc ltud a fo¡lrrer nra.vur lìt¡rn l"ill¡r¡urs u¡r its ¡uvnrll.
l'owa¡ds thc end ot'the campaign l'innacle said its pro.iect would gr'ncrate $22 million
instead rtf $20 nrillion. Alier s¡rcrxling $l nrillion to spread its lics in its elli¡rt to gain
approval firr appnlval ol'its plans it tailcd. Atxlut s{:ven months later Pinnacle urlnritted it
hatl encd on its calculations and the its pruject woultl onl¡ raisc unrL'r $ó million.
Although Pinnaclc lt¡s¡ lhc clection it did not givc up. lt got togclhcr with its nrost loyul
supPorlcrs and told tlrent what ncede-d to bc do¡rc'so it could havc another opportunity to

Ëlct ¡nto the canyon. 1'hese supporlcni werc Br¡h Cjt'¡nz¿les. Jinr Tovias and Steve Smead.
lloh Gonz¡lcs was hirctl b¡- Itinnaclc lo ht-lp on Mcasurc Y. Whcn tlrc canrpaign on Â7

.starrcd thc threc namcd abovc said ir was a locol citizcn drivcn effort with mr
participation lbrm Pinnaclc. I lowever. bcforc arxl during the canrpai¡¡¡ Slcvc Snrcarl rvus
in and oul t¡l- Pinnaclc's Main Strcet t)|lìcc. lt appcarerl ns il-it wcrc thc campaign
hcadquancrs I'or 47. In the cnd thc willof'thc votcrs was tainted btcause the.'- wcre lietl
to. Firsl lhr'ntonumental $22 million lic thc lirlse purt'citrzen driven commiuec on Â7.

Whcn lltc so-called Citizcn's ('t¡r¡¡nittcc clainred it had no tics to Pin¡raclc. daily I woultl
dail¡' r'isit u shtr rupair shop lhat was lt¡catcd ncxt lo Pinnaclc's campaign hcadquartcrs.
I hr' shop hclongccl to u lifbtinlc f ricntl ol'minc. I lc' toltl mc timc rrnd again that thc lcurler
ul'the conll¡liltee rvas in arttl out ol'ltirtnaclcs headquarters tlrroughout thc A-7 campaign.
I myscll'sau him once carrying an annload of wlrat ap¡xrarcd to bt' votcr rcgistration
tirrnrs.

Whcn a ntenrbcr ol'thc citv council saitl l.Al'('() wus ignorirrg thc wishcs r¡l'Santa Puulu
\'olurs il'Âdanrs is takcn ol'thc city's sphcre ot'influcncc he should bc rcnrintled that thc
crllnnritlcc gtrl trpprrrlal ol' ths tnc¡tsurr- b¡ hing to lhc vorcrs.

l'innaclc got ¡rs l'ar as it tlid b¡' lics liorn bcginning to L'nd. and thc comminee aitJc'd rl¡e
rtrgrniz.ution.

I havc u qur'stion ol'l,Al'('( ). h¿rscd on the wrrrk (itrnzalcs and 'lovias at l)in¡laclc's
rcqucst should thcv nol hctlcenrcd us ltuvingact¡nflicl ol'intcrcst lhat rvould prohihit thcn
lirrrtt tcstiliing at l.Al;('( )'s ltcaring o¡l Ada¡ns C'anyrur.

I ltrvc cnckrscd docunrcnls inclutlirrg an SP litncs re¡rorl hv l'cgg1 Kelllv thnt raises
qucstions ol'confìict olinlr,'rcst tlf thc i¡bt¡vc nanrcd individuals. I ask lhat vor¡ havr,.
('ounly ('ounscl rcvicu it. l'rior lo .A-7 (ionzalcs. for,ius md Snlcutl nrct u'itlr a Pinnaclc
rcp to get thcir marching orders. SnrcarJ ¿¡nd (io¡¡zalcs wcrc thc lcadirrg pro¡xrnents ol'
i\4c¿r-surc Y tltat rr,as volcd tI)\{lr.

Sinccrelr,.

i..¿.^t v <3ç-vpt-',1 ,J'
,./
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from da~ OIlC. I \\ICC III letter:; to Ih(' SI) lime:; rapc-r I a:;kcJ Pinnach: to rl'"c;:11 the 
, uun:e of the $20 111111iol1 and It igm1rcJ my request. I kept asking qu~sti(lns. so to protect 
il <; hacl.. PinnHck ,a id that lhe calc ulatiu l1s llll the projec i had heen dune b) u tonnel'S C ity 
Managel frum Fillmore. Pilluadc haJ a fOl/llCI lIIayol liulII FiIlIlIUIl' lill Its payroll . 
l"owarJs the end of the campaign I)innacie said its project would generate $21 million 
inst~ld uf$::!O million. A rtcr spend ing $ 1 milliun to spread its lic\ in Its el1Drllu g.ain 
apprO\al for Llpproval of ils plum, il failed AboUl seven month:; lute r PilUmc lt!' !1dmiltt'd i1 
had c rred on iL'\ calculations and the It !> projL'C1 \\nuld onl~ raise unde-r Sf) million . 
Althtlligh l")im13dc IllS! the dcction it did not glvt: up. It got toge ther with ib most loyal 
supponers and told the m what nL-cdcd to bl' done so it could hu"c another opportunity 10 
gd into Ihl.: cnnyon. These SliPportc~ \\crc Buh (ion/.u.ie!>. Jim To\ ius amJ Ste\t: Smead. 
Bob G(lIv.ales Wit!) hired by Pinnacle to hell> un Mca.s11fC Y When tilt.: campaign un A 7 

'> tnned the three named ahovc sa id it was a local cit i7cn driven dTon wi th no 
partlcipution form rinllacic . Ilmw."\cr. lx:fore and during Ihe call1pUi~l Sine Smead \Vu~ 
In and oul 01 Plnnaclc':; Main Street Oflicc. It ~IPpt;ilrctJ a~ il i l ""efe Ihe campa ign 
headq uarters lor A 7 In the end the will nf the \ otCf'$ was wil1led because they \\l"rc lied 
10. Fir..t the monumenlul '&22 millinn lie the lulse pure ~ilt Len ofl"cn comnuUet.= 011 \ 7. 

When thl: !'o(H:alled C ili zen ' ~ Committec dalillcd It had no ties to Pinnacle. dai ly I \\ouh.l 
dail) visit a s hoe n:pair shop that was locHtl'd nex t to Pinnaclc·:.. cUl11pniJ?o hl.:adquurlcrs , 
I he 'i hop helonged 10 a lil i.!l imc friend ot" minl·. I It.: told m,' timc :tml agnin thnl the leader 
ilf the t:omllll llec \ \ .b in ~Uld out 01 PlllilUcic::. h\!Lldlj uarter:; throughout thc A·7 campaign. 
I Ill)'sc lf S<I\\ h im uncl' carrying an annillad \11 \\hul appeared to he \ole r rl'gisll'Ution 

IOrl1l"', 

When .J IIlcmher u t' the e ll) counCi l ~lIti I.A I·('O \\a..., Ignoflng Ihe "" i ~ hl.· '" til San ta Paulu 
\otcrs if Adams IS tLlkcn of thl· cilY· S sph('re of Il1nUCIlCe he should he reminded that the 
cmTlmiltee ~\ Il nrpro "~ll cd Ihe mC(l!)urc b) 1 ) 1I1~ 10 Ihe votc r~ . 

Pinnacle gut a~ far as II ,lid hy lics from ocgllllllng 10 end. and the COllllTIlllcc lI ided rhl' 

Ilr~allila(IOIl 

I have a '-Ilicstioll uf I.AI-( '(). !lased (10 the \\m~ (ioll.ln lcs and Im ias al PIIlI1udc's 
reljuc:; l should Ihe) nOI he dec mt:d LI~ h.J vmg jJ cunnlet o t intercsillmi ,,,,)uld proilibil Ihe n 
!rum h.'~llt~ III~ J( IAH ·, ) . .., hcarlng on AJ,lIll~ CJIl),)1l 

I have encloscd documents Includll1g Ull SP times rl'port by Pcgg) "'-1.'111) thm raise .. 
questions of connie! or inh:rcst of the above namcd indh iduals , I ~IS I.. that ynll ho\(' 
l'oul1l~ C(lun'>Cl f(.'vic\\ it. l'riOT tn A· 7 (ion/.ales. I'll\ Ja:- and Smead lIlet \\ ilh a Pimmck 
n:p 10 get Ihci r marching on.h:rs. Smead and (iclilIalc .. \\l'rc thl·lead ing rmponents or 
ivlcaslirc Y Ihal \\as \ 1'll'd Ullv.n 

'-'illl:crc1) 
""1t' -ll.(.,A" .a..,.......... ,' of 

.J 
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from da~ \1111..' 1 \\lce 1Il lC'tlc~ 10 the SI' I iTllI,!~ papt:r I :t!ookctl Pinmll.:h: to re\'cul the 
... uuret: of the $20 Illillion and Illgnmcd my rcqLlC:i1. I ,,"ept askmg qucstU)Il!oo, su to protec t 
II ... hacj.., Pinlluck ",:"dd thai the caleulalillils llll thc project had oCl'n dune b) 1I Ii:.lnncr.s CIIY 
Managel i'mln HIIIlIOfl!. Pililtacic had a rOllllCI lIIil)'OI flU lII FiIlIlIUIt: ~ III I I 'I payro ll. 
J owards Lh\! end urlhe campaign I'innac lc said its projeci wou ld gcncl1Ite S2::! mi llilln 
IIlSh:.ld llr$20 mliliun. Ancr spending $1 mililun Itl spread ils Ii", ... in II"el1\.lrt hi g.ain 
appro\al tClr approva l of it ... plum. II fai led AboUl seven month:, lutt'r Pilillucit!' admiul-d 11 
had crred on ils calculations and Ih t." It !> proJ ... 'C1 ,,()uld nn!) raise ulh.Jel' $() million. 
o\1t11ll1lgh Ilinnuclc !\lSllhc eleclion it did not glvc up. II got together wilh ib 11\0st loyal 
suppo n l.!f'S and told !hcllI wh61 nt.'Cd\!d to bc done Sl) il cou ld ha ... c anolher opporlunilY 1,,1 
gd inlo thl! cnnyon. Thesc sllpp' . rte~ \\ere Rllh (ion/.uil!':t, Jim Tovias lind S t ~"t: Smead 
B(lll (i(IIl/.ale:, wa:t hired b) Pinnade 10 help o n Measure Y Whcn thc Ullllpaign un A 7 

"Ianed Ihe three named uoovc sa id il WUS;) IOCllI ci li 7(:n driven cO-on wi th no 
partH.:ip.<tl ion lorm Ilin llucic. 11"".,.c\cr. bt.-rUrl' and during Ihe l:aIllJx"~n SIC'\t: Smead "'u~ 
In and (\ul \If Plllnuck· ... Matn !-.lrecl nflic,,' It arpcart:d a ... if il \\-ere Ihl.'" l.:ilInpaig,n 
h\!udq uancrs lor A 7 111 the end the \\'illlll'lhc "'OICI'S ww; tuinled hccause Ihc~ \\I."I'C licd 
t\J fir..llhe 1ll0lll1l1leniUl $12 millinn he 1111.' lillsc pure l.:illLen Lln\-cn cOl1ln\lll~ on \ 7. 

Wht!ll 1111: "'~H;a lkLi C ill l.t!n '~ l'oJl1ll1iltt'c;! d aulled 11 had no ties III PIIlIIUdC', dm ly I \\()ulL! 
Jui\) " isit u sho\! rl!pair :-hup thut was h.k.:ulcd nC'(1 to J>ionack":-. cmnpnign hcud4Uiulcn; 
I he ..; hl)p hclolll;Cd Ill ;1 lilclinl\! friend of Olll\(.: . I It: told me tillle ilnd agoin tlMI Ihc leader 
\d Iht.' l:"mll1ltllcc \\,b 10 mld \Jut 01 Ptnnack :.. hcudquartcn. t,hroughoul Ihe.' A· 7 \."mnp.ugn 
I m):tclf S<I\\ hUll om:c cal1)tng:tn armlond \11 \\hal appcaJ'cd In hi.' \oter rl..'gislnuioll 

10rl11". 

Wh,,'n d rIlli!llIl"k:r ti l !II\.' CII) council "':IIU I .AI·CO \\U ... IgJlunng the \~ I~ht:" ul Santa r aulu 
Hlt",rs if Adam:s IS taken ..,f th,,' ci ty' .. :-.phi.'re llf IIlflllcnCe he :;hnu lr.l he re minded Ihal IllI..' 
!.:nmmilh::c gl.llllrpro"'~lll.)t Ih\! ml!a~urc b) I) Ulg 10 Ihe \\ltcrs. 

Pinll31."ic g\)\ u~ fur 01:-' 1\ r.l1(.1 by lies l'rutn bcglll lllng h) cnd. :lOd the cnnUnllh!(..' uided tht' 
t)r~!:.tlt Ifill ion 

I have a ~l1C ... tillllllJ I .1\1·( ' ( " !:lased llfllhc wllr~ (ionl'lJics and I (l\ 13 ... al Plnnaclc'" 
rC4ut'~L should Ihc) nol hl' d\!cmt'd a~ h.Jvmg a c()fln ICI u t inlcrl!~1 Ihtll \\'lU ld pmlllbl! Ihen 
1 rum tc .. lll) 11I~ ill I ,A H ( )" " hc:m nH- I.IIl AlI.lln" LUI) ~ll1 

I huw l'ndl)scd J()ClIlllcnt ... Includmg un sr tllllC" n:pon by PC~) "-1.'111) Ih;ll nllse .. 

llucsti ulb (,' conflict or inh:rr.:sl of the lIhuvc IltUlll'J indi\ idual"i, I ~IS I.. !hOl yn ll hOH' 
('tlunty L\lun~1 n.""ic\\ 1\ . I'rior II I >\·7 {)OIl/Uh.:s, ri.1\ 1i!S ;,1I1\J SlllcaJ IJld \\ ilh ;;1 Pinnae"," 
n:p 10 gel Ihelr marching llrd.:l"S. Smead and ( lullLalc ... " .... re tn..: leading I1rt1ponems or 
;vlca.sun: Y Ihat \\a~ \1'Icd d\l\\11 

I.\inccrd) 

""?f.~V~I.r 
.J 
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V.rbn fcrer Gübr

P¡ge I of3

Scü,r¡ü¡y, J¡n 5 el 1:3to Pil

Flom:

To:

8ub¡¡ct

plallyw¡i@¡ol.com

bobbletü@vaizon.nel

Rc Todeo

Hl Bobble

I dont have Works Just Word but thls ls the artlcle...

Jim Tovias tells of financial benef¡ts of Adams
Canyon Measure A7

By Pqgr KGlty
funta Paub News
R¡bllshed: llrrñ l¿l,,-2OO7
Jim Tovias of futn PaulürsÍor QgIW Grvnth wlpse ¡nit¡ûive to bríng Ada ns
Cø¡nninlo tle city's ufutdeveloprrrctú fuodüt,fo?rtûæ growthwtll be
dpßídd bywtøt wíth a spe.cial l[sy elætÍon tdken abtû t E issre û the IUIûch
M MorningSarta Pø.ùa.
ilr llcugr Ku'llr
\¿¡;tia i)a.ui¡ I rrrii:.
.''::r T(r'.;¡l: t''i Su¡'¡u Pai¡ianr ti''r'(iuarrt-r (irorrl,iì. trhirsl rtitiatri u t(, l'trJn.[ t\¡lenl.
, ,.if!.(':; :1i(l illt'irtl { uriìíul çî\'-'iot"ì'1ì,3n;. Þattfìoij,'. fì'i!'ti¡turc glilr.rlir rtrlì p'.'

.ìJi'i(¡(uì r.1.. r.itl,ji'¡ r.r, ¡iþ ,r SnCciai t.1¡" çlg.;'.¡rr¡1. :aih.,.'U ,f,L.t,itl l)'lt ifSiltj iìl lIlj i.inrCi'

. ,¡.,,'çil.iil-nnt iant¡l l)¡ui;J. lhrstcd i:'. Pilri t-'r¡.fu:i,-r r-rt l]¿ri¡kcl': ln'.cstn-rc:ri
t.- t¡u¡'r¡iriírg. lne L hanroer-rD(ti¡:ìe¡'Jd ci erit rtas hcio at l-hc (¡¡rr\'(' rl-staur'å¡ii
i,,, ;'.i' \:rri: \it.i>U¡.¡ .i: r*.iili.r ,. r:l ii) sliil \\i'rcn "i ifgCi tilc rlnnr-rfr-ttnl¡.. irl i'r:ìr'ti'rr .

i,,-., lir.rlri,r¡\!'ti1.' *ih,llù tif.-'Pinn¡Cig t. 1r'r)ijF -'.,.i"lttit ii¿is titen Sn(ln\(rfilig A silt;rt'-l'
:ia{¿:\1.t"-' - ita:. ¿¡ :'cs(lli. " .\t ciinn¡.'r' i r,,::s t¿ii,¡rig {i\ ( ¡r'u'!* iìr:i . anCi t,rl,.ì tititr ,l \t¿:\ il
,'iii:i'. ircrr:tiriri f'aciii¡'....'ru[ \\Jì¿n'. iíì ri ;il¡'S:¡nte P¿ula. ilìiìi'i iirg rvilcrlc t'Ìurì]os.j
.:'r,'.. ' .(¡pl-1iicû'srìrna l¡riìlnnatitrl1.:oiì-iù Fl'olcCt!('rtrs",.'l'r'.-\'ùl]uË. a:tc1 "! dfough:
::¡.'.:. \\i.uid nc'.ronderiui touharrgr-'ti'c iìn¡rneiai dircutio¡i o!'lanra Paula Fit¡t ir.'
'rl;1¡',{ t'i¡-'r... '.\trc¡:'l inrcived ir; ¡licl ci:;t¡rtli." (lllc ûl se\cr¡l '.hat hac
,',ì)¡.rci-¡lsf i¡iir' ,-¡r'r,ctcd nLìicn¡¡il: j-;rçl¡r¡rrììcot in tirg üil!l\ r't,
i ,¡ir..1¡g!-:i r,:i !n\s'lil rtirr Sa¡ir.:r lrar¡i;¡ 1:(rr,¡lc rl(\t \.\eitt tilts irnd oíasststancc'. ar:¡cj

r',..i1 !riç.it.{i¡r't \ tnileci." ikltTo\4ii ricfcat¡-'O ¡n an:tOr:l sn=cial eleciicn. 'i ieit oao
,r,r l..li';¡., Pïi.1,.i.. ;\ couFie r:t'dar:.' l:ltcr. \tr.'\e ¡Sme¿rdl. fJoht(ltrnzafcsr anci lgot
',rËilri'!'é't.i ¡!iìÍ¡3d hashing thtngs ¿!'()u¡to. L,ut Prnn¿rcl* "rrantc.d n(ìlhing Ír- rìtt
r iit' '-:.- ri: lltQUgiit ¡sl ( ,Jl llìclrr i()r.rl 1¡il ¡ hf t." :titirq';tiU:: iiinn¡CiC l'Cnrcscíìltlt,\tr
ìii'c IF1., ,.r.r]l-(i,.! i.jr.', crir¡r ,i¡l'tli¡gh thC r:tr.ifit¡ .

ù 
'.. 

-ltlr.Cr.i ,'ìå-\ t'.t' ¡.\C ;rtUid ,JC, Srrtr¡ ,Jiiiit:t t¡¡-t irUf irr¡.'t't. ctilrt i|rl l¡lCr. r¡'tfil ¡l'll.;l¡
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Page 1 00 

Saturday. Jan 5 at ' :34 PM 

From: 

To: 

Subject: 

Hi Bobbie 

pkellywnler@aOI .com 

bobbletb@verizon net 

Re: TOl/ias 

I don't have Works just Word but this is the article ... 

Jim Tovias tells of financial benefits of Adams 
Canyon Measure A7 

By Peggy Kelly 
Sama Paula News 
Published ; March 28, 2007 
Jim Tovias of Santa Paulans for Quality GroWTh, whose initiative to bring Adams 
Canyon into the city's urban development boundary for foture growth will be 
decided by voters with a special May election, talked about the issue at the March 
Good Morning Santa Paula. 

" ,', I'·" . ',t .c. ._ ... 

,; . ; .1 .[',., .. : .";\ 'n ". , "~I 

,r .". : ir ,~,-,.,.", !.I .1 -, 1,-' . ,. '" '" .. 

. , ' 

l :i... l r " f ' ,~' 1\:"(,dl".Jr t 

,K' ')". I ~J. " Int, 
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Saturday. Jan 5 aI1 -34 PM 

From: 

To: 

Subject: 

Hi Bobbie 

pkellywnter@aOI,com 

bobbletb@venzon net 

Re: Tovias 

I don't have Works just Word but this is the article ... 

Jim Tovias tells of financial benefits of Adams 
Canyon Measure A7 

By Peggy Kelly 
Santa Paula News 
Published : March 28, 2007 
Jim Tovias oJSanta Paulans/or Quality Growth, whose initiative to bring Adams 
Canyon into the city's urban developmeflt bowuiary Jar juJure growth will be 
decided by voters with a special May election, talked about the issue at the March 
Good Morning Santa Paula. 
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, ,"- ... . i" .1 -," \.'. ~r . . ;1 i~ I'," ,... ' r 
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I

lli¡ntiuilclrn \lar lasi ic:l:'.. i:lú.. saiO i1 rr,rr tìi(i'.,j ti-ii> lin....rc'li cCirr:.idcl.tcìtï¡¡ntj
l-i:ci. l'.'¡ \al)tli PeUia. bul r ,rt¡'l'r ur-r \ t üf rrrr n. !!' tlri: ducsn i oa¡i it ¡rlc:; Lr) iirr-
r.'ill.lñl'. ¡l;icl ,i S rì1.,-':

ii.rr l,J: slrlo iiiai tlir:t'c:¡t'c :ìlüi^'. "li,r¡liirgilt:: .llrtl !tr)ünrr;¡l ocnclrr:" t(l íìr'¡ng!jiu r.¡i
úiln\i.ìi'l ¡¡tl(l ¡i1!. ("t,Ril
\rtllr)t¡$il in¡:lallr "ths!"c.,r¿rr;t irr tlt i()niLtsron ntrp.tr.ing tlìr, initi,.:trrrt.-.\ietc, iia.c

r,.ì l'l':cL'('.r'liil iilt'dt'i i'iotlcrs i() t't't¿.rt.L' jurc [hc\ irtlui0 a$rer...ritil nli3t \ru 01,.1." ani
rrcr r¡'¡¡11¡¡¡ , c nroccss ri is iuuncilutj
ir,. ¡Ìlti¿1s.;fc is "n()L a ce\ cIolltì'lcnl ¡tit'cc;f¡L'lì1. rl :- il.ts, i.¡r t'¡1t,,,.e liic. tinc tLr irrciu<Jr,
tr.iir¡'¡is ( ali\(ìl'l t'or iutU¡'e 9t'otrtit '\tja;n¡ \\u.i:riit'l ilt iirc c\-i:,i¡i'!>¡,)il tll'câ ill'r utìiri
r';Qð.. 3nc t',c rc iust tt"\lrìu't() tì1,-r\c tilg irnc na(i.. iu',\'nci{ tii* cit., tr¡tcncicd i,.l

,è¡'¡ -.1.\ . 
'

'rr ]Üûi:'trlt¡r¡liltg rvrrriisittips.'¡)'.'('ìÐrc said rirc) uan¡ ir¡sh r¡n ho¡ncs rìr'rri ..,c
.\(ITtL'C An(ìUi sencrSt(ng ilaÌirr.,.'iirr.:il.JrìSLtif f llìitts clereiûnlncnl lo qt¡-i" g95¡11¡¡:

,lr.r¡¡tc s:lë\. l'irc itifl-¡¡ç¡'3 uc¡.!'.c larx t\r:uriti bc o¿:ig '!0il oercr'nt t'l\ lhs, cicvclrli-',cl
',rit \\.rit: li', it'.- dilnc...:itc tric¿:strrc ai::r::'r(11¡iÌ'L.¡;.(¡¡lncr-iol i'tri¡ci io i.aga:r
'. ?ll'!',,.rr 

' üctic';tlrl! ¿ia¡tic i(rncrlitìs,.1! ilir ea¡'iicr q.-rci(rn¡licnt brcl. \\'itnour
i;i:¡t:r..;raÌììc u()r-..; i'i'Ji'rt illtii:itc rl(r\..rì!rr\¡.'F" ii i¡$art L;{n..r1'ì ¡.\ L¡\r'r.dg\tir¡ûed.
)illur'i!lL- illjinri\ J lt)t':r¡'i.rt!1,'ì'-: .\üa:ìii, tnt{\ !.tÌç ¡1r5¡1¡i..¡.1 rs linanciai l_.rel-.,¡iìt. 'r\ c
'' 31-ìlr'ü ir.'l t:'¡¿li^:'-' sijrt if?¿tt tilt tì!r-rrui rr,L'lilt'()\\ i)Lrt ¿t't.icJuratr " i'(,'.las iis:c,:
-r'itt¡,: onc-rit'Ìlr-' recs t!l¿i¡ r'.*uid rcsuil. in rniiiir.::rr ol'cicilars i(r r.i'ìr.'ciri .rnci schot,r

.:. ' -;.'' rr,r.... .,\ C '.-r;¡ ' r/llr - -.. t. ^-.,.t.ì. ;Llr. \t\i¡\ t\t -r:11..¡..11-,tt Llll t¡r.!l¡t\,
\ ili".'lccÌi(tr:.ie¡ì'rù (lu': lasl \r'rr l(ì;'l\l'JiJ:urc \- ttiat st:ìted tilal iiìc ú¡t\ \,.r]r.iid

i'rii.'! ¡ t iin(ìtil 5ll rnilli.lr alìl-rUâlir l¡t l-,uiid-Out. "\\ c hntusiri ii, R¡'. fr¿,, ir " ..niì.,

:'ri'tiif'ûi til'¡ ìn::¡rutiri t'iptrrt. "i¡nd hc. [ioo..S:cr.i u,t(i i llr.'¿ in Jrri,. Êìc'. cilttìr- [ìrLÀ
:rÍri sä¡r; lrc l:'r¡tûl ¿l ¡l'ìistañ€" l!ì i.i¡C r.rrieinai Ffotc.ü!.irrfr
',i i,L¡ii¡'i-;¡rit - i,rc¡iccicci ¿it ltlj(; - tn* aìr', .rouli r¡-'eciic '-t uitl!ion ¡lrtnuali\. ¡uru
'.,:'r,i-',' :!il(t l'¡U¡ l'C\tñUc lti l:ìi tilifilni,¡iit, ,',tlU!C bC;lililtjl !i r¡liiltOn.;'iCilri
l'l'¡:l lì¡-r:rircl::i h¿¡.g" s¿'.¡d ltr\lits "Stli,: Iìo.. '.u.ls. \\r()t¡.: tir,¡ l'irst tim.-',tú oici::':

il',-;sì lìi¡'t-r t¡i'J ¡ucr,tnd iin'¡e.' eJìd t-hc fìllanuai nroiccricrn - ¿ !inii !s ar¿rilable crfi [irc
,-'! I \ '" r.r '.'[, i;¡:llj - t.\ ¿S CSii i!ìC,-,

:,,- .iii'. ,i::s lTt:ln' \t¡'tor-i5 nc,.:c.\: I ric r,.1r.tûin il!le is:ira: il ..\d;ât, iììr)\c !tìr¡ riÍr;
:ile. :ilr'r. (rtit'riii lrlp¡'(l..c a ci..-ruirtr-ln)r-!ìl ¿gic'ctndnl. liiÉ i"t.ìs\agc oi lVlear,rr.u i
,,ii :ic'ticlìi inc (ti-\'säii'ioiius.' iilc pc'rpir'rrorhinu on ihis;amnaign navc irl
)rt'\rt¡i:r ;tgl.nd¿i... tirC', gain nOtili¡g 'ì.,.rnl rnir

---€tlglnal [l€ssqgc-
From: Bob Borr€go < >
To: pldl¡nlÞr< >
Sent Sât, Jan 6,2013 l:29 pm
SuÞþd: Tovlas

Pcggy, I inadvertoutly dcletod thc o-mail with üc dtac,hn€Dtregurditrg Tovi¡s'rtport to GItálIP.
If you co sead it to mc ¡g.in i¡ Woús form I will bc i¡dcbd to you br lift. I dont mcaoto
take advmtagp of our tiç¡¡¿ship bu I do npad thc frashmopt

hüp://mail. vttn0ß87

Verizon I MyVerizon 2.0 I Verizoo Message Center - Re: Tovias 

.'" -J',' :'.1:\..1 .ti.~· ~lll.:!t.: .il .... 

1,.,\.i1\\ "! )111.P ihL' l l ,j{.~ 
" ," 

'L:l"U~'-1 n, i:I!\ '!1 .. ':1.. "'.1,' .. 

;V.' :':.nc \' 
... , ' 

\ I.: .... -. I 

.' l ! "1 ,j;' .' I • ~ I n~' . , 

I" I [ 

{:,,: 

LUi i.:' ~, If'':t.. ,,, I..;. 

! I LVI, 

.. (. .... -\.;.··)'f'i~· .. !'! 'L! 
, 

;, I -'.. " "',' \' n 

'. ".. '-'~' 'j" r' !' 

:: .' 'i. 1,1.),,,',' ) .... ' '1'.,: Ii,:.. L:..'llfl,.'" ...... • ... ,ph·. ,hi' ,Ll .. .: J,\,. ... L.ir'-'l' 

Page 2 of3 

., - ,-

., 

!'~ t -, . ...-.1.. WI'.' h;'~" ',:"r, ,,'. 'l!:r) r.:''\UII. ':) If-ni'I.·:l'' {"'oIU(':J~1r~ l' li1;.: t\ 1f·(1 ...... !~I" I 
..... ., , ' ... 

'. 

;; I., 

'.: " ~, 

; I~ ",L'(' 'C <it - IJ.:(; 

11 .<3 'H.:, -r. <':1 l 

, 
r .... 't,,; 

"rfi\I',t: .. j:..'. "j- I';' 

-anginal Message­
From: Bob Borrego < 
To: pkeUywriter < 
Sent Sal Jan 5, 20131 ;29 pm 
Subject: Tovias 

> 
> 

'r 

".t. n .11 

Peggy, J inadvertently deleted the e-mai l with the attachment regarding Tovias' repon to GMSP. 
If you can send illO me again in Works fonn I will be indebted to you for life. I don't mean to 
take advantage of OUI tTeindship but] do need the attachment. 
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-anginal Message-­
From: Bob Borrego < 
To: pkellywriter < 
Sent Sat. Jan 5, 2013 1.29 pm 
Subject Tovlas 
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Peggy, 1 inadvertently deleted the e-mai l with the attachment regarding TOVlas' repon 10 GMSP. 
If you can send il to me again in Works fonn I wil l be indebted to you for life. I don't mean to 
take advantage of our freindship but I do need the attachment. 
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Dear Ventura t-AFCo
\,r'¡1.lrlr.ii I.,,ii .., 

March 11' 2013

I write to urge you to remov€ Adams and Fagan Canyons from llre sphere of
influence of Santa Paula. I have lived in the Santa Paula area sinoe age S ior 58 years.
13 in the rural area west of toriln most añecled by Adams developrnani and the bst 33
in central SP.

There are localand global reasons why developing these canyons is a bad idea
Globally, c¡nsider the significant percentages of the natuial environment disturbed by
draining uotlands, cutting down swaths of forest - in general, ecos¡rstems overwhelmed
by overdevelopment. we've raised atmoephericCoZ levels by about 100 ppm.
Average temperatures have risen as much in the last two centuries as they did in a
5000 yeat period afrer the last ice age. This carbon exoess has acidified our ooeans.
and on land, hundreds of species have gone extinct due to loss of habitat.

These proposed localdevelopments are typ¡cal examples of human behavior
lgnoring the damage to the Earth. These canyons have little or no connection to our
ci$, making transportation diñicult and polluting. They have no extra water to support
the influx. The water would have lo be imported from already overtaxed groundwater
supplies we depend on. These huge areas. almost four times the area of the present
city. would have wildlife corridors interrupted by mini-ranch development, further
contributing to species extinc'tions.

The history of this development guest is that it was repeatedly denied by LAFCo.
until a narow 3-2 approval for the cig. Since then 3 of 4 city electlons about proposêd
developments have lost. The proposalwhich won, in 2006, was in the height of the
housing bubble. when a majori$ of city voters, looking through rose colored glasses,
foresaw easy money from the 1% who could afford rural canyon estates, to augment
city cofrers.

Luckily, the housing bubble burst, and now we have a better view of financial
realities. I fear it could cost the city more for infrastructure and public sefety costs than
would be realized from development fees. After two years of drought, water supply
realitþs should be clearer

Sinoe the city vote on Adams Canyon rn 2006, a much more prscticetarea for
development, Limoneira's East Area, has been approved. This makes th€ need to
disturb open spaoe in the canyons and clog poor traffic access routes even less wise.
Even to develop the East Area. commissioner Wisda has raised serious water supply
issues.

Please consider returning control of Adams and Fagan Canyons to county
control. The county is more likely to value the preservation of open spaca, wildlife
corridors. and the plight of affected rurat residents. i,uug6 /r"rÅ,

Douglas Smlth
424 N. th Street
Santia Paula, CA 93060
525473/
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lQ.! 
Dear Ventura LAFCo. March ". 2013 

I wnte to urge you to remove Adams and Fagan Canyons from the sphere of 
Influence 01 Santa Paula I have lIVed In the Santa Paula area since age 5 for 58 years. 
13 In the rural area west of town most affected by Adams development. and the last 33 
In central SP 

There are local and global reasons why developing these canyons is a bad idea 
Globally. conSider the Significant percentages of the nalural environment disturbed by 
draining wetlands, cutting down swaths of forest - in general. ecosystems overwhelmed 
by overdevelopment We've raised atmospheric C02 levels by about 100 ppm. 
Average temperatures have nsen as much in the last two centuries as they did in a 
5000 year period after the last ice age. This carbon excess has acidified our oceans, 
and on land , hundreds of species have gone extinct due tu loss of habitat 

These proposed local developments are typical examples of human behaVior 
Ignonng the damage to the Earth These canyons have little or no connection 10 our 
City, making transportation difficult and polluting They have no extra water to support 
the influx The water would have to be imported from already overtaxed groundwater 
supplies we depend on These huge areas, almost four times the area of the present 
City. would have wildlife corndors Interrupted by minHanch development, funher 
contributing to species extinctions. 

The history of thiS development quest IS that it was repeatedly denied by LAFCo. 
until a narrow 3-2 apPloval fOI the crty Since then 3 of 4 city elections about proposed 
developments have lost The proposal which won , In 2006, was :n the height of tho 
housing bubble. when a majority of city vote", . looking through rose colored glasses. 
foresaw easy money from the 1 % who could afford rural canyon estates, to augment 
city coffers 

Luckily, the hOUSing bubble burst. and now we have a better view of finanCial 
realities. I fear It could cost the city more for Infrastructure and public safety costs than 
would be realized from development fees After two years of drought. water supply 
realiHes shOUld be clearer 

Sinoe the city vote on Adams Canyon In 2006. a much more practical area for 
development, Umoneira's East Area, has been approved This makes the need to 
disturb open space In the canyons and clog poor traffic access routes even less Wise 
Even to develop the East Area, commiSSioner Wisda has raised serious water supply 
Issues 

Please conSider returning control of Adams and Fagan Canyons to county 
control The county is more likely to value the preservation of open space, wildlife 
corridors. and the plight of affected rural reSidents. ::."+ ~ 
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Douglas Smith 
424 N. 9~ Street 
Santa Paula. CA 93060 
525-4734 

" 

Dear Ventura LAFCa, March 11 , 2013 

I wrrte to urge you to remove Adams and Fagan Canyons from the sphere of 
Innuence of Santa Paula I have Irved In the Santa Paula area since age 5 for 58 years, 
13 In the rural area west of town most affected by Adams development, and the last 33 
tn central SP 

There afe local and global reasons why developing these canyons is a bad Idea 
Globally, consider the significant percentages of the natural environment disturbed by 
draining wetlands. cutting down swaths of forest - in general. ecosystems overwhelmed 
by overdevelopment We've raised atmospheric C02 levels by about 100 ppm , 
Average temperatures have nsen as much in the last two centuries as they did in a 
5000 year period after the last ice age This carbon excess has aCidified our oceans, 
and on land , hundreds of species have gone extinct due to loss of habitat 

These proposed local developments are typical examples of human behaVior 
Ignonng the damage to the Earth These canyons have httle or no connection to our 
City, making transportation difficult and polluting They have no extra water to support 
the influx The water would have to be Imported from already overtaxed groundwater 
supplies we depend on These huge areas, almost four times the area of the present 
City. would have wildlife corndors Interrupted by mlnHanch development. further 
contnbutlng to species extinctions. 

The history of this development quest IS that It was repeatedly denied by LAFCo. 
until a nalrow 3-2 apPloval fal the City Since then 3 of 4 City elections about proposed 
developments have lost The proposal which won , tn 2006. was In the height of tho 
housing bubble. when a majority of City voters, lookmg through rose colored glasses. 
foresaw easy money from the 1 % who could afford rural canyon estates. to augment 
City coffers 

Luckily. the hOUSing bubble burst. and now we have a better view of financial 
reahlies I fear It could cost the cily more for Infrastructure and public safety costs than 
would be realized from development fees After two years of drought, water supply 
realiHes should be clearer 

Since the city vote on Adams Canyon In 2006 , a much more practical area for 
development. Limonelra 's East Area. has been approved This makes the need to 
disturb open space In the canyons and clog poor traffic access routes even less Wise 
Even to develop the East Area. commiSSioner Wisda has raised serious water supply 
Issues 

Please consider returning control of Adams and Fagan Canyons to county 
control The county is more likely to value the preservatIon of open space. wildlife 
corndors. and the plight of affected rural resIdents. :~ '+ ~ 
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Douglas Smith 
424 N 9~ Street 
Santa Paula, CA 93060 
525-4734 
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March 1,2013
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Executive Offìcer
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F¡le No.049217-0002

Re: Santa Paula Sphere of lnfluence Decision Scheduled For March 20. 201 3

Dear Ms. Uhlich:

We represent R.E. Loans, the owner of over 4,000 acres in the City of Santa Paula's
("City") sphere of influence known as Adams Canyon. We previously provided comments for
the Local Agency Formation Commission's ("LAFCO") January 16,2013 meeting, item 10,

"City of Santa Paula Sphere of lnfluence Review and Update." lVe are concerned that LAFCO is
contemplating an action to amend the Santa Paula Sphere of Influence ("SOI") and remove R.E.
Loans' property from the City's sphere of influence without proper diligence and analysis.

l. LAFCO must start with a "clean slate" in making any decision. and must first take
action to repeal or amend Resolution l0-l25 (201 l)

ln 201 I , for whatever reason, LAFCO voted to direct staff to undenake the procedures
necessary to remove Adams Canyon from the City of Santa Paula Sphere. fhe language of
Resolution l0- l25 is clear and unequivocal as to the decision that was made--- this was not a
decision to direct staff to merely "re-study" the issue. Resolution l0-l25 was explicitly contains
a specific decision by LAFCO on the removal of property f'rom the Sphere that now prevents
LAFCO and its staff at this from objectively analyz¡ng whether or not the removal is an
appropriate decision. the proper course of action is for LAFCO to rescind resolution I 0- l25 and
to analyze the impacts of the proposed sphere-of-influence update before committing to it. If
LAFCO proceeds to hear the matter in its March meeting without first revisiting Resolution l0-
l25 and reviewing and setting aside its explicit priordecision on this same issue in20l l, we do
not believe that the current LAFCO Commissioners will be able to consider the issue in an
unbiased and objective manner, free of the prior commitment made by LAFCO in 201 l.
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March 1, 2013 

VIA FEDERAL EXPRESS AND EMA IL 
Kim Uhlich 
Executive Officer 
Ventura LAFCO 
County Government Center 
Hall of Administration, 4th Floor 
800 S. Victoria Avenue 
Ventura, CA 93009-1850 

60<1 West Broadway, Suite 1800 

San Dieoo. Ca lifornia 92101·3375 
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File No. 049217·0002 

Re: Santa Paula Sphere of In fluence Decision Scheduled For March 20. 2013 

Dear Ms. Uhlich: 

We represent R.E. Loans, the owner of over 4,000 acres in the City of Santa Paula's 
("City") sphere of influence known as Adams Canyon . We previous ly provided comments for 
the Loca l Agency Formation Comm iss ion's (" LA FCO") January 16, 20 13 meeting, item 10, 
"City of Santa Paula Sphere of In fluence Review and Update." We are concerned that LAFCO is 
contemplating an action to amend the Santa Paula Sphere of Influence ("SOl") and remove R.E. 
Loans ' property from the City's sphere of innuence without proper diligence and analys is. 

I. LAFCO must start with a "clean slate" in making any decis ion. and must first take 
action to repeal or amend Reso lution I 0-12S (20 II) 

In 20 11 , for whatever reason, LAFCO voted to direct staff to undertake the procedures 
necessary to remove Adams Canyon from the City of Santa Paula Sphere. The language of 
Reso lution I 0-12S is clear and unequivoca l as to the decision that was made--- this was not a 
dec ision to direct staff to merely "re-study" the issue. Resolution 10-12S was explic itly contains 
a spec ific deci sion by LAFCO on the remova l of property from the Sphere that now prevents 
LAFCO and its staff at th is from object ive ly analyz ing whether or not the remova l is an 
appropriate decision. the proper course of action is for LAFCO to resc ind resolution 1 0-12S and 
to analyze the impacts of the proposed sphere-of- influence update before committing to it. If 
LAFCO proceeds to hear the matter in its March meeting without first revisiting Resolution 10-
12S and reviewing and setting aside its explic it prior decision on this same issue in 20 11 , we do 
not believe that the current LAFCO Commiss ioners wi ll be able to consider the issue in an 
unbiased and objective manner, free of the prior commitment made by LAFCO in 201 1. 
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Ventura LAFCO 
County Government Center 
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File No. 049217·0002 

Re: Santa Paula Sphere of Influence Dec ision Scheduled For March 20. 2013 

Dear Ms. Uhlich: 

We represent R.E. Loans, the owner of over 4,000 acres in the City of Santa Paula 's 
("City") sphere of influence known as Adams Canyon. We prev iously provided comments for 
the Local Agency Formation Commiss ion's ("LA FCO") January 16, 20 13 meeting, item 10, 
" City o f Santa Paula Sphere of Influence Rev iew and Update." We are concerned that LAFCO is 
contemplating an action to amend the Santa Paula Sphere of Influence ("SOl ") and remove R.E. 
Loans' property from the City's sphere of influence without proper diligence and analysis. 

I. LAFCO must start with a "clean s late" in making any decis ion. and must first take 
action to repeal or amend Reso lution I 0- 12S (2011) 

In 20 11 , for whatever reason, LAFCO voted to direct staff to undertake the procedures 
necessary to remove Adams Canyon from the C ity of Santa Paula Sphere. The language of 
Reso lution I 0- 12S is clear and unequivocal as to the deci sion that was made--- this was not a 
decision to direct staff to merel y "re-study" the issue. Reso lution 10-1 2S was explic itl y contains 
a specific decision by LAFCO on the remova l of property from the Sphere that now prevents 
LA FCO and its staff at thi s from objective ly analyz ing whether or not the remova l is an 
appropr iate decision. the proper course of action is lor LAFCO to resc ind reso lution I 0-12S and 
to analyze the impacts of the proposed sphere-of-influence update before committing to it. If 
LAFCO proceeds to hear the matter in its March meeting without first rev isiting Resol ution 10-
12S and rev iewing and setting as ide its explicit prior decision on thi s same issue in 20 II , we do 
not believe that the current LAFCO Commiss ioners will be able to consider the issue in an 
unbiased and objecti ve manner, free of the prior commitment made by LAFCO in 20 II. 
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Kim Uhlich
Februery 26,2013
Page 2

LATHAMgWATKINS*'

2. No Factual Basis ln The Record For Change From Recent Past Decisions.

Second, it is difficult to understand why LAFCO is contemplating a change in the SOl,
when it is not desired by the City, the SOI has been confirmed as an area for growth by the
voters, and when LAFCO re-afÏrmed the SOI only 5 years ago. The Ventura County LAFCO
re-affìrmed the SOI for Santa Paula on June I 3,2007. The LAFCO stafï report notes that the
SOI for Santa Paula was a controversial action at LAFCO which was originally denied in 1998
and then approved in 2000.

"The sphere of infìuence for the City of Santa Paula was substantially amended in 2000
to include large areas to the north of the City known as Fagan Canyon and Adams Canyon. This
action, based on the City's 1998 General Plan update, was extremely controversial at LAFCO.
After multiple meetings with hundreds of speakers and thousands of pages of correspondence, it
was originally denied. Then, at the City's request, it was reconsidered and subsequently
approved in February 2000. In the fallof 2000 the voters in Santa Paula adopted a SOAR
ordinance that established a CURB line that included Fagan Canyon, but not Adams Canyon, the
larger of the two canyons and the one located farthest to the west."

The voter's adoption of measure A7 put Adams Canyon within the CURB line and made
the CURB line co-terminus with the SOI. The initiative also amended the City's General Plan to
incorporate the specific land use densities and infrastructure requirements of the Adams Canyon
Development, thereby predicating growth planning in the Santa Paula General Plan on the
eventual annexation of the territory within the SOI.

3. Any Change In The Sphere For Adams Canyon Will Cause Major Conflicts With The
City of Santa Paula's Ceneral Plan

Because the eventual annexation and development of Adams Canyon is included with
many detailed provisions of the the City of Santa Paula's General Plan, any change to the SOI by
LAFCO would create significant land use impacts to the City General Plan that must be studied
in an environmental impact report ("EIR") before action can be taken. Under the CEQA
Guidelines, Appendix G, LAFCO must determine whether its proposed sphere change to delete
Adams Canyon from the City of Santa Paula Sphere will 'oconflict with any applicable land use
policy or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project." In addition, a change in the
SOI by LAFCO would thwart the clear direction from the voters of Santa Paula, that Adams
Canyon is the preferred area for growth.

As noted in our January 14,201 3 letter, We believe this SOI update may cause several
signifìcant environmental impacts that LAFCO must analyze under CEQA. The update would
remove approximately 12 square miles f'rom the City's SOI in the Adams and Fagan Canyon
areas. As the City noted in its January I 3, 201 3 letter to LAFCO, this would make developing
this property much more difTcult. We have done further research on the signilicant impacts that
may occur and provide detailed comments below. You and your staff have been very helpful in
providing documents that we have requested. These and other documents in the record clearly
show that signifìcant impacts may occur in the areas of land use, housing, agricultural lands, and
growth management among others.
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Kim Uhlich 
February 26, 2013 
Page 2 

LATHAM 'WATK I N Sec, 

2. No Factual Basis In The Record For Change From Recent Past Decisions. 

Second, it is difficult to understand why LAFCO is contemplating a change in the SO l, 
whcn it is not desired by the City, the SO l has been confirmed as an area for growth by the 
voters, and when LAFCO re-affirmed the SO l only 5 years ago. The Ventura County LAFCO 
re-affirmed the SO l for Santa Paula on June 13,2007. The LAFCO staff report notes that the 
SOl for Santa Paula was a controversial action at LAFCO which was originally denied in 1998 
and then approved in 2000. 

"The sphere of inf1uence for the City of Santa Paula was substantially amended in 2000 
to include large areas to the north of the City known as Fagan Canyon and Adams Canyon. This 
action, based on the City'S 1998 General Plan update, was extremely controversia l at LAFCO. 
After multip le meetings with hundreds of speakers and thousands of pages of correspondence, it 
was ori ginall y denied. Then, at the City's request, it was rcconsidered and subsequently 
approved in February 2000. In the fa ll of2000 the voters in Santa Pau la adopted a SOA R 
ord inance that establ ished a CU RB line that included Fagan Canyon, but not Adams Canyon, the 
larger of the two canyons and the one located farthest to the west. " 

The voter's adoption of measure A 7 put Adams Canyon within the CURB line and made 
the CURB line co-terminus with the SOl. The in itiative also amended the City'S General Plan to 
incorporate the specific land use dens ities and infrastructure requirements of the Adams Canyon 
Development, thereby pred icating growth planning in the Santa Paula General Plan on the 
eventual annexation of the territory within the SOl. 

3. Any Change In The Sphere For Adams Canyon Will Cause Major Con fli cts With The 
City of Santa Paula's General Plan 

Because the eventual annexation and deve lopment of Adams Canyon is included with 
many detailed provisions of the the City of Santa Paula 's General Plan, any change to the SOl by 
LAFCO wou ld create s ign ificant land use impacts to the C ity General Plan that must be studied 
in an env ironmental impact report ("EIR") before action can be taken. Under the CEQA 
Guidelines, Append ix G, LAFCO must determine whether its proposed sphere change to delete 
Adams Canyon from the City of Santa Paula Sphere wi ll "conflict with any applicab le land use 
policy or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project." In add ition, a change in the 
SO l by LAFCO would thwart the clear direction from the voters of Santa Paula, that Adams 
Canyon is the preferred area for growth. 

As noted in our January 14, 2013 letter, We be li eve thi s SO l update may cause several 
sign ificant environmental impacts that LAFCO must anal yze under CEQA. The update wou ld 
remove approx imately [2 square mi les from the City'S SOl in the Adams and Fagan Canyon 
areas. As the City noted in its January 13, 20 13 letter to LAFCO, this would make deve lop ing 
this property much more difficult. We have done further research on the significant impacts that 
may occur and provide detailed comments below. You and yo ur staff have been very he lpful in 
providing documents that we have requested. These and other documents in the record clearly 
show that significant impacts may occur in the areas ofland use, housing, agricultural lands, and 
growth management among others. 
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2, No Factual Basis In The Record For Change From Recent Past Decisions. 

Second, it is difficult to understand why LAFCO is contemplating a change in the SO l, 
when it is not desired by the City, the SO l has been confirmed as an area for growth by the 
voters, and when LAFCO re-affirm ed the SO l only 5 years ago. The Ventura County LAFCO 
re-affirmed the SO l for Santa Paula on June 13, 2007, The LAFCO staff report notes that the 
SOl for Santa Paula was a controversial action at LAFCO which was originally denied in 1998 
and then approved in 2000. 

"The sphere of influence for the City of Santa I)au la was substantially amended in 2000 
to include large areas to the north of the City known as Fagan Canyon and Adams Canyon. This 
action, based on the City's 1998 General Plan update, was extremely controversial at LAFCO. 
After multiple meetings with hundreds of speakers and thousands of pages of correspondence, it 
was originally denied. Then, at the City's request, it was reconsidered and subsequently 
approved in February 2000. In the fall of2000 the voters in Santa Paula adopted a SOA R 
ord inance that establ ished a CU RB line that included Fagan Canyon, but not Adams Canyon, the 
larger of the two canyons and the one located farthest to the west." 

The voter's adoption of measure A7 put Adams Canyon within the CU RB line and made 
the CURB line co-terminus with the SOl. The initiat ive also amended the City's General Plan to 
incorporate the specific land use densities and infrastructure requirements of the Adams Canyon 
Development, thereby predicating growth planning in the Santa Paula Genera l Plan on the 
eventual annexation of the territory within the SOl. 

3. Any Change In The Sphere For Adams Canyon Wi ll Cause Ma jor Con fli cts With The 
City of Santa Paula's General Plan 

Because the eventual annexation and development of Adams Canyon is included with 
many detailed provisions of the the City of Santa Paula ' s General Plan, any change to the SOl by 
LAFCO would create s ign ificant land use impacts to the C ity General Plan that mll st be stud ied 
in an env ironmental impact report ("EIR") before action can be taken. Under the CEQA 
Gu idelines, Append ix G, LAFCO must determine whether its proposed sphere change to delete 
Adams Canyo n from the C ity of Santa Paula Sphere will "conflict with any applicab le land use 
policy or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project." In addition, a change in the 
SO l by LAFCO would thwart the clear direction from the voters of Santa Paula, that Adams 
Canyon is the preferred area for growth. 

As noted in our January 14, 20 13 letter, We believe this SO l update may cause several 
sign ificant environmental impacts that LAFCO must analyze under CEQA. The update would 
remove approx imately 12 square miles from the City'S SO l in the Adams and Fagan Canyon 
areas. As the City noted in its January 13, 20 13 letter to LAFCO, this would make developing 
this property much more difficult. We have done further research on the significant impacts that 
may occur and provide detailed comments below. You and yo ur staff have been very helpful in 
providing documents that we have requested. These and other documents in the record clearly 
show that significan t impacts may occur in the areas of land use, housing, agricultural lands, and 
growth management among others. 
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LATHAMSWATK lNS.t"'

The City's General Plan is predicated on the annexation of the SOI, and therefore
LAFCO must analyze and mitigate the impacts of displacing development from the Adams and
Fagan Canyon areâs to other portions of the City or to the County.l These impacts are readily
foreseeable. The homes and other amenities planned for the Adams and Fagan Canyon areas
will need to be built elsewhere to meet the City's and the County's housing needs.
Development at these alternate locations may cause additional impacts related to traffic, noise,
air quality, affordable housing, prime agricultural lands and other resources that LAFCO must
analyze.

The June 13,2007 LAFCO staff report on the Sphere of lnfluence Update acknowledges
that CEQA review is required fbr any change in a Sphere of Influence.r Indeed, the 2007 staff
report suggests that the City and not LAFCO should perform the analysis when significant
impacts will potentially occur. I-lowever, whichever jurisdiction takes the role of lead agency,
full CEQA review must be completed through an EIR.a

The following are areas where significant impacts are likely to occur with a change in the
SOl, and must be analyzed in an EIR. This research is still preliminary and we believe that there
are many other impact areas that will present themselves in the environmental analysis.

I The reasonably fbreseeable impacts of displacing development from one area to another
through increased development restrictions must be analyzed under CEQA. Muzzy
Ranch Co. v. Solano County Airport Land Use Commission (2007) 4l Cal.4th 372,383

t ld. at 382 ("The population of Calif'ornia is ever increasing. Our Legislature has declared that
'[t]he availability of housing is of vital statewide importance, and the early attainment of
decent housing and a suitable living environmerrt for every Californian, including
farmworkers, is a priority oflthe highest order."').

3 "Sph"." of influence updates are considered as "projects" under CEQA and LAFCO is the lead
agency fbr these projects." - LAFCO StafT Report for the Sphere of Influence Update for
City of Santa Paula June 13,2007, page 3.

a Id at 3 - "For the sphere update process, if sphere of influence changes could be determined to
be generally or categorically exernpt, or if a simple negative declaration could be
prepared without any detailed environmental analysis, the change is being recommended.
However, in instances where sphere of influence changes would require detailed or
substantial analysis to comply with CEQA, possibly including rnitigated negative
declarations or ElRs, then such changes are not being recommended. ln such instances it
is more proper, including both the cost and usefulness of the analysis, to allow a city to
be the CEQA lead agency fbr major sphere changes in conjunction with future sphere
amendment and annexation applications that also include land use entitlements."
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The City's General Plan is predicated on the annexation of the SOl, and therefore 
LAFCO must analyze and mitigate the impacts of displacing development from the Adams and 
Fagan Canyon areas to other portions of the City or to the County. I These impacts are readily 
foreseeable. The homes and other amenities planned for the Adams and Fagan Canyon areas 
will need to be built elsewhere to meet the City's and the County's hous ing needs. 2 

Development at these alternate locations may cause additiona l impacts related to traffic, no ise, 
ail' quality, affordable housing, prime agricul tu ral lands and other resources that LAFCO must 
analyze. 

The June 13, 2007 LA FCO staff report on the Sphere of Influence Update acknowledges 
that CEQA review is required for any change in a Sphere of Influence. 3 Indeed, the 2007 staff 
report suggests that the C ity and not LAFCO should perform the analysis when significant 
impacts will potentially occur. However, whichever jurisd iction takes the role of lead agency, 
full CEQA review must be completed through an EIR.4 

The following are areas where s ign ificant impacts are likely to occur with a change in the 
SOl, and must be analyzed in an EIR. This research is still preliminary and we be lieve that there 
are many other impact areas that will present themselves in the environmental analysis. 

I The reasonably foreseeab le impacts of displacing development from one area to another 
through increased development restrictions must be analyzed under CEQA. Muzzy 
Ranch Co. v. Solano County Airport Land Use Commission (2007) 41 Cal.4th 372, 383. 

2 Id. at 382 ("The population of Ca li fornia is ever increasing. Our Legis lature has declared that 
' [t]he availability of housing is of vital statewide importance, and the early attainment of 
decent housing and a suitable living environment for every Californian , including 
farm workers, is a priority of the highest order. "') . 

3 "Sphere of influence updates are considered as "projects" under CEQA and LAFCO is the lead 
agency for these projects." - LAFCO Staff Report for the Sphere of Influence Update for 
City of Santa Paula June 13,2007, page 3. 

4 Id at 3 - " For the sphere update process, if sphere of influence changes could be determined to 
be genera ll y or categorica lly exempt, or if a simple negative declaration could be 
prepared without any detailed env ironmental analysis, the change is being recommended. 
However, in instances where sphere of influence changes wou ld require detailed or 
substantial analysis to comply with CEQA, possibly including mitigated negative 
declarations or EIRs, then such changes are not being recommended. In such instances it 
is more proper, including both the cost and usefulness of the analysis, to allow a city to 
be the CEQA lead agency for major sphere changes in conjunction with future sphere 
amendment and annexation applications that also include land use entit lements." 
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The C ity's Genera l Plan is pred icated on the annexation of the SO l, and therefore 
LAFCO must analyze and mitigate the im pacts of displacing deve lopment from the Adams and 
Fagan Canyon areas to other port ions of the C ity or to the County. 1 These impacts are read ily 
foreseeab le. The homes and other amenities planned for the Adams and Fagan Canyon areas 
wi ll need to be bu ilt el sewhere to meet the City's and the County's housing needs. 2 

Deve lopment at these a lternate locat ions may cause addit ional impacts related to traffic, noise, 
air quality, affordable ho using, pri me agricultural lands and other resources that LAFCO must 
anal yze, 

The June 13, 2007 LA FCO staff report on the Sphere o f Influence Update acknowledges 
that CEQA review is required fo r an y change in a Sphere o f Influence. 3 Indeed, the 2007 statT 
report suggests Ihat lhe C ity and not LAFCO should perfo rm th e ana lys is when signifi cant 
impacts wilt potentially occu r. However, whi chever j urisd icti on takes the ro le of lead agency, 
full CEQA rev iew must be com pleted through an EIR.4 

The following are areas where s ignifi cant im pacts are like ly to occur with a change in the 
SOl, and must be analyzed in an EIR. This research is still preliminary and we be lieve that there 
are many other impact areas that wilt present themselves in the envi ronmental ana lys is. 

1 The reasonably foreseea ble impacts o f di splac ing development from one area to another 
through increased development restrictions must be analyzed under CEQA. Muzzy 
Ran ch Co. v. Solano County A irport Land Use Commiss ion (2007) 4 1 Cal.4th 372, 383. 

2 Id. at 382 ("The population of Ca lifornia is ever increasi ng. Our Legislat ure has declared that 
' [tlhe ava il abi lity of housing is of vital statewide importance, and the earl y atta inment o f 
decent hous ing and a suitable living environment fo r every Ca li fo rnian, including 
fannworkers, is a priority of the highest order. " '). 

3 "Sphere of in fluence updates are cons idered as " projects" under CEQA and LAFCO is the lead 
agency for these projects." - LAFCO Staff Report for the Sphere o f Influence Update for 
C ity of Santa Paul a June 13, 2007, page 3. 

4 Id at 3 w " For the sphere update process, if s phere of influence changes could be detennined to 
be genera lly or categorically exempt, or if a s imple negative declaration could be 
prepared w ithout any deta iled environmental analys is, the change is being recommended. 
However, in instances where sphere of in fluence changes wou ld require deta iled or 
substant ia l ana lysis to comply with CEQA, poss ibly inc lud ing mitigated negati ve 
declarations or EIRs, then such changes are not being recommended. In such instances it 
is more proper, including both the cost and usefulness of the analysis, 10 allow a city to 
be the CEQA lead agency for major sphere changes in conjunction with future sphere 
amcndment and annexation app li cati ons that a lso include land usc entitlcments." 
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I. REMOVAL OF THE SOI FROM THE CITY OF SANTA PAULA WILL CAUSE
THE PROPERTY TO DEVELOP AT A MUCH LOWER DENSITY, WHICH
\ryOULD UNDERMINE THE STATED GROWTH NEEDS OF THE AREA.

The City of Santa Paula's White Paper on the SOI which wâs approved by the Santa
Paula City Council on October 18, 1999 and submitted to LAFCO as part of the SOI application
("City White Paper"), states that'oAdams Canyon and Fagan Canyon have been selected to be
the principal residential growth areas fbr the City." The General Plan calls for the development
of 495 residential units in Adams Canyon and 450 units in Fagan Canyon. Previous attempts to
develop Adams Canyon as part of the County of Ventura, contemplated far fewer dwelling units
The Adams Canyon Ranch Project processed through the County of Ventura in2007 proposed
only 34 dwelling units on 4,800 acres. This is less than l0% of the growth contemplated by the
City of Santa Paula General Plan and approved by voters fbr Adams Canyon.

Without the SOI area available for annexation and development, the City is not likely to
achieve its growth and economic development goals. The SOI area includes planned parks, and
schools that the City is counting on to serve the existing population as well as the new residents.

Page LU-28 of the City Ceneral Plan states, "The Land Use Plan allows for build-out of
existing City lands as well as phased annexations. Table LU-6 illustrates the theoretical new
development potential of both existing City lands and the expansion and planning areas, and
summarizes the potential development upon full build out of the Ceneral Plan. The type and
amount of development that actually occurs willdepend on market forces and an aggressive
marketing plan by the City. The City realizes that total industrial, commercial, and residential
build-out may not occur within the2020 horizon of the General Plan. However, making the land
available will eliminate one obstacle and provide an incentive for growth to occur."

Thus, having the SOI available for annexation and development will eliminate an
obstacle to growth and provide an incentive for expansion in line with the City's planning
paradigm. A direct impact to Land Use and growth potent¡al will occur if the SOI is modified by
LAFCO. This must be studied as parl of an EIR prior to taking any action.

In addition, the measure making the CURB line co-terminus with the SOI was put in
place, specifically to provide the economic growth and public infrastructure necessary to serve
the new as well as the existing community. The Statement of Reasons in the initiative states:

The purpose o.f this initiative is Io amend the City of Santa Paula General Plan, including
the City Urban Restriction Boundary (CURB) to include Adams Canyon wiÍhin the CURB...

'Thi,s initiative v,ill result in a more vihranl and economically altractive dou,ntown,
resulting in more viahle retail e.çlabli.shments tr¡ serve the (lommunily; enhuncing property and
sales tax revenues necessory to.fìnance crilical police,./ìre, schools and olher public services,
including road maintenance, that have too long heen unclerlinanced, leaving the ciÍizens under
.çerved. The need.Íitr land./br educational purposes, a.s well as public recreationalfacilities and
open space within the City can be accommoduted by amending lhe General Plan to provide.for
those uses in Adoms (anyon.
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I. REMOVAL OF THE SOl FROM THE CITY OF SANTA PAULA WILL CAUSE 
THE PROPERTV TO DEVELOP AT A MUCH LOWER DENSITY, WHICH 
WOULD UNDERMINE THE STATED GROWTH NEEDS OF THE AREA. 

The City of Santa Paula 's White Paper on the SO l which was approved by the Santa 
Paula C ity Council on October 18, 1999 and submitted to LAFCO as part of the 501 application 
("City White Paper"), states that "Adams Canyon and Fagan Canyon have been selected to be 
the principal res ident ial growth areas for the City." The General Plan calls for the development 
of 495 residentia l uni ts in Adams Canyon and 450 units in Fagan Canyon. Prev ious attempts to 
develop Adams Canyon as part of the County ofYentura, contemplated far fewer dwelling units. 
The Adams Canyon Ranch Project processed through the County of Yentura in 2007 proposed 
on ly 34 dwe lling units on 4,800 acres. This is less than 10% of the growth contemplated by the 
City of Santa Paula General Plan and approved by voters for Adams Canyon. 

Without the 501 area available for annexation and development, the City is not likely to 
achieve its growth and economic development goa ls. The SO l area includes planned parks, and 
schools that the City is counting on to serve the existing population as well as the new residents. 

Page LU-28 of the City General Plan states, "The Land Use Plan allows fo r build-out of 
ex isting City lands as we ll as phased annexations. Table LU-6 illustrates the theoretical new 
development potential of both existing C ity lands and the expansion and planning areas, and 
summarizes the poten tial deve lopment upon full bu ild out of the General Plan. The type and 
amount of development that actual ly occurs will depend on market forces and an aggressive 
marketing plan by the City. The City rea li zes that total industrial, commercial , and res idential 
build-out may not occur within the 2020 horizon of the General Plan. However, making the land 
avai lable will eliminate one obstacle and provide an incentive for growth to occur. " 

Thus, hav ing the 501 avai lab le for annexation and development will eliminate an 
obstacle to growth and provide an incenti ve for expansion in line with the City's planning 
paradigm. A direct impact to Land Use and growth potential will occur if the SOl is modifi ed by 
LAFCO. Th is must be studied as part of an EIR prior to ta king any action. 

In add ition, the measure maki ng the CURB line co-term inus with the SO l was put in 
place, spec ifically to provide the economic growth and public infrastructu re necessary to serve 
the new as we ll as the exist ing community. The Statement of Reasons in the initiative states: 

The purpose of this initiative is to amend the City of Santa Paula General Plan, including 
the City Urban Restriction Boundary (CURB) (0 include Adams Canyon wilhin the CURB ... 

'This initiative will result in a more vibrant and economically atlractive down/own. 
resulting in more viable retail establishments to serve the Community; enhancing property and 
sales tax revenues necessary 10 finance critical police, fire, schools and olher public services, 
inciuding road maintenance, that have 100 long been under:financed, leaving the citizens under 
served. The needfor landfor educalional purposes, as well as public recreationalfacili/ies and 
open space within the City can be accommodated by amending the General Plan /0 provide for 
those uses in Adams Canyon. 
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I. REMOVAL OF THE SOl FROM THE CITY OF SANTA PAULA WILL CAUSE 
THJi: PROPERTY TO DEVELOP AT A MUCH LOWER DENSITY, WHICH 
WOULD UNDJi:RMINE THE STATED GROWTH NEEDS OF THE AREA. 

The City of Santa Paula 's White Paper on the SO l which was approved by the Santa 
Paula City Council on October 18, 1999 and submitted to LAFCO as part of the 501 application 
("City White Paper"), states that "Adams Canyon and Fagan Canyon have been selected to be 
the principal residential growth areas for the City." The General Plan calls for the development 
of 495 residential units in Adams Canyon and 450 units in Fagan Canyon. Previous attempts to 
develop Adams Canyon as part of the County ofYentura, contemplated far fewer dwelling units. 
The Adams Canyon Ranch Project processed through the County of Ventura in 2007 proposed 
on ly 34 dwe lling units on 4,800 acres. This is less than 10% of the growth contemplated by the 
City of Santa Paula General Plan and approved by voters for Adams Canyon. 

Without the SO l area available for annexation and development, the City is not likely to 
achieve its growth and economic development goals. The 501 area includes planned parks, and 
schools that the City is counting on to serve the ex isting population as well as the new residents. 

Page LU-28 of the City General Plan states, "The Land Use Plan allows for build-out of 
ex isting City lands as we ll as phased annexations. Table LU-6 illustrates the theoretica l new 
development potential of both exist ing City lands and the expansion and planning areas, and 
summarizes the potential development upon full build out of the General Plan. The type and 
amount of development that actually occurs will depend on market forces and an aggressive 
marketing plan by the City. The C ity realizes that total industrial, commercial , and residential 
build-out may not occur with in the 2020 horizon of the General Plan. However, making the land 
availab le wi ll eliminate one obstacle and provide an incentive for growth to occur." 

Thus, having the 501 available for annexation and development will eliminate an 
obstacle to growth and provide an incentive for expans ion in line wi th the City's planning 
paradigm. A direct impact to Land Use and growth potent ial will occur if the SOl is modified by 
LAFCO. This must be studied as part of an EIR prior to taking any action. 

In add ition, the measure making the CURB line co-terminus with the SO l was put in 
place, specifically to provide the econom ic growth and publ ic infrastructure necessary to serve 
the new as we ll as the existing community. The Statement of Reasons in the initiative states: 

The purpose of this initiative is to amend the City of Santa Paula General Plan, including 
the City Urban Restriction Boundary (CURB) (0 include Adams Canyon within the CURB ... 

'This initiative will result in a more vibrant and economically attractive downlown, 
resulting in more viable retail establishments to serve the Community; enhancing property and 
sales tax revenues necessary tofinance critical police,fire, schools and other public services, 
including road maintenance, that have too long been undel:financed, leaving the citizens under 
served. The need/or landjor educalional purposes, as well as public recreationalfacililies and 
open space within the City can be accommodated by amending the General Plan 10 provide for 
those uses in Adams Canyon. 
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A change in the SOI would lead to the City's inability to provide the infrastructure,
services and amen¡ties contemplated by the initiative and subsequent General Plan amendment,
thereby creating a direct impact to land use under CEQA.

II THE CITY'S GENERAL PLAN IS PREDICATED ON ANNEXATION OF THE
SOI.

A. The SOI area is the principal residential growth area of the City. lmpacts will
occur from restrictine this r¡rowth.

The City of Santa Paula's White Paper on the SOl, states that "Adams Canyon and Fagan
Canyon have been selected to be the principal residential growth areas for the City."

The General Plan at Page LU- I I goes on to note, "The City of Santa Paula embarked on
an update of the General Plan to address growth and economic issues. Beginning in 1993, city
staff and citizens began studying conditions, opportunities, and constraints. Several expansion
areas were developed to test and determine the direction Santa Paula should plan to grow for the
year 2020. ln 1997, these expansion areas were modifÌed and grouped into three land use
scenarios. A preferred growth scenario was selected by the City Council. and that scenario forms
the basis of this General Plan. That scenario has been modified as a result of a citizens' initiative
known as the Save Open-Space and Agricultural Resources (SOAR) Santa Paula City Urban
Restriction Boundary Initiative, as subsequently amended by the voters. The CURB, which
mociiiies the pret'erred build out scenario to require public involvement is set t'orth in Figure LU-
4a. The Land Use Element of the General Plan in particular, carries out the preferred scenario by
calling for expansion outside the existing City limits and recommending several land use and
policy changes for the existing City lands." (Emphasis added) The preferred scenario includes
expansion of the City into the SOI.

The Santa Paula General Plan Land Use Element is predicated on maintenance of the SOI
and future annexation of that area. A major change in the SOI would undennine the assumptions
in the General Plan, and signiflcant impacts under CEQA to land use, transportation and
circulation, and infrastructure would occur.

B. The Economic Development strategy of the City counts on the eventual
annexation of the SOI to achieve the General Plan goals.

Page LU- | I of the General Plan states, "ln 1997 , the City commissioned a study by
Hausrath and Associates to determine the City's potential to capture fiture development. I'he
Hausrath Land Absorption Study states that:

'Should the City seek higher levels of growth, the strength of projected job growth within
the Ventura Market Area indicates the potential for the City to seek redistribution of some of
those jobs to its jurisdiction with an aggressive and ef fective economic developrnent strategy.
The City may become more successful than projected in attracting new businesses to the Ventura
Market Area that would not have otherwise located in the area.'
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A change in the SOl wou ld lead to the City' s inab ility to provide the infrastructure, 
services and amenities contemplated by the initiative and subsequent Genera l Plan amendment, 
thereby creating a direct impact to land use under CEQA. 

II. THE CITY'S GENERAL PLAN [S PREDICATED ON ANNEXATION OF THE 
SOL 

A. The SOl area is the principal residentia l growth area of the City. Impacts will 
occur from restricting this growth. 

The City of Santa Paula 's White Paper on the SO l, states that "Adams Canyon and Fagan 
Canyon have been se lected to be the principal residential growth areas for the City." 

The General Plan at Page LU-IS goes on to note, "The City of Santa Paula embarked on 
an update of the General Plan to address growth and economic issues. Beginning in 1993, city 
staff and citizens began studying conditions, opportunities, and constraints . Several expansion 
areas were deve loped to test and determine the direct ion Santa Paula should plan to grow for the 
year 2020. [n 1997, these expans ion areas were modified and grouped into three land use 
scenarios. A preferred growth scenario was se lected by the City Council, and that scenario forms 
the basis of this General Plan. That scenario has been modified as a resu lt ofa citizens' initiative 
known as the Save Open-Space and Agricultura l Resources (SOAR) Santa Paula City Urban 
Restriction Boundary Initiative, as subsequently amended by the voters. The CURB, which 
modifies the preferred build out scenario to require public involvement is set forth in Figure LU-
4a. The Land Use Element of the Genera l Plan in particular, carries out the preferred scenario by 
calling for expansion outside the ex isting City limits and recommending severa l land use and 
poli cy changes for the ex isting City lands." (Emphas is added) The preferred scenario includes 
expansion of the City into the SOl. 

The Santa Paula Genera l Plan Land Use Element is predicated on maintenance of the SOl 
and future annexat ion of that area. A major change in the SOl would underm ine the assumptions 
in the General Plan, and significant impacts under CEQA to land use, transportation and 
circulation, and infrastructure would occur. 

B. The Economic Development strategy of tile City counts on the eventual 
annexation of the SOl to achieve the General Plan goals. 

Page LU-I I of the General Plan states, " [n [997, the City commissioned a study by 
Hausrath and Associates to determine the City' s potential to capture future deve lopment. The 
I-Iausrath Land Absorption Study states that: 

'Should the City seek hi gher [eve ls of growth, the strength of projected job growth within 
the Ventura Market Area indicates the potential for the City to seek redistribution of some of 
those jobs to its jurisdiction with an aggressive and effective economic development strategy. 
The City may become more successfu l than projected in attracting new businesses to the Ventura 
Market Area that would not ha ve otherwise located in the area. ' 
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A change in the SO l wou ld lead to the City' s inability to provide the infrastructure, 
services and amenities contemplated by the initiative and subsequent Genera l Plan amendment, 
thereby creat ing a direct impact to land use under CEQA. 

II. THE CITY'S GENERAL PLAN IS PREDICATED ON ANNEXATION OF THE 
SOL 

A. The SOl area is the principal residential growth area of the C ity. Impacts will 
occur from restricting this growth. 

The City of Santa Paula 's Wh ite Paper on the SO l, states that "Adams Canyon and Fagan 
Canyon have been selected to be the principal residential growth areas for the C ity." 

The General Plan at Page LU-18 goes on to note, "The C ity of Santa Paula embarked on 
an update of the General Plan to address growth and economic issues. Beginning in 1993, city 
stafT and citizens began studying condit ions, opportunities, and constraints. Several expansion 
areas were developed to test and determ ine the direct ion Santa Paula should plan to grow for the 
year 2020. In 1997, these expansion areas were modified and grouped into three land use 
scenarios. A preferred growth scenario was se lected by the City Counci l, and that scenario forms 
the basis of this General Plan. That scenario has been modified as a resu lt ofa citi zens' initiative 
known as the Save Open-Space and Agricultura l Resources (SOAR) Santa Paula City Urban 
Restriction Boundary Initiative, as subsequently amended by the voters. The CURB, which 
modifies the preferred build ou t scenario to require public involvement is set tellth in Figure LU-
4a. The Land Use Element of the Genera l Plan in particular, carries out the preferred scenario by 
calling for expansion outside the ex isting City limits and recommending severa l land use and 
poli cy changes for the ex isting City lands." (Emphas is added) The preferred scenario includes 
expansion of the City into the SOl. 

The Santa Paula Genera l Plan Land Use Element is predicated on maintenance of the SO l 
and future annexation of that area. A major change in the SOl would undermine the assumptions 
in the Genera l Plan, and sign ificant impacts under CEQA to land use, transportation and 
circulation, and infrastructure would occur. 

B. The Economic Development strategy of tile City counts on the eventual 
annexation of the SOl to achieve the Genera l Plan goals. 

Page LU- ll ortlle General Plan states, " In 1997, the City commissioned a study by 
Hausrath and Associates to determine the C ity 'S potential to capture future deve lopment. The 
'-Iausrath Land Absorption Stud y states that: 

'Should the City seek hi gher leve ls of growth, the strength of projected job growth within 
the Ventura Market Area indicates the potential for the City to seek redistribution of some or 
those jobs to its jurisdiction with an aggressive and effective economic development strategy. 
The City may become more successfu l than projected in attracting new businesses to the Ventura 
Market Area that would not have otherwise located in the area .' 

So\1292765.1 54 



Klm Uhllch
Fobruary 26, 2013
Pago 6

LATHAMaWATKIII $rLc

Based on this theory. the Land Use Element presents aggressive commercial and
industrial development plans based on amending the Sphere of Inf'luence and annexing new
lands." (Emphasis added)

lf the SOI becomes unavailable for growth, reduced economic activity is likely to occur
which could impact the City's ability to provide services to the existing population. In addition,
as discussed below, removing the SOI could increase the likelihood of development in other
areas in and around the City that have agricultural and other resources that the City has sought to
preserve.

III. IMPACTS TO HOUSING

A. The SOI is necessary for the City to meet its housing allocation under the
Regional Housing Needs Assessment.

As noted in the City White Paper at page 2, "Adams Canyon and Fagan Canyon have
been selected to be the principal residential growth areas fbr the City."'fhe City's General Plan
Housing Element makes it clear that the annexation areas are being counted on to address the
impact of too much low income housing on the City and to balance the City's housing stock
under the Regional Housing Needs Assessment. LAFCO's own findings in the resolution
approving the expansion of the SOI to include Adams Canyon states at finding 7 that, 'oThere is
insufficient alternative land available for similar types of uses within the existing sphere."

The Housing Element of the City's General Plan counts on growth in the SOl. Section V
of the Housing Element at Goal 3 and Policy 3.3 states:

GOAL 3 - To provide adequate housing sites through appropriate land use and zoning
designations to accommodate the City'.ç .çhure o.f regional housing needs.

Policy 3.3 Pursue phased annexation of'lantJ located within the City's Sphere of
Inlluence to provide additional grou,th opportunities con:sistent v,ith infrasÍructure capacities.

The Housing Element of the City of Santa Paula General Plan provides the Regional
Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA). Page 38 of the Housing Element notes that "The Housing
Action Plan (Chapter V) contains Program l6 to facilitate the annexation of properties in the
Sphere of Influence to provide a portion of the sites needed f'or the planning period. It is
important to note that the RHNA methodoloey. which was adopted b), VCOG and SCAG and
approved by HCD. assumed annexation and development of the Sphere of Influence during the
current planning period." (Emphasis added)

Removal of Adams Canyon from the Sphere of lnfluence would preclude the
development of the housing assumed as part of the City's build out to fulfill the RHNA. In
addition, removal of Adams Canyon fiom the Sphere would impact the methodology used to
develop the RHNA for Ventura County by the Ventura County Organization of Governments
(VCOG) and Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG), causing broader impacts
that could impact RHNA's throughout the County.
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Based on this theory, the Land Use Element presents aggressive commercial and 
industrial development plans based 011 amending the Sphere of Influence and annexing new 
lands." (Emphasis added) 

If the SO l becomes unavail ab le for growth, reduced economic activ ity is likely to occur 
which could impact the C ity's ab ility to provide serv ices to the ex isting population. In addition, 
as discussed below, removing the SO l could increase the likel ihood of deve lopment in other 
areas in and around the C ity that have agricultural and other resources that the City has sought to 
preserve. 

Ill. IMPACTS TO IlOUSING 

A. The SOl is necessary for the City to meet its housing allocat ion under the 
Regiona l Housing Needs Assessment. 

As noted in the City White I>aper at page 2, "Adams Canyon and Fagan Canyon have 
been selected to be the principa l residentia l growth areas for the City." The City's General Plan 
Housing Element makes it clear that the annexation areas are being counted 0 11 to address the 
impact of too much low income hous ing on the City and to balance the City's hous ing stock 
under the Regional Hous ing Needs Assessment. LAFCO's own findin gs in the re solution 
approving the expansion of the SOl to include Adams Canyon states at finding 7 that, "There is 
insufficient alternative land ava ilable for similar types of uses within the ex ist ing sphere." 

The Housing Element of the City's Genera l Plan counts on growth in the SO l. Section V 
of the Housing Element at Goa l 3 and Policy 3.3 states: 

GOAL 3 - To provide adequate hOllsing siles through appropriate land lise and zoning 
deSignations to accommodate the City 's share afregional hOUSing needs. 

Policy 3.3 Pursue phased annexation oJland located within fhe City's Sphere of 
Influence to provide additional growth opportunities consistent with infrastructure capacities. 

The Housing Element of the City of Santa Paula General Plan provides the Regiona l 
I-lousing Needs Assessment (RHNA). Page 38 of the Housing Element notes that "The Housing 
Act ion Plan (Chapter V) contains Program 16 to fac ili tate the annexation of properties in the 
Sphere of Influence to provide a port ion of the s ites needed for the planning period. It is 
im portant to note that the RHNA methodology. which was adopted by VCOG and SCAG and 
approved by HCD. ass umed annexat ion and development of the Sphere of Influence during the 
current planning period," (Emphasis added) 

Removal of Adams Canyon from the Sphere of Influence would preclude the 
development of the housing assumed as part of the City'S build out to fullill the RHNA. In 
add ition, removal of Adams Canyon from the Sphere wou ld impact the methodology used to 
develop the RHNA for Ventura County by the Ven tura County Organizat ion of Governments 
(VeOG) and Southern California Assoc iation of Governments (SCAG), caus ing broader impacts 
that could impact RHNA's throughout the County. 
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Based on th is thcory, the Land Usc Elemcnt presents aggress ive commerc ial and 
industrial deve lopmcn t plans based on amending the Sphere of Influence and annex ing new 
lands." (Emphasis added) 

If the SO l becomes unavailab le for growth, reduced econom ic activity is likcJy to occur 
which could im pact the C ity's ability to provide services to the ex isting popul ation. In addition, 
as discussed below, removing the SO l cou ld increase the likel ihood of deve lopment in other 
areas in and around the C ity that have agricultural and other resources that the City has sought to 
preserve. 

III. IMI'ACTS TO HOUSING 

A. The SO l is necessary for the Ci ty to meet its housing a llocation under the 
Reg ional Hous ing Needs Assessment . 

As noted in the City Whi te Paper at page 2, "Adams Canyon and Fagan Canyon have 
been selected to be the principa l residentia l growth areas fo r the City." The City'S General Plan 
Housing Element makes it clear that the annexation areas are be ing counted on to address the 
im pact of too much low income housing on the City and to balance the City' s hous ing stock 
under the Regional HOll s ing Needs Assessment. LAFCO's own findin gs in the resoluti on 
approv ing the ex pans ion of the SO l to include Adams Canyon states at finding 7 that, "There is 
insurticielll a lte rn ati ve land ava ilable for s im il ar types o ruses within th e ex ist ing sphere." 

The Hous ing Element of the City'S Gc nerall>lan counts on growth in the SO l. Section V 
of the Hous ing Element a t Goa l 3 and Po licy 3.3 states: 

GOA L 3 - To provide adequate housing sites through appropriate land lise and zoning 
designations to accommodate the City's share of regional hOUSing need~·. 

Policy 3.3 Pllrsue phased annexation of land located within the City's Sphere of 
Influence to provide additional growth opportunities consistent with infrastructure capacities. 

The HOll sing Element o f the City o f Santa Paula General Plan provides the Regional 
Housi ng Needs Assessment (RHNA). Page 38 o f the Hous ing Element notes that "The Housi ng 
Act ion Plan (Chapter V) co ntains Program 16 to faci litate the annexat ion of propert ies in the 
Sphere of InOuence to provide a port ion of the s ites needed for the planning period. It is 
im portan t to note that the RHN A methodo logy. which was adopted by VCOG and SCAG and 
approved by HCD, assumed annexation and deve lopment of the Sphere of InOuence during the 
current planning period." (Emphasis added) 

Rem ova l of Ada ms Canyon from the Sphere o f Influence would prec lude the 
deve lopmen t of tile housi ng assumed as part of the City' s build out to fu llill the RHNA. In 
add it ion , removal of Adams Canyon from the Sphere would im pact tile methodology used to 
deve lop the RH NA for Vent ura County by the Ventura County Organizat ion of Govemments 
(VCOG) and Southern Ca lifornia Associat ion of Governmcllts (SCAG), caus ing broader impacts 
that could impacl RH NA 's througho ut the County. 
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B. Additional Upper Income Housing is needed to create a balanced communit),.
The SOI is counted on to produce this housing.

The City White Paper details a unique housing imbalance in the City of Santa Paula. The
City White Paper at page l9 notes that "it has long been recognized that Santa Paula has more
than its fair share of low and very low income households. According to the 1999 regional
Housing Needs Assessment, now underwayo Santa Paula has 53% of its households in the low
and very low income range. SCAC has determined that the regional fair share for these lower
income households is 39%...The Santa Paula General Plan recognizes this problem and seeks to
address it by setting goals that 'the housing supply should be balanced to meet the needs of all
economic social and ethnic groups...and the City should promote upper income housing as a
means to improve community resources."'

The Adams Canyon area is planned for larger estate housing and upper-income housing
that would achieve the desired balance discussed in the City White Paper.

The General Plan has specific goals and policies to encourage development that will
effect this balance. Land Use Element Goal 3.1 states, "A healthy balance of land uses and
adequate land for all community needs should be provided." Land Use Element policy 3.f.f -
"Encourage the development of high quality estate subdivisions," can only be achieved if the
SOI is maintained. As noted at Page LU- I I , the Adams Canyon annexation area is being
counted on to fulfill this goal. The General Plan states, "Therefore, the Land Use Element
recommends large land additions through Sphere of lnfluence amendments. This is to provide a
mix of new housing types, with an ernphasis on higher-cost housing that would be an alternative
to the existing housing stock and would provide a net positive fiscal contributor to the City."

Iv. GROWTH NEEDS OF THE CITY WOULD IMPACT PRIME FARMLAND

A. Significant Impacts to Prime Agricultural Land are likely to occur

The CEQA initial study checklist requires that an analysis be conducted to determine if a
project will "convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Impoftance...to non-agricultural use." Independently, the Ventura County LAFCO sphere of
influence policy 4.1 .5.3 requires that LAFCO review how the change to a sphere of influence
will "impact on adjoining prime agricultural or open space lands."

The City White Paper specifically addresses this issue and states that the Adams Canyon
area was chosen as an area of growth for new housing because of'the lack of Prime Agricultural
Land in the canyon, and to avoid the need to expand housing onto Prime Agricultural Lands or
Greenbelt Agreement areas.

Page I of the City White Paper states that, "Santa Paula adopted a new General Plan last
year after several years of study and community involvement. The Plan recognizes a need for
room to grow and it directs that growth toward the least productive agricultural land. The
planning process examined all contiguous growth possibilities around the City."
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B. Addit ional Upper Income Housing is needed to create a balanced commun ity. 
The SOl is counted on to prodllce thi s housing. 

The C ity White Paper deta ils a unique housing imbalancc in the City of Santa Paula. The 
C ity White Paper at page 19 notes that " it has long been recognized that Santa Paula has more 
than its fair share o f low and very low income househo lds . Accord ing to the 1999 regional 
Hous ing Needs Assessment, now underway, Santa Paula has 53% of its househo lds in the low 
and very low income range. SCAG has determined that the regiona l fa ir share fo r these lower 
income househo lds is 39% .. . The Santa Pau la General Plan recogni zes th is problem and seeks to 
address it by setting goa ls that ' the hous ing suppl y should be balanced to meet th e needs of all 
economic social and ethnic gro ups ... and the City should promote upper income housing as a 
means to improve community reso urces. '" 

The Adams Canyon area is planned for larger estate housi ng and upper- income housi ng 
that would achi eve the desired balance disc ussed in the City White Pa per. 

The Genera l Plan has speci fic goals and po licies to encourage development that will 
effect this balance. Land Use Element Goal 3. 1 states, " A healthy ba lance ofland uses and 
adequate land for a ll commu nity needs shoul d be prov ided." Land Use Element policy 3.f.f­
"Encourage the deve lopment of high quality estate subdivi sions," can onl y be ach ieved if the 
SOl is mainta ined. As noted at Page LU- I I, th e Adams Canyon an nexation area is being 
counted on to fulfill thi s goal. The General Plan states, "Therefore, the Land Use Element 
recommends large land addit ions through Sphere of Infl uence amendments. This is to provide a 
mi x of new hous ing types, with an emphas is on hi gher-cost hous ing that would be an alternative 
to the ex isting hous ing stock and would provide a net pos it ive fi scal contributor to the C ity." 

IV. GROWTH NEEI)S OF THE CITY WOULD IMPACT PRIME FARMLAND 

A. S ignificant Im pacts to IJrim e Agricu ltural Land are likely to occu r 

The CEQA init ial study checkli st req ui res that an analysis be conducted to detennine if a 
project w ill "conve rt Prime Farmland , Unique Fannland, or Farmland of Statewide 
Im portance ... to non-agricultura l use." Independently, the Ventura County LAFCO sphere of 
influence policy 4. 1.5.3 requires that LA FCO review how the change to a sphere of influence 
wi ll " im pact on adjo ining prime agricultura l or o pen space lands." 

The City White Paper specifically addresses thi s issue and states that the Adams Canyon 
area was chosen as an area of growth for new housing because of the lack of Prime Agricultural 
Land in the canyon, and to avo id the need to expand hous ing onto Pri me Agricul tura l Lands or 
Greenbelt Agreemen t areas . 

Page I o f the C ity White Paper states that, "Santa Paula adopted a new General Plan last 
year after several years o f study and community in vo lvement. The Plan recogni zes a need for 
room to grow and it d irects that growth toward the least productive agricultural land. The 
planning process exami ned all contiguous growth possi bilities around the City." 
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B. Additi onal Uppe r Income Hous ing is needed to create a ba lanced community. 
The SO l is counted on to produce thi s housin g. 

The City White Paper deta ils a unique housing imbalance in the City of Santa Pau la. The 
C ity White Paper at page 19 notes that " it has long been recognized that San ta Paula has more 
than its fa ir share of low and very low income househo lds. Accord ing to the 1999 regional 
Hous ing Needs Assessment, now underway, San ta Pau la has 53% of its househo lds in the low 
and very low income range. SCAG has determined that the regiona l fair share fo r these lower 
income househo lds is 39% ... The Santa Paula Genera l Plan recognizes this problem and seeks to 
address it by sett ing goa ls that ' the housing suppl y should be balanced to meet the needs of al l 
economic social and ethnic groups ... and the City should promote upper income housing as a 
means to improve community reso urces.'" 

The Adams Canyon area is planned for larger estate housing and upper-income housing 
that would achieve the desired balance di scussed in the City Wh ite Paper. 

The Genera l Plan has specific goals and po licies to encourage developmen t that wi ll 
effect this ba lance. Land Use Element Goal 3. 1 states, "A hcalthy ba lance of land uses and 
adeq uate land for al l community needs sho ul d be provided." Land Use Element poli cy 3.f.f­
"Encourage the deve lopment of hi gh quality estate subdi vis ions," can on ly be achieved if th e 
sal is mainta ined . As notcd at Page LU- I I, th e Adams Canyon annexation area is being 
counted on to fulfill thi s goal. The General Plan states, "Therefore, the Land Use Element 
recommends large land addit ions th rough Sphere of Influence amendments. Thi s is to prov ide a 
mix of new hous ing types, with an emphas is on hi gher~cost hous ing that would be an alternative 
to the ex isting hous ing stock and would provide a net positive fiscal contributor to the C ity." 

IV. GROWTH NEEI)S OF THE CITY WOULD IMPACT PRIME FARMLAND 

A. S ign ificant Im pacts to Prime Agr icultural Land are likely to occu r 

The CEQA init ial study checkli st requires that an anal ysis be conducted to detenn ine if a 
project w ill "convert Prime Farm land , Un ique Farml and, or Farm land of Statewide 
Im portance ... to non-agricultura l use." Independently, the Ven tura County LAFCO sphere of 
influence po licy 4. 1.5.3 requi res that LA FCO review how the change to a sphere of influence 
wi ll " impact on adjo ining prime agricultu ra l or open space lands." 

The City White Pa per specifica ll y addresses this issue and states that the Adams Canyon 
area was chosen as an area of growth for new hOll sing because of the lack of Prime Agricu ltural 
Land in the canyon, and to avo id the need to expand hous ing onlo Prime Agricul tura l Lands or 
Green belt Agreement areas . 

Page 1 o f the C ity White Paper states that, "Santa Pau la adopted a new Genera l Plan last 
year after severa l years of study and community invo lvement. The 1>lan recognizes a need for 
room to grow and it d irects that growth toward the least productive agricultural land. The 
plann ing process examined all cont iguous growth possibil ities around the City ." 
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Page 2 notes that, "After excluding Santa Paula Canyon and West Area l, the General
Plan was adopted. It included Adams Canyon, Fagan Canyon...These areas admittedly include
agriculture, but to a far lesser extent that the rejected areas." Page LU-23 of the City's General
Plan states that as to development of Adams Canyon, " The impact on agriculture would be
relatively low due to the predominantly low- value grazing use of the canyon."

Measure A7 which added Adams Canyon within the CURB line specifically states that
the "purpose of this initiative is to...preserve prime agriculture by including Adams Canyon in
the CURB and directing residential development into the foothills of Adams Canyon."

If the City of Santa Paula is prevented from annexing these areas planned for growth, it
will need to extend growth into those areas that have been analyzed and rejected as having
greater impacts to agricultural resources. Indeed LAF'CO's own findings in the resolution
approving the expansion of the SOI to include Adams Canyon states at tìnding 7 that, "There is
insufficient alternative land available for similar types of uses within the existing sphere."
Therefore, the pressure for growth into agricultural areas around the City is certain and a direct
impact will occur under CEQA.

B. Greenbelt Agreements may be undermined and Prime Agricultural Lands
impacted by the need for growth into these areas if the SOI is changed.

The City Ceneral Plan at page LU-26 notes that the City of Santa Paula and surrounding
jurisdictions are participants in Greenbeit Agreements. The General Pian describes these
agreements:

In Ventura County, greenbelts are agreements hetween public agencies with land use
control. They represent a.þrm oJ'mutual regulatory control between two or more juri.sdiclion.ç
concerning urhan.þrm, the protection of.fàrmland and open space land, the future extension of
urhan.services/facilities, and annexations. These greenbelts are intended to operate as
"communily separalor.s" or "buffers" and participating cities agree not lo extend municipal
services inlo the greenbelts or annex greenbelt lands.

The General Plan notes that the City specifically rejected Greenbelt Agreement areas for
growth due to the Prime Agricultural Lands in those areas and placed them outside the SOI for
the City in recognition of these agreements. Indeed the General Plan notes atLU-26that,
"because the lands within a city's sphere of influence are intended fbr eventual annexation to a
city, greenbelt agreements usually involve lands outside a city's sphere of influence." However,
although these agreements exist, participant jurisdictions may seek to amend them and annex
these territories. Page LU-26 of the General Plan notes the following:

Generally, the lands within a gyeenbelt srea are designated "Agricultural" or
"Open Space."

Greenbelts huve no binding legal authority to regtlate land u.çes. Thal authority
isfound in the jurisdicÍion's general plans and zoning regulations. Greenhelt.s,
logether with other planning and regulotory lools have Junctioned as a delerrenl
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Page 2 notes that, "After exclud ing Santa Paula Canyon and West Area I , the General 
Plan was adopted. It included Adams Canyon, Fagan Canyon ... These areas admittedly include 
agriculture, but to a far lesser exten t that the rejected areas." Page LU·23 of the City's General 
Plan states that as to development of Adams Canyon, " The impact on agriculture would be 
relatively low due to the predominantly low· value graz ing use of the canyon." 

Measure A 7 which added Adams Canyon within the CURB I ine spec ifica ll y states that 
the " purpose of th is initiative is to ... prcserve prime agriculture by including Adams Canyon in 
the CURB and directi ng residential development into the foothills of Adams Canyon." 

If the City of Santa Paula is prevented from annexing these areas planned for growth, it 
wi ll need to extend growth into those areas that have been analyzed and rejected as having 
greater impacts to agricultural resources. Indeed LAFCO's own findings in the resolution 
approving the expansion of the SOl to include Adams Canyon states at finding 7 that, "There is 
insufficicnt altemative land ava il able for s imilar types of uses within the existing sphere." 
Therefore, the pressure for growth into agricultural areas around the C ity is certain and a direct 
impact will occur under CEQA. 

B. Greenbelt Agreements may be undermined and Prime Agricultural Lands 
impacted by the need for growth into these areas if the SOl is changed. 

The City General Plan at page LU·26 notes that the City of Santa Paula and surrounding 
jurisdictions are panicipants in Greenbelt Agreements. The General Plan describes these 
agreements: 

In Ventura County, greenbelts are agreements between public agencies with land use 
control. They represent a form oj mulual regulatory control between two or more jurisdictions 
concerning urbanJorm, the protection oJJarmland and open space land, thefoture extension oj 
urban services/filcilities, and annexations. These greenbelts are intended to operate as 
"community separators" or "blifJers" and participating cities agree no/to extend municipal 
services into the greenbelts or annex greenbelt lands. 

The General Plan notes that the City specifically rejected Greenbelt Agreement areas for 
growth due to the Prime Agricu ltural Lands inlhose areas and placed them outside the SOl for 
the City in recognition of these agreements . Indeed the General Plan notes at LU·26 that, 
"because the lands within a city's sphere of influence are intended for eventual annexation to a 
city, greenbelt agreements usually involve lands outside a city's sphere of influence." However, 
although these agreements exist, participant jurisdictions may seek to amend them and annex 
these territori es. Page LU-26 of the General Plan notes the following: 

• Generaiiy, the lands within a greenbelt area are designated "Agricultural" or 
"Open Space. " 

• Greenbelts have no binding legal authority to regulate land uses. That authority 
isJound in the jurisdiction's general plans and zoning regulations. Greenbelts. 
together with a/her planning and regulatory tools have Junclioned as a deterrent 
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Page 2 notes that, "After excluding Santa Paula Canyon and West Area I, the General 
Plan was adopted. It included Adams Canyon, Fagan Canyon ... These areas admittedly include 
agriculture, bu t to a far lesser exten t that the rejected areas." Page LU·23 of the City's Genera l 
Plan states that as to development of Adams Canyon, " The impact on agr iculture wo uld be 
relati ve ly low due to the predominantly low- val ue grazing use of the canyon ." 

Measure A 7 which added Adams Canyon within the CURB line spec ifica ll y states that 
the " pu rpose of thi s initiati ve is to ... preserve prime agri cu lture by including Adams Canyon in 
the CURB and directing res idential development into the foothills of Adams Canyon." 

If the City of Santa Paula is prevented from annexing these areas planned for growth, it 
wi ll need to ex tend growth into those areas that have been analyzed and rejected as having 
greater impacts to agricultural resources. Indeed LAFCO's own findings in the reso lution 
approv ing the expansion of the SOl to include Adams Canyon stales at finding 7 that, "There is 
insuffic ient altemative land ava il able for similar types of uses within the existing sphere." 
Therefore, the pressu re for growth into agricultural areas around the City is certain and a direct 
impact will occur under CEQA. 

B. Greenbelt Agreements may be undermined and Prime Agri cultural Lands 
impacted by the need for growth into these areas if the SOl is changed. 

The City General Plan at page LU-26 notes that the City of Santa Paula and surrou nding 
jurisdi ctions are participants in Greenbe it Agreements. The General Plan describes these 
agreements: 

In Ventura County, greenbelts are agreements between public agencies with land use 
control. They represent aform l?/"mllt llal regulatory control between two or more jurisdictions 
concerning urban form, the protection offarmland and open space land, thefuture extension of 
urban services/facilities, and annexations. These greenbelts are intended fo operate as 
"community separators" or "buffers" and participating cities agree not to extend municipal 
services into the greenbelts or annex greenbelt lands. 

The Gene ra l Plan notes that the City specifically rejected Greenbelt Agreement areas for 
growth due to the Prime Agricultural Lands in those areas and placed them outside the SOl for 
the City in recognition of these agreements. Indeed the General Plan notes at LU-26 that, 
"because the lands within a city 's sphere of influence are intended for eventual annexation to a 
city, greenbelt agreements usuall y invo lve lands outs ide a city's sphere of influence." However, 
although these agreements ex ist, partic ipant jurisdictions may seek to amend them and annex 
these territories. Page LU-26 of the Generall' lan notes the following: 

• Generally, the lands within a greenbelt area are designated "Agricultural" or 
';Open Space . .. 

• Greenbelts have no binding legal authority to regulate land uses. That authority 
isfound in the jurisdiction's get/era/ plans and zoning regulations. Greenbelts. 
together with other planning and regulatory tools have functioned as a deterrent 
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lo Ihe premature development o.f-farmland and o¡ten space lands. Greenbelts,
however, do not provide.þr permanent conservation or pre.servation.

Any parly to a greenbelt agreement may elect to terminate their participation in
the policy agreemenl at any time.

Therefore, the agricultural, Greenbelt Agreement areas are susceptible to development.
AIr a¡nendment to the SOI by LAFCO to exclucle from growth the areas that the City General
Plan has designated for development, will inevitably push growth into these Greenbelt
Agreement areas, where no protections exist, and greater irnpacts to agricultural resources are
assured. CEQA requires that these issues be thoroughly analyzed and disclosed prior to any
action to amend the SOI.

c. City Urban Restriction Boundary (CURB) Preserves Agricultural Land and
Includes the Sphere oflnfluence.

Page LU-29 defines the purpose of the CURB. It states that "The City of Santa Paula and
surrounding area, often referred to as part of the Heritage Valley, with its unique combination of
soils, micro-climate, and hydrology, has become one of the finest growing regions in the world.
Agricultural production from the County of Ventura and in particular production from the solids
and silt from the Santa Clara River provides beneficial food and fiber to local inhabitants and to
the world at large and has achieved international acclaim, enhancing the City's economy and
reputation. 'l'he purpose of'this CURB, as amended is to provide for the reasonable urban growth
of the City of Santa Paula and ensure that the development policies, and underlying goals,
objectives, principles and policies set forth in the Santa Paula General Plan relating to Land Use
are inviolable against transitory short-term political decisions and that agricultural, watershed,
and open space lands are not prematurely or unnecessarily converted to other non-agricultural or
non-open space uses without public debate and vote of the people."

By eliminating the annexation area that the voters (and the subsequently amended
General Plan) specifically placed within CURB, the City may be forced to utilize land for growth
within the City that is currently being utilized fbr agriculture. The purpose of the CURB is to
constrain urban sprawl by defìning the areas for potential growth away from prime agricultural
areas. As noted above, unlike the bulk of land surrounding the City, Adams Canyon has very
little agricultural potential and therefore has been designated flor growth to avoid encroachment
into agriculturally productive areas.

V. HYDROLOGICAL IMPACTS FROM FLOODING

The City of Santa Paula White Paper on the SOI states at page 4 that, "Adams Canyon
and Fagan Canyon both drain by way of barrancas flowing into oralongside the City....Allwill
require flood protection improvements as an integral part of their development plans...An
irnportant side benefit of the fìood protection improvements on Adams Barranca will be the
reductiotl of flooding problerns in the existing and proposed industrial-zoned area on the west
side of the City...The proposed development in Adams Canyon cannot proceed unless this
flooding problem is corrected...The General Plan requires each of the major expansion areas to
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to the premature development offarmland and open .~Jxtce lands. Greenbelts, 
however, do not provide for permanent conservation or preservation. 

• Any party to a greenbelt agreement may elect to terminate their participation in 
the IXJlicy agreement at any lime. 

Therefore. the agri cultural, Greenbelt Agreement areas are susceptible to deve lopment. 
An amend ment to the SOl by LAFCO to exclude from growth the areas that the City General 
Plan has designated for development, will inev itably push growth into these Greenbelt 
Agreement areas, where no protect ions ex ist, and greater impacts to agri cultural resources are 
assured. CEQA requires that these issues be thoroughl y ana lyzed and di sc losed prior to any 
action to amcnd the SOL 

C. C it y Urban Restrict ion Boundary (CURB) Preserves Agricu ltural Land and 
Includes the Sphere of Influence. 

Page LU-29 defines the purpose of the CURB. It states that "The City of Santa Paula and 
surrounding area, o ften referred to as part of the Heritage Valley, with its unique combination of 
so il s, micro-climate, and hydro logy, has become one of the finest growi ng regions ill the world. 
Agricultural production from the County of Ventura and in particular production from the solids 
and silt from the Santa Clara Rivcr provides bene fi cial food and fiber to local inhabitants and to 
the world at large and has achieved international acclaim, enhancing the City's economy and 
reputation. The purpose o i'this CU RB, as amended is to provide for the reaso nab le urban growth 
of the City of Santa Paula and ensure that the development policies, and underlying goals, 
objecti ves, principles and po licies set forth in the Santa Paula General Plan relating to Land Use 
are inviolable aga inst tra nsitory short-term polit ica l decisions and that agricultura l, watershed, 
and open space lands are not prematu re ly or unnecessari ly converted to other non-agricultural or 
non-open space uses without public debate and vote of the people." 

By eliminating the annexat ion area that the voters (and the subsequentl y amended 
Genera l Plan) spec ifi ca ll y placed within CU RB, the City may be forced to utili ze land for growth 
within the City that is currently be ing utili zed for agriculture. The purpose of the CURB is to 
constrain urban sprawl by defining the areas for potential growth away fro m prime agricu ltu ra l 
areas. As noted above, unli ke the bulk of land surround ing the C ity, Adams Canyon has very 
litt le agricu ltu ra l potential and therefore has been des ignated for growth to avo id encroachment 
into agricu lturally product ive areas. 

V. HYDROLOGICAL IMPACTS FROM FLOODING 

The City of Santa I>aul a White Paper on the SOl states at page 4 tilat, "Adams Canyon 
and Fagan Canyon both drain by way of barrancas flowing into or alongside the City .. .. All will 
require flood protect ion improvements as an integra l part of their development plans ... An 
im portant s ide benefit of tile flood protection im provements on Adams Barranca will be the 
reduction of flood ing prob lems in the ex ist ing and proposed industria l-zoned area on the west 
s ide of the City ... The proposed development in Adams Canyon cannot proceed unless this 
flooding problem is corrected ... The Genera l Plan req uires each of the major expansion areas to 
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10 the premalure developmenf offal'mland and open sluIce fands. Greenbelts, 
however, do no! provide/or permanenl conservalion or presel'valion. 

• Any party to a greenbelt agreement may eiectto terminate their participation in 
the po/ic.y agreement al any lime. 

Therefore, the agricultura l, Greenbelt Agreement areas are susceptible to development. 
An amendmelll to the SOl by LAFCO to exclude from growth the areas that the City General 
Plan has designated for development, will inevitably push growth into these Greenbelt 
Agreement areas, where no protections exist, and greater impacts to agricultural resources are 
assured. CEQA requ ires that these issues be thorough ly ana lyzed and di sc losed prior to any 
action to amend the SOl. 

C. C ity Urban Restrict ion Boundary (CURB) Preserves Agricultural Land and 
Includes the Sphere of Innucnce. 

Page LU-29 defines the purpose of the CURB. It states that "The City of Santa Paula and 
surrounding area, onen referred to as part of the Heritage Valley, with it s unique combination of 
so ils, micro-climate, and hydro logy, has become one or the finest growing regions in the world. 
Agricultural production from the County of Ventura and in particu lar production from the sol ids 
and silt from the Santa Clara River prov ides beneficial food and tiber to local inhab itants and to 
the world at large and has achieved internationa l acclaim, enhancing the City's economy and 
reputation. The purpose ol" thi s CURB, as amended is to provide for the reasonab le urban growth 
of the City of Santa Paula and ensure that the deve lopment policies, and underlying goals, 
objectives, principles and po licies set forth in the Santa Paula General Plan rdating to Land Use 
are invio lab le against trans itory short-term politica l decisions and that agricultura l, watershed, 
and open space lands are not premature ly or unnecessarily converted to other non-agricu lt ura l or 
non-open space uses without public debate and vote of the people." 

By eliminating the annexation area tha t the voters (and the subsequentl y amended 
General Plan) spec ifica ll y placed within CU RB, the City may be forced to ut ilize land for growth 
within the City that is currently being utilized for agriculture . The purpose of the CURB is to 
constrain urban sprawl by de fining the areas for potent ial growth away from prime agricu ltura l 
areas. As noted above, unlike the bulk of land surrounding the City, Adams Canyon has very 
litt le agricu ltura l potent ial and therefore has been designated for growth to avoid encroachment 
into agricu lturally product ive areas. 

V. HYDROLOGICAL IMPACTS FROM FLOODING 

The City of Santa Paula White Paper on the SOl slates at page 4 thai , "Adams Canyon 
and Fagan Canyon both drain by way of bar ran cas f"lowing into or alongside the City . .. . AII will 
require flood protection improvements as an integral part of their deve lopment plans ... An 
important s ide benefit of tile flood protection improvements on Adams Barranca will be the 
reduct ion of nood ing problems in the exist ing and proposed industri al-zoned area on the west 
side of the City ... The proposed development in Adams Canyon cannot proceed unless this 
nooding problem is corrected ... The General Plan req uires each of the major expansion areas to 
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have a specific plan prepared and adopted before the annexation and development can occur.
Each plan will include a drainage mater plan with a detailed description of the improvements
needed and the schedule of construction."

Page LU-12 states, "The Land Use Element addresses flooding as follows:

Requiring reasonable fìood protection measures in all new land development
projects.

Outlining programs to reduce the flood threat from Santa Paula Creek, Fagan
Barranca, and Adams Barranca.

Restricting development adjacent to the Santa Clara River and Santa Paula
Creek."

Page LU-23 of the General Plan goes on to state that "Drainage would follow Adams
Barranca to the Santa Clara River. Major flood retention facilities would be required within the
canyon. With the retention facility, flood threats in the areas west of town adjacent to SR 126
would be reduced, and the water would be used for irrigation and fire protection."

The General Plan Land Use Element relies on improvements in the Adams Canyon area
that will be required of future development to solve chronic flooding in the Adams Barranca.
The water i"rom fìooci coniroi ini'rastructure wouici aiso be used ior fire protection anci

agricultural irrigation. Therefore, the elimination of this planned infrastructure, through the
development changes that would be required if the SOI were altered, would certainly impact the
ability of the area to protect against flooding and could impact agriculture operations that would
use the irrigation water from these facilities. The CEQA guidelines are clear that this area must
be analyzed as part of an EIR. The CEQA initial study checklist provides that projects that
could expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving fìooding,
could create a signifìcant impact under CEQA and therefore must be analyzed.

VI. TRANSPORTATION IMPACTS

Amendments to the SOI that displace or discourage development of the area could cause
transportation impacts by eliminating the ability for critical road infrastructure to be developed.
Measure A7 specifically states that one of the purposes of the initiative to include Adams
Canyon in the CURB line is to allow for "the dedication of sufficient right-of-way for the
construction of a connection road to Fagan Canyon [which] will reduce the irnpact of the traffic
from Fagan Canyon on existing residential neighborhoods to the south."

Improvements to future and existing roadways have been assumed as part of the
Transportation Element of the City General Plan. The General Plan at page Cl-29 provides the
following list of improvements in Adams Canyon, and within the City:

"Adams Canyon. Primary access for Adams Canyon would be provided via an arterial
roadway extending northerly into the canyon fiom Foothill Road. A secondary access connection
to SR 150 is also anticipated. Anticipated improvements on existing streets include widening

a
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have a specific plan prepared and adopted before the annexation and development can occur. 
Each plan will include a drainage mater plan wi th a detailed description of the improvements 
needed and the schedu le of construction." 

Page LU~ 12 states, "The Land Use Element addresses flood ing as fo llows: 

• Requiring reasonable fl ood protection measures in all new land development 
projects. 

• Outlining programs to reduce the flood threat from Santa Paula Creek, Fagan 
Barranca, and Adams Barranca. 

• Restricting development adjacent to the Santa Clara River and Santa Paula 
Creek." 

Page LU ~23 of the Genera l Plan goes on to state that "Drainage wou ld follow Adams 
Barranca to the Santa Clara Ri ver. Major flood retention faci lities wou ld be required within the 
canyon. With the retention facility, flood threats in the areas west of town adjacent to SR 126 
would be reduced, and the water would be used for irrigation and fire protection." 

The General Plan Land Use Element relies on improvements in the Adams Canyon area 
that will be required of future deve lopment to solve chron ic flooding in the Adams Barranca. 
The waler from flood conirol infrastructure wou ld abo be used for fi re protection and 
agricultural irrigation. Therefo re, the eliminat ion of this planned infrastructure, through the 
development changes that wo uld be requ ired if the SO l were altered, would certainly impact the 
ability of the area to protect against flooding and cou ld impact agriculture operat ions that wou ld 
use the irrigation water from these facilities. The CEQA guidelines are c lear that this area must 
be anal yzed as part of an EIR. The CEQA initial stud y checklist provides that projects that 
cou ld expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving fl ood ing, 
cou ld create a significant impact under CEQA and therefore must be analyzed. 

VI. TRANSPORTATION IMPACTS 

Amendments to the SO l that displace or discourage deve lopment of the area could cause 
transportat ion impacts by eliminating the ability for criti cal road infrastructure to be developed. 
Measure A 7 speci fi ca ll y states that one of the purposes of the init iative to include Adams 
Canyon in the CURB line is to allow for "the ded ication of sufficient right~of~way for the 
construction ofa connection road to Fagan Canyon [which1 will reduce the impact of the traffic 
from Fagan Canyon on ex isting residential ne ighborhoods to the south ." 

Improvements to futu re and ex isting roadways have been assumed as part of the 
Transportation Element of the City General Plan. The General Plan at page CI~29 provides the 
following li st of improvemen ts in Adams Canyon, and withi n the City: 

"Adams Canyon. Primary access for Adams Canyon would be provided via an arterial 
roadway extending northerly into the canyon from Foothi ll Road. A secondary access connection 
to SR 150 is also anticipated. Anticipated improvements on ex isting streets include widening 
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have a specific plan prepared and adopted before the annexation and development can occur. 
Each plan will include a drainage mater plan with a detailed description of the improvements 
needed and the schedu le of construction." 

Page LU~ 1 2 states, "The Land Use Element addrcsses flooding as follows: 

• Requiring reasonable fl ood protection measures in al l new land development 
projects. 

• Outlining programs to reduce the flood threat from Santa Paula Creek, Fagan 
Barranca, and Adams Barranca. 

• Restri cting development adjacent to the Santa Clara River and Santa Paula 
Creek." 

Page LU~23 orthe Genera l Plan goes on to state that " Drainage wou ld follow Adams 
Barranca to the Santa Clara River. Major flood retention faci lities wou ld be required within the 
canyon. With the retent ion fac il ity, flood threats in the areas west of town adjacent to SR 126 
would be reduced, and the water would be used for irrigation and fire protection." 

The General Plan Land Use Element relies on improvements in the Adams Canyon area 
that will be required of future deve lopment to solve chronic flooding in the Adams Barranca. 
The walt!r from flood conirol infrastruciure would aiso be used for fire proieciion and 
agricu ltural irrigation. Therefore, the elimination of this planned infrastructure, through the 
development changes that would be required if the SO l were altered , would certainly impact the 
abi lity of the area to protect against flooding and cou ld impact agriculture operations that wou ld 
use the irri gation water from these facilities. The CEQA guidelines are c lear that thi s area must 
be analyzed as part of an ElR. The CEQA initial study checklist provides that projects that 
could expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding, 
cou ld create a s ignificant impact under CEQA and therefore must be ana lyzed. 

VI. TRANSPORTATION IMPACTS 

Amendments to the SO l that displace or discourage development of the area cou ld cause 
transportation impacts by e l iminating the ability for critical road infrastructure to be developed. 
Measure A 7 specifica ll y slates that one of the purposes of the initiative to include Adams 
Canyon in the CURB line is to allow for "the dedication of sufficient right~of~way for the 
construction ofa connection road to Fagan Canyon [which) will reduce the impact of the traffic 
from Fagan Canyon on ex isting resident ial neighborhoods to the south." 

Improvements to future and ex ist ing roadways have been assumed as part of the 
Transportation Element of the City General Plan. The Genera l Plan at page CI-29 provides the 
following li st of improvements in Adams Canyon, and within the City: 

"Adams Canyon. Primary access for Adams Canyon would be provided via an arterial 
roadway extending northerly into the canyon from Foothi ll Road. A secondary access connection 
to SR 150 is also anticipated. Anticipated improvements on ex isting streets include widening 
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Foothill Road from Peck Road to the Adams Canyon access road to four lanes and widening
Peck Road from SR 126 to Foothill Road to four lanes. The Foothill Road/Peck Road
intersection would be modified to include a sweeping curve and the Foothill Road/Adams
Canyon intersection may also be designed with a sweeping curve to encourage the use of Peck
Road. The Foothill Road/Adams Canyon intersection will require signalization to accommodate
the traffic volume expected for that area."

Precluding development of this area would decrease the funding available to make
circulation connections to existing and future roadways, and thus a significant impact would
occur.

Conclusion:

As we noted in our letter of January 14,2013, LAFCO's regulations expressly require
CEQA review. The regulations recognize that LAFCO must serve as a lead agency under CEQA
when "a sphere of influence update pursuant to Government Code Section 56425" is initiated by
LAFCO, such as the one here. Under LAFCO's regulations, only certain specified projects are
exempt from CEQA review-these projects do not include sphere-of-influence updates. As
such, LAFCO's regulations require it, at a minimum, to prepare an initial study for the proposed
sphere-of-influence change. However, we believe that we have shown that there is potential for
significant impacts to occur and therefore an EIR is required. Even a cursory look at the attached
City of Santa Paula General Plan Land Use Plan and Expansion Areas document shows that any
LAFCO action to remove Adams Canyon tiom the City's Sphere would create serious conflicts
with an adopted General Plan.

LAFCO must also comply with the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Act before considering the
proposed update. Before updating a sphere of infìuence, the act specifically requires LAFCO to
consider, and to "prepare a written statement of its determinations" with respect to the following
specific factors:

(l) The present and planned land uses in the area, including agriculturaland 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) The existence of any social or economic communities of interest in the area if the
commission detennines that they are relevant to the agency.

(5) For an update of a sphere of influence of a city or special district that provides public
l'acilities or services related to sewers, municipal and industrial water, or structural lire
protection, that occurs pursuant to subdivision (g) on or after July I ,20l2,the present and
probable need for those public facilities and services of any disadvantaged unincorporated
communities within the existing sphere of influence.
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Foothill Road from Peck Road to the Adams Canyon access road to four lanes and widening 
Peck Road from SR 126 to Foothill Road to four lanes. The Foothill Road/Peck Road 
intersection would be modified to include a sweeping cu rve and the Foothi ll Road/Adams 
Canyon intersection may also be designed with a sweeping curve to encourage the use of Peck 
Road. The Foothil l Road/Adams Canyon intersection will require signalization to accommodate 
the traffi c vo lume expected for that area." 

Precluding development of thi s area would decrease the funding available to make 
circulation connections to existing and future roadways, and thus a s ignificant im pact would 
occur. 

Conclusion: 

As we noted in our letter of January 14,2013, LAFCO's regu lations expressly require 
CEQA review. The regulat ions recogn ize that LAFCO must serve as a lead agency under CEQA 
when "a sphere of influence update pursuant to Government Code Section 56425" is initiated by 
LAFCO, such as the one here. Under LAFCO's regu lations, on ly certain specified projects are 
exempt from CEQA review- these projects do not include sphere-of- influence updates. As 
such, LAFCO's regulations require it, at a minimum, to prepare an initia l study for the proposed 
sphere-of- influence change. However, we bel ieve that we have shown that there is potential for 
sign ificant impacts to occur and therefore an EIR is required. Even a cursory look at the attached 
City of Santa Paula Genera l Plan Land Use Plan and Expansion Areas document shows that any 
LAFCO action to remo ve Adams Canyon from the City's Sphere would create serious conOicts 
with an adopted General Plan. 

LAFCO must also comply with the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Act before cons idering the 
proposed update. Before updating a sphere of influence, the act specificaJly requires LAFCO to 
consider, and to "prepare a written statement of its determinations" with respect to the fo ll owing 
specific factors: 

( I) The present and planned land uses in the area, including agricu ltura l and open-space 
lands. 

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

(3) The present capacity of public faci lities and adequacy of public services that the 
agency provides or is authorized to provide. 

(4) The existence of any soc ial or econom ic communities of interest in the area if the 
comm ission detennines that they are relevant to the agency. 

(5) For an update of a sphere of influence ofa city or spec ial district that provides public 
faci lities or services related to sewers, municipal and industrial water, or structural fire 
protection, that occurs pursuant to subdiv ision (g) on or after July 1,201 2, the present and 
probable need for those public facilities and se rvices of any di sadvantaged unincorporated 
communities within the ex isting sphere of influence. 
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Foothill Road from Peck Road to the Adams Canyon access road to four lanes and widen ing 
Peck Road from SR [26 to Foothill Road to four lanes, The Foothi [[ Road/Peck Road 
intersect ion wou ld be modified to include a sweeping curve and the Foothill Road/Adams 
Canyon intersection may also be designed with a sweeping curve to encourage the use of Peck 
Road. The Foothi[[ Road/Adams Canyon intersection will require signalization to accommodate 
the tramc volume expected for that area." 

Precluding development of1his area wou ld decrease the funding availab[e to make 
circulation connections to existing and future roadways, and thus a significant impact would 
occur. 

Conclusion: 

As we noted in our letter of January 14,2013, LAFCO's regulations expressly require 
CEQA review. The regulations recogn ize that LAFCO must serve as a lead agency under CEQA 
when "a sphere of influence update pursuant to Government Code Section 56425" is initiated by 
LAFCO, such as the one here. Under LAFCO's regu lations, on ly certain specified projects are 
exempt from CEQA review- these projects do not include sphere-of-influence updates. As 
such, LAFCO's regulati ons require it, at a minimum, to prepare an initial study for the proposed 
sphere-of- influence change. However, we believe that we have shown that there is potential for 
signifi cant impacts to occur and therefore an EIR is required. Even a cursory look at the attached 
City of Santa Paula General Plan Land Use I>[an and Expansion Areas document shows that any 
LAFCO action to remove Adams Canyon from the City' s Sphere would create serious conflicts 
with an adopted General Plan. 

LAFCO must also comply with the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Act before considering the 
proposed update. Before updating a sphere of influence, the act specifica [l y requires LAFCO to 
consider, and to "prepare a written statement of its determinations" with respect to the fo[lowing 
specific factors: 

( 1) The present and planned land uscs in the area, including agricu ltural and open-space 
lands. 

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

(3) The present capacity ofpub li c faci lities and adequacy of public services that the 
agency provides or is authorized to provide. 

(4) The existence of any soc ial or economic communiti es of interest in the area if the 
comm ission detennines that they are relevant to the agency. 

(5) For an update of a sphere of influence ofa city or specia l district that provides public 
facilities or services related to sewers, municipal and industria l water, or structura l fire 
protection, that occurs pursuant to subdiv ision (g) on or after Jul y 1,2012, the present and 
probable need for those public facilities and services orany disadvantaged unincorporated 
communities within the ex isting sphere of influence. 
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This analysis has not been completed, and LAFCO must prepare an EIR analyzing the
CEQA impacts of its action before considering the sphere-of-influence update.

We appreciate the opportunity to submit these comments. We look forward to playing a
constructive role as the proceedings unfold and as LAFCO conducts CEQA rpview.

Sincerely

evfuf*¿¿4aã4t
Christopher W. Garrett
at LATHAM & WATKINS LLP

Attachment

cc Ron Rakunas
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This analysis has not been completed, and LAFCO must prepare an EIR analyzing the 
CEQA impacts of its action before considering the sphere-of-influence update. 

We appreciate the opportunity to submit these comments. We look forward to playing a 
construct ive ro le as the proceedings unfold and as LAFCO conducts CEQA review, 

Sincerely, 

Chri stopher W. Garrett 
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This analysis has not been completed, and LAFCO mllst prepa re an ErR analyzing the 
CEQA impacts of its act ion before considering the sphere-or-infl uence update. 

We appreciate the opportunity to submit these comments. We look forward to playing a 
constructi ve role as the proceedings un fold and as LAFCO conducts CEQA rev iew. 

Since rely, 

Christopher W. Garrell 
at LATH AM & WATK INS LLP 
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Attachment 9

City of Santa Paula"('illrrs ('tt¡titttl ttl tltt l\ ttrhl"

970 Ventura Strecl . Sanla Paula. Calilorni¡ . Mailtnq Address. P0. Box 569. 93061 . Phone: (805) 525-4478. Fax. (805) 52$6278

March 4,2013

Ventura County Local Agency Formation Commission
Attn: Kim Uhlich, Executive Officer
800 South Victoria Avenue
Ventura, CA 93009

RE: LAFCo's Review/Update of the City of Santa Paula's Sphere of lnfluence

Honorable Members of the Commission:

The City appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Ventura County LocalAgency
Forrnation Commission's quinquennial review of the City of Santa Paula's sphere of
influence pursuant to Public Resources Code 556425(g). The Commission's review is
scheduled to occur on March 20,2013. Through discussions with Executive Officer Kim
Uhlich, the City learned that as part of its review the Commission may remove the
Adams and Fagan Oanyon expansron areas trom the Orty's sphere ot ¡ntluence. We
write to convey to the Commission specific and serious concerns in opposition to this
potential action and, we appreciate the Commission's consideration of those concerns.

A. Geographic Constraints and LAFCo Policies Direct Growth to the Cunent Sphere
of lnfluence Area

At the outset, we note the importance of adopted spheres of influence as long-range
planning tools. As the Commission knows, spheres of influence are designed to guide
the future growth of a city. Like general plans, spheres of influence serve as an
essential tool for providing well-planned, efficient urban development patterns. As far
back as 1998, the City planned for the urbanization and development of Adams and
Fagan Canyons, which form the lion's share of the City's current sphere area. City of
Santa Paula General Plan (the "General Plan"), at p. LU-20 (1998). Throughout each of
the General Plan's elements, both Adams and Fagan Canyons are repeatedly identified
as the logical area for the future growth of the City. Expansion into the Adams and
Fagan Canyon Areas is now, and has always been, the preferred growth scenario.
General Plan at p. LU-18.

B. The Current Sphere Boundary was Drawn with an Eye Toward Preserving
Agricultural Lands

The City recognizes and supports the Commission's laudable goal of preserving prime
agricultural land. See Commissioner's Handbook, Specific Policies of the Ventura
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March 4, 2013 

Ventura County Local Agency Formation Commission 
Attn: Kim Uhlich , Executive Officer 
800 South Victoria Avenue 
Ventura , CA 93009 

RE: LAFCo's Review/Update of the City of Santa Paula's Sphere of Influence 

Honorable Members of the Commission: 

The City appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Ventura County Local Agency 
Formation Commission's quinquennial review of the City of Santa Pau la's sphere of 
influence pursuant to Public Resources Code §56425(g). The Commission's review is 
scheduled to occur on March 20, 2013. Through discussions with Executive Officer Kim 
Uhlich, the City learned that as part of its review the Commission may remove the 
Adams and Fagan Canyon expansion areas from the City's sphere of Influence. We 
write to convey to the Commission specific and serious concerns in opposition to this 
potential action and, we appreciate the Commission's consideration of those concerns. 

A. Geographic Constraints and LAFCo Policies Direct Growth to the Current Sphere 
of Influence Area 

At the outset, we note the importance of adopted spheres of influence as long-range 
planning tools . As the Commission knows, spheres of influence are designed to guide 
the future growth of a city. Like general plans, spheres of influence serve as an 
essential tool for providing well-planned , efficient urban development patterns. As far 
back as 1998, the City planned for the urbanization and development of Adams and 
Fagan Canyons, which form the lion's share of the City's current sphere area. City of 
Santa Paula General Plan (the "General Plan"), at p. LU-20 (1998). Throughout each of 
the General Plan's elements, both Adams and Fagan Canyons are repeated ly identified 
as the logical area for the future growth of the City. Expansion into the Adams and 
Fagan Canyon Areas is now, and has always been, the preferred growth scenario. 
General Plan at p . LU-18. 

B. The Current Sphere Boundary was Drawn with an Eye Toward Preserving 
Agricultural Lands 

The City recogn izes and supports the Commission 's laudable goal of preserving prime 
agricultural land. See Commissioner's Handbook, Specific Policies of the Ventura 
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March 4, 2013 

Ventura County Local Agency Formation Commission 
Attn: Kim Uhlich, Executive Officer 
800 South Victoria Avenue 
Ventura , CA 93009 

RE: LAFCo's Review/Update of the City of Santa Paula's Sphere of Influence 
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as the logical area for the future growth of the City. Expansion into the Adams and 
Fagan Canyon Areas is now, and has always been, the preferred growth scenario. 
General Plan at p. LU-18. 

B. The Current Sphere Boundary was Drawn with an Eye Toward Preserving 
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agricultural land . See Commissioner's Handbook, Specific Pol ic ies of the Ventura 
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County LAFCo, Policy 4.3.2 (2012). lndeed, Santa Paula is world-renown for its
orange, lemon and avocado groves and is often referred to as the "Citrus Capital of the
World." Consistent with LAFCo policies, the current sphere was drawn with an eye
toward preserving the prime agricultural land to the east and west of the City, where
much of this citrus is grown. But, unlike the agricultural areas to the east and west, the
ovenruhelming majority of Adams and Fagan Canyons do not contain prime farmland
and are generally used for animal grazing. The topography in these canyons greatly
limits their use for productive agricultural. Nor are the Adams and Fagan Canyon areas
subject to any greenbelt agreement. General Plan at pgs. CO-37 to CO-40. The
General Plan states specifically that the impact to agriculture from development in the
sphere area "would be relatively low." General Plan at p. LU 23.

To the north -- toward Adams and Fagan Canyons -- is the only area where future
growth can occur. As noted above, areas to the east and west are considered prime
farmland the conversion of which is considered inconsistent with LAFCo policies. The
South Mountain area, which as the name implies is located to the south of the City,
contains several heavy industrial uses, including the City's new sewer plant and the
Santa Paula Airport, and is located adjacent to the Santa Clara River, which is prone to
flooding, lt seems only logical to direct future growth to the north, away from South
Mountain and fertile farmland to the east and west of the City. Why then, given these
geographic constraints, would the Commission consider removing Adams and Fagan
Canyons from the City's sphere?

By removing the Adams and Fagan Canyon areas from the sphere of influence, the City
may be forced to expand in an easterly or westerly direction, which would result in the
invasion of prime farrnland that both the City and LAFCo hold inviolable.

C. Sanfa Paulans Favor Expansion into the Current Sphere Area

LAFCo Policy 4.2.1 recognizes the importance of voter-approved grovuth boundaries in
setting a local jurisdiction's sphere of influence. ln 2007, Santa Paula voters
overwhelmingly approved an amendment to the City Urban Restriction Boundary to
make the CURB line substantially coterminous with the City's current sphere of
influence boundary. ln addition to adjusting the CURB line to specifically include Adams
and Fagan Canyons, Measure A7 also amended the general plan to include specific
land use densities and imposed specific infrastructure requirements for those areas.
These actions evidence the voter's intent to eventually annex the sphere areas in order
to direct the future growth of Santa Paula in that direction. Why would LAFCo interfere
with the clear intent of Santa Paula voters?

D. Development in Adams and Fagan Canyons in on the Horizon

Both Adams and Fagan Canyons continue to be the subject of substantial development
interest. ln 2005, the Council approved development for Fagan Canyon and certified an
ElR. Unfo¡lunately, in 2006, the voters voted to reject the development. However, City
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Canyons from the City's sphere? 
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may be forced to expand in an easterly or westerly direction, which would result in the 
invasion of prime farmland that both the City and LAFCo hold inviolable. 
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influence boundary. In addition to adjusting the CURB line to specifically include Adams 
and Fagan Canyons, Measure A7 also amended the general plan to include specific 
land use densities and imposed specific infrastructure requirements for those areas . 
These actions evidence the voter's intent to eventually annex the sphere areas in order 
to direct the future growth of Santa Paula in that direction. Why would LAFCo interlere 
with the clear intent of Santa Paula voters? 

D. Development in Adams and Fagan Canyons in on the Horizon 

Both Adams and Fagan Canyons continue to be the subject of substantial development 
interest. In 2005 , the Council approved development for Fagan Canyon and certified an 
EIR. Unfortunately, in 2006, the voters voted to reject the development. However, City 
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County LAFCo, Policy 4.3.2 (2012). Indeed, Santa Paula is world-renown for its 
orange, lemon and avocado groves and is often referred to as the ~Citrus Capital of the 
World ." Consistent with LAFCo policies, the current sphere was drawn with an eye 
toward preserving the prime agricultural land to the east and west of the City, where 
much of this citrus is grown. But, unlike the agricultural areas to the east and west, the 
overwhelming majority of Adams and Fagan Canyons do not contain prime farmland 
and are generally used for animal grazing. The topography in these canyons greatly 
limits their use for productive agricultural. Nor are the Adams and Fagan Canyon areas 
subject to any greenbelt agreement. General Plan at pgs. CO-37 to C0-40. The 
General Plan states specifically that the impact to agriculture from development in the 
sphere area "would be relatively low." General Plan at p. LU 23. 

To the north -- toward Adams and Fagan Canyons -- is the only area where future 
growth can occur. As noted above, areas to the east and west are considered prime 
farmland the conversion of which is considered inconsistent with LAFCo policies. The 
South Mountain area, which as the name implies is located to the south of the City, 
contains several heavy industrial uses, including the City's new sewer plant and the 
Santa Paula Airport, and is located adjacent to the Santa Clara River, which is prone to 
flooding. It seems only logical to direct future growth to the north, away from South 
Mountain and fertile farmland to the east and west of the City. Why then, given these 
geographic constraints, would the Commission consider removing Adams and Fagan 
Canyons from the City's sphere? 

By removing the Adams and Fagan Canyon areas from the sphere of influence, the City 
may be forced to expand in an easterly or westerly direction, which would result in the 
invasion of prime farmland that both the City and LAFCo hold inviolable. 

C. Santa Pau/ans Favor Expansion into the Current Sphere Area 

LAFCo Policy 4.2. 1 recognizes the importance of voter-approved growth boundaries in 
setting a local jurisdiction's sphere of influence. In 2007, Santa Paula voters 
overwhelmingly approved an amendment to the City Urban Restriction Boundary to 
make the CURB line substantially coterminous with the City's current sphere of 
influence boundary. In addition to adjusting the CURB line to specifically include Adams 
and Fagan Canyons, Measure A7 also amended the general plan to include specific 
land use densities and imposed specific infrastructure requirements for those areas . 
These actions evidence the voter's intent to eventually annex the sphere areas in order 
to direct the future growth of Santa Paula in that direction. Why would LAFCo interlere 
with the clear intent of Santa Paula voters? 

D. Development in Adams and Fagan Canyons in on the Horizon 

Both Adams and Fagan Canyons continue to be the subject of substantial development 
interest. In 2005 , the Council approved development for Fagan Canyon and certified an 
EIR. Unfortunately, in 2006, the voters voted to reject the development. However, City 
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staff continues to meet with interested parties regarding both Adams and Fagan
Canyons. And at the December 17,2012, City Council meeting, several owners and
their representatives discussed the status of proposed development of the Adams and
Fagan Canyon areas and noted that the submittal of development applications will soon
occur. Certainly, removing Adams or Fagan Canyons from the current sphere would
greatly increase the cost of the development process in these areas. Through our due
diligence we have been informed that should Adams and Fagan Canyons be removed
from the City's sphere of influence, the application process for those areas would
increase in time by as much as two years and in cost by as much as ten million dollars.

While formal applications have not been filed with the City, this reflects the poor
economic climate and should not be perceived as a lack of development interest in
these sphere areas. lndeed, all of California (and much of the United States) suffered
from this unprecedented economic slowdown. This fact then should not be used as
justification to remove land from the City's sphere of influence,

With knowledge that potential future uses will require a sphere amendment through
LAFCo, with all of the attendant costs and delays, future developers might be unwilling
to construct much needed housing in these areas. This is problematic because the
City's Regional Housing Needs Assessment for the 2014 lo 2021 projection period calls
for the development of 1,285 units. Of those, 945 of the units are planned to be built in
ihe Adams anci Fagan Canyon areas. Why put another roadbiock in the way of future
housing construction in the sphere of influence?

E. lnfrastrucfure Needs in the Sphere of lnfluence Area will Be Addressed at Time
of Deve lop me nt Ap pl ic atio n

Relying on the City's Municipal Services Review, LAFCo staff has repeatedly noted that
the removal of Adams and Fagan Canyons from the sphere area is necessary to
resolve an apparent lack of infrastructure in that area. The City concedes that the
sphere area currenlly lacks the infrastructure necessary to support a large-scale
development. lt could be argued that most spheres of influence lack adequate
infrastructure capacity. Typically though, such infrastructure deficiencies are handled in
the development process through the approval of development agreement or specific
plan. The City's General Plan indicates as much. See General Plan at p. LU-20
("Details of siting, design, infrastructure, provision of open space, and financing will be
established through the specific plan... Annexation would occur on a case-by-case
basis after completion of a Specific Plan and the market and fiscal evaluation.")

It should also be noted that the City's state-of-the-art wastewater treatment facility was
designed to accommodate new development in the sphere areas. The sewer rates of
our current residents already reflect this increased capacity. As new connections come
online in the expansion areas, sewer rates for our current customers will decrease.
Other deficiencies noted by LAFCo, including the sizing of pipelines on Harvard
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staff continues to meet with interested parties regarding both Adams and Fagan 
Canyons. And at the December 17, 2012, City Council meeting, several owners and 
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Fagan Canyon areas and noted that the submittal of development applications will soon 
occur. Certainly, removing Adams or Fagan Canyons from the current sphere would 
greatly increase the cost of the development process in these areas. Through our due 
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Relying on the City's Municipal Services Review, LAFCo staff has repeatedly noted that 
the removal of Adams and Fagan Canyons from the sphere area is necessary to 
resolve an apparent lack of infrastructure in that area. The City concedes that the 
sphere area currently lacks the infrastructure necessary to support a large~scale 
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rOetails of siting , design , infrastructure, provision of open space, and financing will be 
established through the specific plan .. Annexation would occur on a case~by~case 
basis after completion of a Specific Plan and the market and fiscal evaluation.") 

It should also be noted that the City's state-of-the-art wastewater treatment facility was 
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online in the expansion areas , sewer rates for our current customers wi ll decrease. 
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sphere area currently lacks the infrastructure necessary to support a large-scale 
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Boulevard, are scheduled for improvement in the near future as part of the City's Capital
lmprovement Program.

F. Conclusion

No compelling (or even logical) reason exists to justify removing Adams or Fagan
Canyon from the City's adopted sphere of influence, Nor have conditions changed in
the City or the expansion areas such that a revision of the sphere boundary is
necessary. lndeed, overarching LAFCo policies - keeping spheres consistent with
voter approved growth boundaries and limiting development in prime farmland - warrant
keeping the sphere of influence in its current location.

Leaving the sphere of influence boundary in its current location upholds the prior vote of
Santa Paula citizens and provides them and the development community with certainty
as to where future grov'rth is likely to occur. Put simply, there is no harm in leaving the
sphere of influence in its current location.

Thank you for your consideration of the City's concerns. And, please do not hesitate to
contact City Manager Jaime M, Fontes or Planning Director Janna Minsk with any
questions.

Very truly

J. Fernandez
Mayor

Vice-Mayor
Councilmembers
City Manager
City Attorney

c:
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necessary. Indeed, overarching LAFCo policies - keeping spheres consistent with 
voter approved growth boundaries and limiting development in prime farmland - warrant 
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Council members 
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Attachment L0
LAFCo l3-02S

RESOLUTION OF THE VENTURA LOCAL AGENCY
FORMATION COMMISSION MAKING DETERMINATIONS
AND APPROVING THE UPDATE OF THE SPHERE OF
INFLUENCE FOR THE CITY OF SANTA PAULA

WHEREAS, Government Code Section 56425 et seq. requires the Local Agency
Formation Commission (LAFCo or Commission) to develop and determine the sphere of
influence of each local governmental agency within the County; and

WHEREAS, Government Code Section 56a25(g) requires that LAFCo, as

necessary, review and update the adopted sphere of influence boundaries on or before
January 1, 2008 and every five years thereafter; and

WHEREAS, Government Code Section 56430 requires that a municipal service
review be conducted prior to or in conjunction with a sphere of influence update; and

WHEREAS, LAFCo accepted a municipal service review of the services provided

by the City of Santa Paula (City) and adopted written determinations as required by

Government Code Section 56430 on November 14,2O12for the services provided by the
City; and

WHEREAS, no change in regulation, land use, or development will occur as a
result of updating the City's sphere of influence; and

WHEREAS, at the times and in the manner required by law, the Executive Officer
gave notice of the consideration of this action by the Commission; and

WHEREAS, on January 16,2013, at the request of the City of Santa Paula, the
Commission continued action on the sphere of influence update to March 20,2013; and

WHEREAS, the sphere of influence update action was duly considered at a public

hearing on March 20,2013; and

WHEREAS, the Commission heard, discussed and considered all oral and written
testimony for and against the sphere of influence update including, but not limited to,

testimony at the public hearing on March 20,2013 and the LAFCo staff report and

recommendations;

Now, THEREFORE, BE lT RESOLVED, DETERMINED AND ORDERED as foilows:

(1) The Staff Report and Option 2 of the recommendations for approval of the

sphere of influence update for the City of Santa Paula, dated March 20,2013

are adopted.
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RESOLUTION OF THE VENTURA LOCAL AGENCY 
FORMATION COMMISSION MAKING DETERMINATIONS 
AND APPROVING THE UPDATE OF THE SPHERE OF 
INFLUENCE FOR THE CITY OF SANTA PAULA 

WHEREAS, Government Code Section 56425 et seq . requires the Local Agency 

Formation Commission (LAFCo or Commission) to develop and determine the sphere of 

influence of each local governmental agency within the County; and 

WHEREAS, Government Code Section 56425(g) requires that LAFCo, as 

necessary, review and update the adopted sphere of influence boundaries on or before 

January 1, 2008 and every five years thereafter; and 

WHEREAS, Government Code Section 56430 requires that a municipal service 

review be conducted prior to or in conjunction with a sphere of influence update; and 

WHEREAS, LAFCo accepted a municipal service review of the services provided 

by Ihe City of Santa Paula (City) and adopted written determinations as required by 

Government Code Section 56430 on November 14, 2012 for the services provided by the 
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WHEREAS, at the times and in the manner required by law, the Executive Officer 
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hearing on March 20, 2013; and 

WHEREAS, the Commission heard , discussed and considered all oral and written 

testimony for and against the sphere of influence update including, but not limited to, 

testimony at the public hearing on March 20, 2013 and the LAFCo staff report and 

recommendations; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED , DETERMINED AND ORDERED as follows: 

(1) The Staff Report and Option 2 of the recommendations for approval of the 

sphere of infiuence update for the City of Santa Paula , dated March 20, 2013 

are adopted . 
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leslimony allhe public hearing on March 20, 2013 and Ihe LAFCo slaff report and 

recommendations; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, DETERMINED AND ORDERED as follows: 

(1) The Staff Report and Option 2 of Ihe recommendalions for approval of Ihe 

sphere of influence updale for Ihe Cily of Sanla Paula, dated March 20, 2013 

are adopted . 
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(2) The Commission has considered the criteria set forth in Government Code

$56a25(e) and determines as follows:

a) The present and planned /and uses in the area, including agricultural and

open-space lands.

. Most of the subject area is comprised of undeveloped land designated

as open space by the County General Plan. Several hundred acres

are planted with orchards and designated Agriculture by the County

General Plan.

. The City is currently processing a development application for 79

residential units on the 32-acre "PecUFoothill Property", as depicted

on Exhibit A, The approximately 1O0-acre area depicted as "Other

Area" on Exhibit A has been designated by the City General Plan for

"Hillside Residential". As such, the probable uses for these areas

have been identified and adequate information exists to determine

their probable service needs.

. The City General Plan contains limited information as to the location

of land uses, infrastructure, roads, public facilities, natural resources,

and hazards within the approximately 10.3-square mile "Adams

Canyon Expansion Area" as depicted on Exhibit A.

. lt appears that the number of units available for development under

the City's growth management ordinance is not adequate to allow for

the level of development identified by the General Plan for the

Expansion Areas. Any changes to the General Plan resulting in an

increase in the number of residential units allowed within the

Expansion Areas would increase this disparity.

. There will be no change in land use, no change in land use authority,

and no impact to agricultural and open space lands as a result of the

sphere of influence update.

Resolution of Approval
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b) The present and probable need for public facilities and services in the

area.

. Because the area is comprised of undeveloped open space and

agricultural uses, there is no present need for public facilities and

services in the area.

. No City-adopted comprehensive land use/infrastructure plan currently

exists for the area and no applications for entitlements to develop the

area are currently in process with the City. Therefore, the probable

level of urban services needed in the Adams Canyon Expansion Area

is unknown at this time.

. Based on the apparent residential densities as currently reflected in

the City General Plan of 1 unit per 12.1 acres, the probable need for

urban services in the area may not require annexation to the City.

c) The present capacity of public facilities and adequacy of public services

that the agency provides or is authorized to provide.

. ln accordance with the 2012 Municipal Service Review prepared for

the City of Santa Paula, the Commission determined that the City

provides adequate fire protection services, recreation and park

services, solid waste services, potable and recycled water services,

and wastewater treatment services to areas within and adjacent to

City boundaries. The Commission also determined that reductions in

police personnel have resulted in increased response times within the

City, that the City has substantially underfunded street maintenance

services needed to prevent further deterioration of City streets, that

the City's sewer collection system suffers from existing capacity

deficiencies and that substantial sections of the system were in need

of repair/replacement. Further, the Commission determined that there

was inadequate information available to determine whether adequate

fire protection service, police service, street maintenance service,

water infrastructure and service, and wastewater collection service

Resolution of Approval
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could be feasibly extended to the Adams Canyon Expansion Area and

whether funding for the ongoing operation and maintenance of these

services and related infrastructure would be available.

d) The existence of any social or economic communities of interest in the

area if the commission determines fhaf they are relevant to the agency.

. Should the type of development envisioned for the Adams Canyon

Expansion Area occur, a social and/or economic community of

interest may be created. lt appears that this community would be

geograph ically, topographically, and economically distinct from the

remainder of the City.

e) The present and probable need for City sewer, municipal and industrial

water, or structuralfire protection seruices for any disadvantaged

unincorporated communities within the existing sphere of influence.

. As defined by Section 56033.5 of the Government Code, a

"Disadvantaged Unincorporated Community" (DUC) is an

unincorporated community with an annual median household income

that is less than 80 percent of the statewide annual median household

income. There are no DUCs within or contiguous to the City sphere of

influence.

(3) The sphere of influence for the City of Santa Paula is hereby updated to

exclude the area known as the "Adams Canyon Expansion Area",

consistent with Option 2 discussed in the Staff Report, as generally

depicted on Exhibit A attached hereto.

(4) The Commission directs staff to have the official sphere of influence

geographic information system data maintained for the Ventura LAFCo by

the Ventura County lnformation Technology Services Department as the

official sphere of influence record for the City of Santa Paula updated

consistent with this action,

Resolution of Approval
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(5) ln accordance with the Executive Officer's determination, the Commission,

as lead agency for the purposes of the California Environmental Quality

Act (CEQA), hereby determines that the sphere of influence update for the

City of Santa Paula is exempt pursuant to Section 15061(bX3) of the

CEQA Guidelines.

(6) The Commission directs staff to file a Notice of Exemption as lead agency

under Section 15062 of the CEQA Guidelines.

This resolution was adopted on March 20,2013.

NO ABSTAIN ABSENT

Commissioner Dandy
Commissioner Long
Comm issioner Ford-M cCaffrey
Commissioner Morehouse
Commissioner Parks

Commissioner Parvin

Commissioner Pringle

Alt. Commissioner Bennett

Alt. Commissioner Cunningham
Alt. Commissioner Freeman
Alt. Commissioner Smith

Dated
Chair, Ventura Local Agency Formation Commission

Exhibit A

Copies: City of Santa Paula
Ventura Cou nty Surveyor
Ventura County Geographic lnformation Systems Officer
Ventura County Planning Department
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Attachment LL

LAFCo 13-02S

RESOLUTION OF THE VENTURA LOCAL AGENCY
FORMATION COMMISSION MAKING DETERMINATIONS
AND APPROVING THE UPDATE OF THE SPHERE OF
INFLUENCE FOR THE CITY OF SANTA PAULA

WHEREAS, Government Code Section 56425 et seq. requires the Local Agency
Formation Commission (LAFCo or Commission) to develop and determine the sphere of
influence of each local governmental agency within the County; and

WHEREAS, Government Code Section 56425(9) requires that LAFCo, as

necessary, review and update the adopted sphere of influence boundaries on or before
January 1, 2008 and every five years thereafter; and

WHEREAS, Government Code Section 56430 requires that a municipal service
review be conducted prior to or in conjunction with a sphere of influence update; and

WHEREAS, LAFCo accepted a municipal service review of the services provided

by the City of Santa Paula (C¡ty) and adopted written determinations as required by

Government Code Section 56430 on November 14, 20'12 for the services provided by the
City; and

VVHEREAS, no change in regulatron, land use, or development will occur as a
result of updating the City's sphere of influence; and

WHEREAS, at the times and in the manner required by law, the Executive Officer
gave notice of the consideration of this action by the Commission; and

WHEREAS, on January 16,2013, at the request of the City of Santa Paula, the
Commission continued action on the sphere of influence update to March 20,2013; and

WHEREAS, the sphere of influence update action was duly considered at a public

hearing on March 20,2013; and

WHEREAS, the Commission heard, discussed and considered all oral and written
testimony for and against the sphere of influence update including, but not limited to,

testimony at the public hearing on March 20,2013 and the LAFCo staff report and

recommendations;

Now, THEREFORE, BE lr RESOLVED, DETERMINED AND ORDERED as foilows:

(1) The Staff Report and Option 3 of the recommendations for approval of the

sphere of influence update for the City of Santa Paula, dated March 20,2013

are adopted.
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(2) The Commission has considered the criteria set forth in Government Code

$56425(e) and determines as follows:

a) The present and planned /and uses in the area, including agricultural and

open-space lands.

o Most of the subject area is comprised of undeveloped land designated

as open space by the County General Plan. Several hundred acres

are planted with orchards and designated Agriculture by the County

General Plan.

. The City is currently processing a development application for 79

residential units on the 32-acre "Peck/Foothill Property", as depicted

on Exhibit A. The approximately 1O0-acre area depicted as "Other

Area" on Exhibit A has been designated by the City General Plan for

"Hillside Residential". As such, the probable uses for these areas

have been identified and adequate information exists to determine

their probable service needs.

. The City General Plan contains limited information as to the location

of land uses, infrastructure, roads, public facilities, natural resources,

and hazards within the approximately 13.7-square miles contained

within the "Adams Canyon Expansion Area" and the "Fagan Canyon

Expansion Area", as depicted on Exhibit A.

. lt appears that the number of units available for development under

the City's growth management ordinance is not adequate to allow for

the level of development identified by the General Plan for the

Expansion Areas. Any changes to the General Plan resulting in an

increase in the number of residential units allowed within the

Expansion Areas would increase this disparity.

. There will be no change in land use, no change in land use authority,

and no impact to agricultural and open space lands as a result of the

sphere of influence update.
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as open space by the County General Plan. Several hundred acres 

are planted with orchards and designated Agricu lture by the County 

General Plan. 

• The City is currently processing a development application for 79 

res identia l units on the 32~acre "Peck/Foothill Property", as depicted 

on Exhibit A. The approximately 1 ~O-acre area depicted as "Other 

Area" on Exhibit A has been designated by the City General Plan for 

"Hillside Residential". As such, the probable uses for these areas 

have been identified and adequate information exists to determine 

their probable service needs. 

• The City General Plan conta ins limited information as to the location 

of land uses, infrastructure, roads, public facilities, natural resources, 

and hazards within the approximately 13.7-square miles contained 

within the "Adams Canyon Expansion Area" and the "Fagan Canyon 

Expansion Area", as depicted on Exhibit A. 

• It appears that the number of units avai lable for development under 

the City's growth management ordinance is not adequate to allow for 

the level of development identified by the Genera l Plan for the 

Expansion Areas. Any changes to the General Plan resulting in an 

increase in the number of residentia l units allowed with in the 

Expansion Areas would increase th is disparity. 

• There will be no change in land use, no change in land use authority, 

and no impact to agricultura l and open space lands as a result of the 

sphere of influence update. 
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Expansion Area", as depicted on Exhibit A. 

• It appears that the number of units available for development under 
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Expansion Areas would increase th is disparity. 
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sphere of influence update. 
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b) The present and probable need for public facilities and seruices in the

area.

o Because the area is comprised of undeveloped open space and

agricultural uses, there is no present need for public facilities and

services in the area.

. No City-adopted comprehensive land use/infrastructure plan currently

exists for the area and no applications for entitlements to develop the

area are currently in process with the City. Therefore, the probable

level of urban services needed in the Adams Canyon and Fagan

Canyon Expansion Areas is unknown at this time.

. Based on the apparent residential densities as currently reflected in

the City General Plan of 1 unit per 12.1acres within the Adams

Canyon Expansion Area and 4.3 acres within the Fagan Canyon

Expansion Area, the probable need for urban services may not

require annexation to the City.

c) The present capacity of public facilities and adequacy of public seryices

that the agency provides or is authorized to provide.

. ln accordance with the 2012 Municipal Service Review prepared for

the City of Santa Paula, the Commission determined that the City

provides adequate fire protection services, recreation and park

services, solid waste services, potable and recycled water services,

and wastewater treatment services to areas within and adjacent to

City boundaries. The Commission also determined that reductions in

police personnel have resulted in increased response times within the

City, that the City has substantially underfunded street maintenance

services needed to prevent further deterioration of City streets, that

the City's sewer collection system suffers from existing capacity

deficiencies and that substantial sections of the system were in need

of repair/replacement. Further, the Commission determined that there

was inadequate information available to determine whether adequate
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area. 
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fire protection service, police service, street maintenance service,

water infrastructure and service, and wastewater collection service

could be feasibly extended to the Adams Canyon and Fagan Canyon

Expansion Areas and whether funding for the ongoing operation and

maintenance of these services and related infrastructure would be

available.

d) The existence of any social or economic communities of interest in the

area if the commission determines that they are relevant to the agency.

. Should the type of development envisioned for the Adams and Fagan

Canyon Expansion Areas occur, a social and/or economic community

of interest may be created. lt appears that this community would be

geog raphica lly, topograph ically, a nd economically d istinct from the

remainder of the City.

e) The present and probable need for City sewe,i municipal and industrial

water, or structuralfire protection seruices for any disadvantaged

unincorporated communities within the existing sphere of influence.

¡ As defined by Section 56033.5 of the Government Code, a

"Disadvantaged Unincorporated Community" (DUC) is an

unincorporated community with an annual median household income

that is less than 80 percent of the statewide annual median household

income. There are no DUCs within or contiguous to the City sphere of

influence.

(3) The sphere of influence for the City of Santa Paula is hereby updated to

exclude the areas known as the "Adams Canyon Expansion Area" and the

"Fagan Canyon Expansion Area", consistent with Option 3 discussed in

the Staff Report, as generally depicted on Exhibit A attached hereto.

(4) The Commission directs staff to have the official sphere of influence

geographic information system data maintained for the Ventura LAFCo by

the Ventura County lnformation Technology Services Department as the
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official sphere of influence record for the City of Santa Paula updated

consistent with this action.

(5) ln accordance with the Executive Officer's determination, the Commission,

as lead agency for the purposes of the California Environmental Quality

Act (CEQA), hereby determines that the sphere of influence update for the

City of Santa Paula is exempt pursuant to Section 15061(bX3) of the

CEQA Guidelines.

(6) The Commission directs staff to file a Notice of Exemption as lead agency

under Section 15062 of the CEQA Guidelines.

This resolution was adopted on March 20,2013.

AYE NO ABSTAIN ABSENT

Commissioner Dandy

Commissioner Long
Comm issioner Ford-M cCaffrey
Commissioner Morehouse
Commissioner Parks

Commissioner Parvin
Commissioner Pringle

Alt. Commissioner Bennett
Alt. Commissioner Cunningham
Alt. Commissioner Freeman
Alt. Commissioner Smith

Dated
Chair, Ventura Local Agency Formation Commission

Exhibit A

Copies City of Santa Paula
Ventura County Surveyor
Ventura County Geographic Information Systems Officer
Ventura County Planning Department
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official sphere of influence record for the City of Santa Paula updated 

consistent with this action. 

(5) In accordance with the Executive Officer's determination , the Commission , 

as lead agency for the purposes of the California Environmental Quality 

Act (CEOA), hereby determines that the sphere of influence update for the 

City of Santa Paula is exempt pursuant to Section 15061(b)(3) of the 

CEOA Guidelines. 

(6) The Commission directs staff to file a Notice of Exemption as lead agency 

under Section 15062 of the CEOA Guidelines. 

This reso lution was adopted on March 20, 2013. 

AYE NO ABSTAIN ABSENT 

Commissioner Dandy D D D D 
Commissioner Long D D D D 
Commissioner Ford-McCaffrey D D D D 
Commissioner Morehouse D D D D 
Commissioner Parks D D n D ~ 

Commissioner Parvin D D D D 
Commissioner Pringle D D D D 
Alt. Commissioner Bennett D D D D 
Alt. Commissioner Cunningham D D D D 
Alt. Commissioner Freeman D D D D 
Alt. Commissioner Smith D D D D 

Dated: _____ _ 
Chair, Ventura Local Agency Formation Commission 

Attachments: Exhibit A 

Copies: City of Santa Pau la 
Ventura County Surveyor 
Ventura County Geographic Information Systems Officer 
Ventura County Planning Department 
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  LAFCo 15-08S   
  May 20, 2015   
  Item 10 Attachment 3   

LAFCo 15-08S 
 

RESOLUTION OF THE VENTURA LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION 
COMMISSION MAKING DETERMINATIONS AND APPROVING THE 
UPDATE OF THE SPHERE OF INFLUENCE FOR THE CITY OF SANTA PAULA 
 

 WHEREAS, Government Code Section 56425 et seq. requires the Local Agency Formation 

Commission (LAFCo or Commission) to develop and determine the sphere of influence of each local 

governmental agency within the County in order to carry out its purposes and responsibilities for 

planning and shaping the logical and orderly development and coordination of local governmental 

agencies so as to advantageously provide for the present and future needs of the County and its 

communities; and  

WHEREAS, LAFCo accepted a municipal service review of the services provided by the City of 

Santa Paula (City) and adopted written determinations as required by Government Code Section 

56430 on November 14, 2012 for the services provided by the City; and 

  WHEREAS, no change in regulation, land use, or development will occur as a result of updating 

the City’s sphere of influence; and 

 WHEREAS, at the times and in the manner required by law, the Executive Officer gave notice 

of the consideration of this action by the Commission; and 

 WHEREAS, the sphere of influence update action was duly considered at a public hearing on 

May 20, 2015; and 

 WHEREAS, the Commission heard, discussed and considered all oral and written testimony for 

and against the sphere of influence update including, but not limited to, testimony at the public 

hearing on May 20, 2015 and the LAFCo Staff Report; 

 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, DETERMINED AND ORDERED as follows: 
 

(1) The Staff Report and Option 2 of the recommendations for approval of the sphere of influence 

update for the City of Santa Paula, dated May 20, 2015, are adopted. 

(2) The Commission has considered the criteria set forth in Government Code §56425(e) and 

determines as follows: 

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

 Most of the subject area is comprised of undeveloped land designated as Open Space 

by the County General Plan.  Several hundred acres are planted with orchards and 

designated Agricultural by the County General Plan.  

 The City is currently processing a development application for 79 residential units on 

the 32-acre “Peck/Foothill Property”, as depicted on Exhibit A.  The approximately 100-

118



 
Resolution of Approval 
LAFCo 15-08S City of Santa Paula Sphere of Influence Update 
May 20, 2015 
Page 2 of 5 
 

acre area depicted as “Other Area” on Exhibit A has been designated by the City 

General Plan for “Hillside Residential”.  As such, the probable uses for these areas have 

been identified and adequate information exists to determine their probable service 

needs.   

 The City General Plan does not identify the location or extent of any planned land use 

designations within the approximately 10.3-square-mile Adams Canyon Expansion Area 

as depicted on Exhibit A. 

 There will be no change in land use, no change in land use authority, and no impact to 

agricultural and open space lands as a result of the sphere of influence update. 

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

 Because the area is comprised of undeveloped open space and agricultural uses, there 

is no present need for public facilities and services in the area. 

 The County’s Agricultural and Open Space General Plan and zoning designations will 

allow for the existing uses to continue, thus there is no probable need for public 

facilities and services in the area. 

 No City-adopted comprehensive land use/infrastructure plan currently exists for the 

area and no applications for entitlements to develop the area are currently in process 

with the City.  Therefore, the probable level of urban services needed in the Adams 

Canyon Expansion Area is unknown at this time.  

c) The present capacity of public facilities and adequacy of public services that the agency 

provides or is authorized to provide.  

 The City’s current General Plan does not include many of the basic requirements of a 

General Plan for the Adams Canyon Expansion Area.   Information is not available to 

determine if the City’s public facilities and services are adequate for future 

development within the Expansion Area because the location, extent, and service 

needs of future development have not been identified or analyzed.   

d) The existence of any social or economic communities of interest in the area if the 

commission determines that they are relevant to the agency. 

 Staff is not aware of any social or economic communities of interest within or adjacent 
to the current sphere of influence.    

e) The present and probable need for City sewer, municipal and industrial water, or structural 

fire protection services for any disadvantaged unincorporated communities within the 

existing sphere of influence.  
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 As defined by Section 56033.5 of the Government Code, a “Disadvantaged 

Unincorporated Community” (DUC) is an unincorporated community with an annual 

median household income that is less than 80 percent of the statewide annual median 

household income.  There are no DUCs within or contiguous to the City sphere of 

influence. 

(3) The sphere of influence for the City of Santa Paula is hereby updated to exclude most of 

the area known as the “Adams Canyon Expansion Area”, consistent with Option 2 

discussed in the Staff Report, as generally depicted on Exhibit A attached hereto. 

(4) The Commission directs staff to have the official sphere of influence geographic 

information system data maintained for the Ventura LAFCo by the Ventura County 

Information Technology Services Department as the official sphere of influence record 

for the City of Santa Paula updated consistent with this action. 

(5) In accordance with the Executive Officer’s determination, the Commission, as lead 

agency for the purposes of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), hereby 

determines that the sphere of influence update for the City of Santa Paula is exempt 

pursuant to Section 15061(b)(3) of the CEQA Guidelines. 

(6) The Commission directs staff to file a Notice of Exemption as lead agency under Section 

15062 of the CEQA Guidelines. 
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This resolution was adopted on May 20, 2015. 
 
        AYE   NO     ABSTAIN   ABSENT 
 
Commissioner Cunningham     

Commissioner Dandy     

Commissioner Freeman     

Commissioner Morehouse     

Commissioner Parks     

Commissioner Parvin     

Commissioner Zaragoza     

Alt. Commissioner Bennett     

Alt. Commissioner Ramirez     

Alt. Commissioner Rooney     

 

__________ __________________________________________________________ 
Date  Lou Cunningham, Chair, Ventura Local Agency Formation Commission 

 
Attachments:  Exhibit A 
    
 
 
Copies:  City of Santa Paula 

Ventura County Surveyor 
Ventura County Geographic Information Systems Officer 
Ventura County Planning Department 
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  LAFCo 15-08S  
  May 20, 2015  
    Item 10 Attachment 4  

 

LAFCo 15-08S 
 

RESOLUTION OF THE VENTURA LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION 
COMMISSION MAKING DETERMINATIONS AND APPROVING THE 
UPDATE OF THE SPHERE OF INFLUENCE FOR THE CITY OF SANTA 
PAULA 
 

 WHEREAS, Government Code Section 56425 et seq. requires the Local Agency Formation 

Commission (LAFCo or Commission) to develop and determine the sphere of influence of each 

local governmental agency within the County in order to carry out its purposes and responsibilities 

for planning and shaping the logical and orderly development and coordination of local 

governmental agencies so as to advantageously provide for the present and future needs of the 

County and its communities; and  

WHEREAS, LAFCo accepted a municipal service review of the services provided by the City 

of Santa Paula (City) and adopted written determinations as required by Government Code 

Section 56430 on November 14, 2012 for the services provided by the City; and 

  WHEREAS, no change in regulation, land use, or development will occur as a result of 

updating the City’s sphere of influence; and 

 WHEREAS, at the times and in the manner required by law, the Executive Officer gave 

notice of the consideration of this action by the Commission; and 

 WHEREAS, the sphere of influence update action was duly considered at a public hearing 

on May 20, 2015; and 

 WHEREAS, the Commission heard, discussed and considered all oral and written testimony 

for and against the sphere of influence update including, but not limited to, testimony at the 

public hearing on May 20, 2015 and the LAFCo Staff Report; 

 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, DETERMINED AND ORDERED as follows: 

 

(1) The Staff Report and Option 3 of the recommendations for approval of the sphere of 

influence update for the City of Santa Paula, dated May 20, 2015, are adopted. 

(2) The Commission has considered the criteria set forth in Government Code §56425(e) and 

determines as follows: 

a) The present and planned land uses in the area, including agricultural and open-space 

lands. 
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 Most of the subject area is comprised of undeveloped land designated as Open 

Space by the County General Plan.  Several hundred acres are planted with 

orchards and designated Agriculture by the County General Plan.  

 The City is currently processing a development application for 79 residential units 

on the 32-acre “Peck/Foothill Property”, as depicted on Exhibit A.  The 

approximately 100-acre area depicted as “Other Area” on Exhibit A has been 

designated by the City General Plan for “Hillside Residential”.  As such, the probable 

uses for these areas have been identified and adequate information exists to 

determine their probable service needs.   

 The City General Plan does not identify the location or extent of any planned land 

use designations within the approximately 13.7 square miles contained within the 

“Adams Canyon Expansion Area” and the “Fagan Canyon Expansion Area”, as 

depicted on Exhibit A.  

 There will be no change in land use, no change in land use authority, and no impact 

to agricultural and open space lands as a result of the sphere of influence update. 

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

 Because the area is comprised of undeveloped open space and agricultural uses, 

there is no present need for public facilities and services in the area. 

 No City-adopted comprehensive land use/infrastructure plan currently exists for 

the area and no applications for entitlements to develop the area are currently in 

process with the City.  Therefore, the probable level of urban services needed in the 

Adams Canyon and Fagan Canyon Expansion Areas is unknown at this time.  

c) The present capacity of public facilities and adequacy of public services that the agency 

provides or is authorized to provide.  

 The City’s current General Plan does not include many of the basic requirements of 

a General Plan for the Adams Canyon and Fagan Canyon Expansion Areas.   

Information is not available to determine if the City’s public facilities and services 

are adequate for future development within the Expansion Areas because the 

location, extent, and service needs of future development have not been identified 

or analyzed.   

d) The existence of any social or economic communities of interest in the area if the 

commission determines that they are relevant to the agency. 

 Staff is not aware of any social or economic communities of interest within or 

adjacent to the current sphere of influence.    
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e) The present and probable need for City sewer, municipal and industrial water, or 

structural fire protection services for any disadvantaged unincorporated communities 

within the existing sphere of influence.  

 As defined by Section 56033.5 of the Government Code, a “Disadvantaged 

Unincorporated Community” (DUC) is an unincorporated community with an 

annual median household income that is less than 80 percent of the statewide 

annual median household income.  There are no DUCs within or contiguous to the 

City sphere of influence. 

(3) The sphere of influence for the City of Santa Paula is hereby updated to exclude most of 

the area known as the “Adams Canyon Expansion Area” and all of the area known as the 

“Fagan Canyon Expansion Area”, consistent with Option 3 discussed in the Staff Report, 

as generally depicted on Exhibit A attached hereto. 

(4) The Commission directs staff to have the official sphere of influence geographic 

information system data maintained for the Ventura LAFCo by the Ventura County 

Information Technology Services Department as the official sphere of influence record 

for the City of Santa Paula updated consistent with this action. 

(5) In accordance with the Executive Officer’s determination, the Commission, as lead 

agency for the purposes of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), hereby 

determines that the sphere of influence update for the City of Santa Paula is exempt 

pursuant to Section 15061(b)(3) of the CEQA Guidelines. 

(6) The Commission directs staff to file a Notice of Exemption as lead agency under Section 

15062 of the CEQA Guidelines. 
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This resolution was adopted on May 20, 2015. 

        AYE   NO     ABSTAIN   ABSENT 
 
Commissioner Cunningham     

Commissioner Dandy     

Commissioner Freeman     

Commissioner Morehouse     

Commissioner Parks     

Commissioner Parvin     

Commissioner Zaragoza     

Alt. Commissioner Bennett     

Alt. Commissioner Ramirez     

Alt. Commissioner Rooney     

 

__________ __________________________________________________________ 
Date  Lou Cunningham, Chair, Ventura Local Agency Formation Commission 

 
Attachments:  Exhibit A 
    
 
Copies: City of Santa Paula 

Ventura County Surveyor 
Ventura County Geographic Information Systems Officer 
Ventura County Planning Department 
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